
DRAFT

UNIVERSITY POLICY: PROMOTION, TENURE, and PERIODIC REVIEWS 

I.
INTRODUCTION

A. The President has charged the Deans of the Colleges with the responsibility of developing policy and making recommendations pertaining to standards and requirements for a University-wide process for academic promotion and the awarding of tenure, and quinquennial performance review.  This includes procedures and instruments to be used in the evaluation of individual faculty activity that will lead to a general, standardized format for Tenure and Promotion.  This process will be consistent with Idaho State Board of Education (SBOE) Policies and Procedures (specifically Section II, G, Policies Regarding Faculty) and the Idaho State University Faculty/Staff (F/S) Handbook (specifically Part 4, Section IV, Performance/Evaluation/Termination) and will not alter nor supersede any of those policies.  In developing this process, best practices from across the University and nationally are to be considered for inclusion.
B. The Policies and Procedures of the Idaho State Board of Education instruct that each institution shall develop policies for the acquisition of tenure and promotion that are consistent with the general philosophy and policy statements of the Board.  Additionally, the Board states that “the acquisition of tenure is not automatic, by default or defacto, but requires an explicit judgment, decision and approval.” (SBOE Policies and Procedures, II.G.6.b.)
C. It is intended that this document will assure equal treatment of faculty members across the University during their promotion, tenure, and periodic reviews.  It will build faculty trust and confidence that tenure and promotion recommendations will be fairly and equitably applied.  This process will be consistent with the current policy that provides opportunities within the disciplines for the interpretation of the criteria for tenure and promotion within that discipline.  Some of the current college guidelines lack clarity with regard to the tenure and promotion process and this provides an opportunity to address those issues.
D. Guiding Principles:  The University has explicitly stated essential responsibilities of its faculty.  (Strategic Plan, Goals 2 through 5; Faculty/Staff Handbook Part 4, II, A; and Appendix E, Faculty Workload Policy). 
1. Essential responsibilities of academic faculty members include:
a. Teaching – Faculty members are expected to demonstrate satisfactory proficiency in their area of expertise.  Quality teaching is considered so important at Idaho State University that it is an expectation that must be met for tenure and promotion to be granted regardless of the faculty member’s performance in other responsibilities.

b. Scholarship – Faculty members are expected to have a record of sustained production of the scholarship specific to their discipline. 

c. Service - Service to the College, University, profession, and/or public is an expected responsibility of all faculty members.   Community/public service includes only those activities that relate directly to one’s academic discipline and areas of specific expertise.
d. Faculty members who have assigned clinical responsibilities are expected to maintain high clinical competence, appropriate state licensure and/or certificates for practice, and the ability to mentor and serve as a role model for students in the health professions.
e. Faculty members who have assigned part-time administrative responsibilities within a college (e.g., assistant chair,  program leader, etc.) are expected also to maintain a balance among the relevant areas of faculty responsibility – teaching, research/scholarship, and service, as part of their total workload and as negotiated at the time of appointment and documented in the annual plan or appointment letter. [Examples of serving as chair or associate dean are not good ones—such service is generally more than full-time.]
2. The primary workload expectation for lecturers and professional-technical education (PTE) faculty is instruction, with service as a secondary expectation.  

3. The sequence of review should follow the progression of input and recommendations with the Department first, the Department Chair second, the College Committee third, and finally the Dean of the College with each having access to the recommendations of those that had come previously.   At each level, either a vote of the group or a recommendation from the administrator must be made.  All votes must be accompanied with a statement of rationale for the vote.  At each stage of the review process, the candidate will have five working days to respond to the next level of review .  All of the recommendations and any responses from the candidate are then forwarded to the Provost.
E. The faculty members will be evaluated under the expectations of their workload assignments over their period of employment.  The current Idaho State University Workload Policy (ISU  Faculty/Staff Handbook, Appendix E) is: 
1. 9-month, full FTE faculty: 30 equivalency units of effort per academic year (15 units of effort each semester). Teaching courses during the summer session may be included in the academic year totals, if mutually beneficial to the faculty member and the department.
2. 12-month full FTE faculty: By extrapolation, 40 equivalency units of effort per calendar year (15 units of effort each semester plus 10 units of effort for summer).
II. 
PROCESS AND PROCEDURES

