
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, May 18, 2007 

9:30 – 11:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Tom Clayton (chair), Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Tracey Anderson, Arlene Carney, Joseph 

Gaugler, Candace Kruttschnitt 
 
Absent:  William Doherty, James Farr, Karen Miksch, John Mowitt, Paul Porter, Terry Simon 
 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Procedures for reviewing candidates for tenure and promotion; (2) letter to the 
Provost about the copyright policy; (3) letter to Senior Vice President Cerra; (4) post-tenure review 
standards. 
 
 
1. Procedures for Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and Promotion:  Tenure –Track and 
Tenured Faculty 
 
 Professor Clayton convened the meeting at 9:10 and turned to Vice Provost Carney to highlight 
the changes of substance she had proposed as a result of recent discussions by the Committee.  The 
Committee approved all of the proposed changes, in some cases with minor edits (which are reflected in 
the language in these minutes). 
 
--  In line with additional provisions (below) dealing with promotion decisions, she recommended a new 
title for the Procedures [reflected in the title of this item of the minutes]. 
 
--  She drafted new language to cover the coordinate campuses:  
 
"19.  Review Procedures at Coordinate Campuses 
 
"Each of the coordinate campuses establishes its procedures for review.  Just as on the Twin Cities 
campus, it includes initial review at the departmental or division level by eligible faculty with additional 
review by the unit chair or head.  Each campus provides a second-level campus-wide review by eligible 
faculty.  The campus review committee is composed of members of the tenured faculty of the campus.  
The membership of the committee is public information. The committee is advisory to the vice chancellor 
and chancellor.  The same rules for voting and for evaluation of candidates apply as in Sections 15 and 16 
above. 
 
"The chancellor reviews each candidate’s file and makes a recommendation for central review." 
 
--  She suggested clarification of who does what when files come from the coordinate campuses (new 
language underlined): 

                                                 
* 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. 



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, May 18, 2007 
 
 

2

 
"20. Central Review 
 
"The Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost has the final delegation of authority to 
make recommendations regarding tenure and promotion to the Board of Regents for all Twin Cities 
colleges and coordinate campuses (with the exception of the Duluth campus).  (1) He or she receives 
recommendations from the deans who report directly to him or her.  (2) Chancellors of coordinate 
campuses forward their recommendations both to the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Provost for decision and to the Senior Vice President for System Academic Administration for 
information.  (3) In the Academic Health Center, after receiving the recommendation of the dean, the 
Senior Vice President for the Health Sciences forwards his or her recommendation to the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and Provost.  Senior vice presidents and chancellors may consult with 
other persons before making a decision, but each such consultation or review shall be recorded in the 
candidate's file." 
 
--  She proposed new language to clarify the final steps in the process of reviewing tenure files: 
 
"The Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost presents his or her final recommendations 
to the Board of Regents.  The Board of Regents confers tenure and approves promotion on recommended 
candidates." 
 
--  Finally, she presented new language to cover promotion in cases where no tenure decision is required. 
 
"III.   Promotion Procedures 
 
"Procedures for considering promotions either to the rank of associate professor or to the rank of 
professor must parallel those for considering candidates for tenure from the unit review through the 
central review.  Promotion to the rank of associate professor from the rank of assistant professor 
accompanies a decision about the conferral of indefinite tenure.  Promotion to the rank of professor may 
occur at any time after the appointment as or promotion to the rank of associate professor. 
 
"Consideration for promotion to the rank of professor may occur whenever it is initiated by the unit head 
or by the faculty senior in rank to the candidate. The candidate may at any time request that a review take 
place, but the faculty senior in rank will decide whether to conduct it.  Faculty may appeal the decision 
not to be reviewed to the unit head, the dean, or the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Provost, if he or she believes that the decision was made unfairly. 
 
"Departmental criteria for promotion to the rank of professor as written in the departmental 7.12 
statement must be consistent with those stated in Section 9.2 of the tenure code, Criteria for Promotion to 
Professor.  This section of the tenure code also describes the eligibility for voting for candidates for the 
rank of professor. 
 