A. Tenure

1. By Idaho State Board of Education Policy:  “A faculty member is eligible to be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure after having completed four (4) years of academic employment at the institution, although tenure may be awarded prior to completion of this initial eligibility period in certain exceptional cases as provided in Board Policy II.G.6.d.4.a.  In addition, an academic faculty member must be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure not later than the faculty member’s sixth (6th) full academic year of employment at the institution.  In certain exceptional cases a faculty member may petition for extension of the timeline for tenure due to extenuating circumstances as provided in Board Policy II.g.6.d.4.b. (SBOE Policies and Procedures, II.G.6.b.)”  [Note: the ISU Faculty/Staff Handbook 4.IV.B.3.a.(2) states:  “A faculty member will usually be evaluated for the acquisition of tenure after at least five (5) years of service and in no case later than during the faculty member’s seventh (7th) full academic year of employment at the institution.”, which is in conflict with SBOE policy].
2. The granting of tenure will be linked to promotion for those faculty members at the assistant professor rank whose entire time in service for the consideration of tenure was spent at Idaho State University.  For these faculty members, tenure will not be awarded without promotion to the associate professor rank.
3. For each faculty member being evaluated for tenure, standard information in the portfolio submitted will include:
a. A current curriculum vita.
b. Annual performance reviews for reappointment including a more intensive third-year review (see II, A, 4 below).
c. Timeline of workload over employment history at Idaho State University – by semester or yearly for the past five years.
d. Teaching and/or clinical practice activities that address the issue of quality teaching by providing the following evidence of being a mentor and advisor of students:
1) History of student evaluations – may be summarized by the Department.
2) Significant outside evaluation of teaching (i.e., awards, etc.). [by whom, if not for an award?]
3) Thesis and/or dissertation committee service.
4) Peer review of teaching and/or clinical practice.
5) Any other evidence of quality teaching.
e. Scholarship - required peer review of credentials by members of the department and outside reviewers.

1) Members of the Department and the Department Chair will set the performance expectations for faculty members within the discipline in general and will evaluate individual faculty member’s specific accomplishments with regard to their assigned workload.

2) A minimum of three letters of external evaluation will be required. These are to be provided by reviewers external to the University.  The candidate’s portfolio will be made available and the external reviewers will be asked specifically to review the candidate’s scholarship and professional service.  They will be asked to address specifically the national and/or international impact of the candidate’ scholarly activities on the discipline.  These reviewers will be selected as follows:  One reviewer will come from a recommendation given by the candidate, one reviewer from a recommendation by the Department as selected by the department chair and one from the college dean in consultation with the Office of Academic Affairs.  There should be no conflicts of interest.  A reasonable deadline for the solicitation of these outside reviews will be given by the Provost with the consideration that they should be available at all levels of deliberation.

3) A standardized letter will be used to solicit external reviews.  This letter will address key elements:

· Impact – discuss how the faculty member’s accomplishments have made an impact on the discipline on a national or international scale. The reviewer should give an assessment of the candidate’s standing as a scholar in the discipline, including an evaluation of the quality and quantity of the candidate’s scholarly contributions.
· The reviewer will be directly asked to provide an opinion regarding the suitability of the candidate for the awarding of tenure at a university with standards and characteristics (such as resources and teaching load) similar to those at Idaho State University.
· Confidentiality of the review process. [needs expansion—what does this mean? Is this a statement of request to the reviewer to keep the review confidential? Or that the reviewer’s comments will be kept confidential? Is that possible?]
f. Professional Service:  Professional service refers exclusively to work that draws upon one's professional expertise and is an outgrowth of one's academic discipline and implies the use of academic and professional expertise of University faculty to serve the Community, the State, the Nation, and the World.
1) Service at the Departmental level, College, and/or University levels is required.
2) Community and State professional service is desirable.
3) National and international professional service is desirable. 