"Some units may have heads or chairs who are associate professors.  These individuals are not eligible to 
vote in the cases of candidates for professor.  They are required to write a statement as the unit head as 
part of the promotion process.  The unit report must be written by a professor who attended the meeting.  
The role of the unit head or chair who is an associate professor is to listen to the discussion and to provide 
information." 
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 The language of the second paragraph in the new Section III does not identify HOW a faculty 
member appeals, Dr. Carney pointed out, but the route cannot be only through the unit head or the 
candidate may be stuck.  The Committee concluded the language is clear enough. 
 
 In the case of chairs who are associate professors, it is clear that they cannot vote on promotion of 
candidates from associate professor to professor, Dr. Carney pointed out.  There are new chairs who are 
associate professors, however, and who have written reports for the promotion-and-tenure process, as they 
are supposed to.  It would be a radical change to exclude the (associate professor) unit heads from the 
discussion or rule that they could not write a report.  The Committee concluded (and the language reflects 
the conclusion) that a tenured professor should be selected to write the unit report but that the (associate 
professor who serves as) chair should be present to listen and provide information, should not be an active 
participant,  and should write his or her own report as the chair.  One problem could be finding a 
professor willing to write the report; Professor Kruttschnitt maintained that the chair can lean on 
someone—if they're a professor not willing to serve as chair, they should at least be willing to write a 
promotion-and-tenure report.  Professor Gaugler agreed that the process is purer if someone who 
participated in the discussion and voted were to write the report. 
 

This issue does raise the question about whether associate professors should be department chairs, 
Dr. Carney said, but in some units, especially smaller ones, it may be necessary.   

 
The Committee now conducted a brief review of the entire Procedures document and made a few 

revisions and clarifications. 
 
--  The quorum rule ("greater than 50% of those faculty eligible to vote on a personnel question, except 
that those faculty who are not present and do not vote are not counted for the purposes of determining a 
quorum") could present a problem if a lot of professors are on sabbatical or out of the country, Dr. Carney 
said.  If there are 6 professors in a department and 3 are unavailable, a quorum is 2.  Can the Committee 
assume the department would ask the dean for help, Professor Clayton asked?  They can, Dr. Carney said, 
and those are cases when additional faculty may be brought in.  Most people act responsibly, she said.  
She added that a number of people will be upset that the Procedures do not allow voting by email.  (If 
there is controversy about this prohibition, she observed, the issue can be brought back to this Committee 
in the future.)  The concerns about email, she recalled, were confidentiality—the ability to forward an 
email. 
 
 The possibility of a quorum of 2 is an unlikely scenario, Professor Abul-Hajj commented.  There 
are limits on the number of faculty members who can be gone from a department at any one time.   
 
--  The Committee changed some of the language setting out the file preparation, role of the department 
chair, and the number of outside letters required.  (New language is underlined; language to be deleted is 
struck out.) 
 
The head of the unit (or a designated committee) has the responsibility for seeing that a file is prepared 
for each candidate, with the help and advice of at least one senior faculty member.   containing  The file 
must contain relevant information on teaching, scholarship 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 department should seek appraisals both from 
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persons suggested by the candidate and from other recognized scholars in the field. Units may determine 
a minimum number of external appraisals that they require.   At least half, and no fewer than four, of the 
external reviews obtained must be from individuals  with no direct professional or personal interest in the 
advancement of  the candidate's career (for example, they should not be former advisors or mentors or co-
authors or co-investigators on previous work).  The file must specify clearly the relationship of the 
external reviewers to the candidate.  Further, the file should contain a description of each external 
reviewer and his or her credentials for subsequent faculty on collegiate review committees and collegiate 
and central administrators to be able to interpret reviews more fully. Referees must be informed that their 
evaluations will not be held confidential, since state law may permit the candidate to inspect them.  
Referees must be told if a candidate has stopped the tenure clock and what the time period of the stopped 
clock has been.  The referees are not provided with information regarding the reason that the tenure clock 
was stopped. 
 
--  The Committee also altered some of the language about reviewers.   
 
Relevant information must not be excluded from the file, but the weight to be given to the views of any 
particular outside referee, internal evaluator, or student 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. 
 
 Professor Clayton asked if this language could be interpreted as referring only to those who 
review scholarship.  Vice Provost Carney said not; reviewers can also be used for teaching or service 
activities.   
 