g. It is expected that the curriculum vita will include the entire professional background of the candidate to be considered.  However, only work accomplished during employment at ISU is to be considered for tenure.  The tenure decision will be based on the significance and quality of the candidate’s research/scholarly and creative activity to date and will take into account an assessment of the likelihood of sustained research/scholarly and creative productivity.  Specifically, publication of one’s thesis and/or dissertation is encouraged; however, this is not sufficient to meet the requirement for scholarship even if published after starting at ISU.
h. Faculty members who come to Idaho State University with academic experience elsewhere and where time in rank credit towards tenure is listed in the letter of offermay be eligible to apply for tenure no sooner than during the third full year of service. 
B. Promotion

1. Mandatory third-year review for all untenured continuing faculty.  All continuing faculty (tenure track and non-tenure track) eligible for promotion must undergo a mandatory third-year review.  This is being required to identify any deficiencies the candidate may have in obtaining a positive tenure and/or promotion decision while allowing sufficient time to correct those deficiencies through mentoring and faculty development.  The third-year review will be conducted with input from the department faculty, department chair, college review committee and dean.  There will be one of three defined employment decisions tied with the third-year review: 1) candidate to continue current progress toward tenure and/or promotion; 2) candidate to be reviewed again in one year; or 3) candidate to be issued a terminal contract.  This recommendation will be conveyed to the candidate by the college dean.

2. For non-tenure track faculty (e.g., clinical, research, lecturer, and professional-technical appointments):

A non-tenure track faculty member is eligible to be evaluated for promotion after having completed four (4) years of academic employment at the institution.  Subsequent reviews for promotion to each higher rank associated with a faculty member’s appointment classification require completion of a minimum of three full years of service at the current rank, as well as meeting all the requirements for appointment to the higher rank, as outlined in the relevant College Promotion document. 

a. Evaluation for promotion will be based on the faculty member’s accomplishments since being hired or since the last promotion decision, whichever is most recent.

b. The promotion portfolio requirements, and the process and relevant guidelines outlined above in Section II.A.4 for a tenure review will be followed, including letters of external review.
c. For research faculty, a strong national presence in scholarship and continued productivity are expected for promotion.  

d. For clinical faculty, lecturers, and professional-technical faculty, quality teaching is one requirement, with additional requirements described in the college/department promotion policies.
2. For tenure-track faculty whose time in rank is at Idaho State University:  
As indicated above in Section II.A.3, the granting of tenure will be linked to promotion for those faculty members at the assistant professor rank whose entire time in service has been at Idaho State University.  For these faculty members, promotion to associate professor will not be awarded without tenure.
The residency time at Idaho State University before a faculty member can be considered for promotion from the rank of associate professor to professor is a minimum of three years.  Review for promotion to professor may occur no earlier than during the person’s third academic year.
a. Evaluation for promotion will be based on the faculty member’s accomplishments since being hired, or from the last tenure and/or promotion decision, whichever is the most recent.
b. The same process and guidelines as used for tenure will be followed.  This includes three required letters of external review.  
c. Quality teaching remains a requirement.