 Professor Tracey reported that on the Morris campus a junior faculty member has a senior faculty 
member help him or her prepare the file and solicit letters.  Professor Abul-Hajj said the same is true for 
his department, where senior faculty are teamed with junior faculty and the department head assembles 
the dossier.  Not all departments do that, Dr. Carney said, and in some the senior faculty do not help with 
the dossier.  Should the procedures require that departments provide such help?  She commented that it is 
clear when caring senior faculty have helped assemble a file.  What is the role of the unit head, Professor 
Abul-Hajj asked?  If the candidate is being recommended for promotion and tenure, presumably the chair 
wants the best possible file. 
 
 Professor Kruttschnitt asked if candidates are also not supposed to solicit students to write letters.  
At Morris the candidate provides the names of students, Professor Anderson said.  The problem is that 
seeking letters can appear to be coercive, Dr. Carney said, and while student comments on evaluation 
forms are part of the file, letters of recommendation typically cannot come from current students. 
 
 The Committee concluded, after completing its review, that the requirement that the Procedures 
be "jointly" approved by this Committee and the Provost means "both" must approve.  Besides, Dr. 
Carney pointed out, she is the Provost's designee to serve on this Committee and she has been working 
"jointly" on the changes with it.  She will review the changes with the Provost, and once approved she 
will send them to department chairs with annotation of the changes they need to be aware of, and the 
Procedures will be on the Provost's website so anyone can get them whenever they need them. 
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2. Letter to the Provost about the Copyright Policy 
 
 Professor Clayton said he would prepare a  letter to the Provost about the copyright policy in 
which the Committee will request that he delay regental consideration of the policy until the fall.  The 
Senate Research Committee looked at a revised version of the policy and while it was improved, still did 
not like the language about University ownership of instructional materials if "substantial University 
resources" were involved in their production.  That language exists, however, in the policies of many of 
the University's peers, Dr. Carney said, so there is nothing unusual about the provision.  Do faculty not 
own instructional materials under the policy, Professor Kruttschnitt asked?  The faculty own them, Dr. 
Carney said; the University can use them for instructional and administrative purposes.  One individual 
wanted a provision that would bar the University from making any changes in the materials, if the faculty 
member wished.  The University cannot take instructional materials and license them for use elsewhere.  
Most important, Professor Gaugler commented, is that the faculty member can take the course if he or she 
leaves the University—which would not be allowed under the provisions of the copyright-surrender 
document that Professor Wells brought to the Committee's attention. 
 
 Dr. Carney related that one concern expressed by a Senate Research Committee member was 
about the possibility of a faculty member on sabbatical who writes a textbook that generates a million 
dollars in royalties; would the University get the money?  It would not, she said; the "substantial 
University resources" is about support above and beyond the normal—and lots of faculty receive 
sabbaticals, so that's not abnormal.  If, however, the University were to give a faculty member two years 
to develop instructional materials, that might be a different question.  By the same token, a TEL grant to 
develop instructional materials would unlikely to be "substantial" because many receive them.  And Mr. 
Brown, from the General Counsel's office, has pointed out more than once that there should be a 
prospective written agreement if a faculty member is to receive "substantial University resources" above 
and beyond the normal.  The administrative policy and procedures to accompany the regental copyright 
policy can address these issues.  (One comment at the Senate Research Committee meeting was that 
people might be less concerned about the regental copyright policy if they could also see the 
administrative policy/procedures that will be adopted.)  There are very few cases where faculty would 
lose their rights to instructional materials, Dr. Carney said. 
 
 In those cases where there is a dispute, this Committee might ask that the administration make an 
initial decision and it be appealed to a faculty panel for review.   
 
 [Shortly after this meeting, the Provost decided to delay consideration of the copyright policy 
until the fall.] 
 
3. Letter to Senior Vice President Cerra and Assistant Vice President Brandt 
 
 Professor Clayton reviewed a draft letter to Drs. Cerra and Brandt.  The Committee endorsed it 
unanimously.   
 
4. Post-Tenure Review Standards 
 
 In the fall, Vice Provost Carney said, she would provide the Committee an analysis of the post-
tenure review standards that have been incorporated in departmental 7.12 statements to see if there is a 
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trend or if they are very different.  Her sense is that the problems are not with Section 7a of the tenure 
code (which deals with post-tenure review) but how the process gets started in departments. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