d. A strong national presence in scholarship and continued productivity are expectations for promotion.
3. For a faculty member whose time in rank is not entirely at Idaho State University:  
Faculty members come to Idaho State University at the rank of assistant professor, associate professor or professor, normally without tenure.  The residency time at the University before the faculty member can be considered for tenure is a minimum of three years and a maximum of six years.  This will allow sufficient time to document quality teaching and scholarship while at ISU.  The letter of offer can stipulate up to 3 years of credit earned at another institution of higher learning toward tenure and/or promotion at Idaho State University.
C. Quinquennial Review Process
1. The Quinquennial Review Process is an internal review conducted by the college for all continuing faculty (tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure track appointments) and may lead to a Periodic Performance Review under certain circumstances.  The SBOE Policy on Periodic Performance Review (SBOE Policies and Procedures, Section II, G, 6, g) is provided below in its entirety for reference:
Periodic Performance Review of Tenured Faculty Members - It is the policy of the Board that at intervals not to exceed five (5) years following the award of tenure to faculty members, the performance of tenured faculty must be reviewed by members of the department or unit and the department chairperson or unit head. The review must be conducted in terms of the tenured faculty member's continuing performance in the following general categories: teaching effectiveness, research or creative activities, professional related services, other assigned responsibilities, and overall contributions to the department.

· (1) Procedures for periodic review - Each institution must establish procedures for the performance review of tenured faculty members at the institution. Such procedures are subject to the review and approval of the Board. Each year the academic vice president or designee is responsible for designating in writing those tenured faculty members whose performance is subject to review during the year.

· (2) Review standards - Each institution may establish its own internal review standards subject to approval by the Board. Absent such institutional standards, the institution must use the following standards.


If during the periodic review, the performance of a tenured faculty member is questioned in writing by a majority of members of the department or unit, the department chairperson or unit head, the appropriate dean, the appropriate vice president, or the chief executive officer, then the appropriate vice president or equivalent administrator must decide whether a full and complete review must be conducted in accordance with the procedures established for the initial evaluation for tenure at the institution. If during the periodic review, the performance of a tenured faculty member is not questioned in writing, members of the department or unit and the department chairperson or unit head must prepare a written review statement that the performance review has been conducted and that a full and complete review is not required.

· (3) Exception for Associate Professors in the Promotion Process - Generally, the promotion from the rank of associate professor to full professor is considered no earlier than the fifth full year after attaining the rank of associate professor, which is generally contemporaneous with the granting of tenure. In such cases, if review for promotion to full professor is scheduled during the fifth, sixth or seventh full year after the award of tenure then the promotion review may, if it meets substantially similar criteria and goals of the post tenure review, take the place of the periodic performance review described here.

· (4) Termination of employment - If, following a full and complete review, a tenured faculty member's performance is judged to have been unsatisfactory or less than adequate during the period under review, the chief executive officer may initiate termination of employment procedures for the faculty member. In other words, an unsatisfactory or less than adequate performance rating shall constitute adequate cause for dismissal.

2. The Idaho State University Faculty/Staff Handbook contains similar wording (Part 4, Section IV, B, 7).
3. The Accreditation Handbook of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) includes Policy 4.1 Faculty Evaluation.  This policy requires a comprehensive review at least every five years of all faculty (i.e., tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure track).  
	Policy 4.1 Faculty Evaluation

As stated in Standard Four, the effectiveness and quality of an institution’s total educational program depend upon the presence of a competent faculty. Further, it is the institution’s obligation, in consultation with the faculty, to evaluate the performance of its faculty members and to provide for their development on a continuing basis. 

	Standard Four also calls for faculty members to be safeguarded in their exercise of academic freedom. The protection of academic freedom does not lessen the need for performance evaluation of temporary or permanent members of the faculty to ensure, on a continuing basis, the effectiveness and quality of those individuals responsible for the academic program. This ongoing evaluation may take several forms, in accordance with the size, complexity, and mission of the institution, including, for example, annual merit salary evaluations of a significant nature, promotions, and/or tenure reviews, periodic post-tenure reviews, or reviews conducted in response to some institutional need. The requirement of this policy is that the accredited institution shall conduct a comprehensive evaluation of each faculty member in a regular and systematic manner at least once within each five-year period of service. The institution’s faculty evaluation process shall contain a provision to address concerns that may emerge between regularly scheduled evaluation activities. 



	In establishing a program of continuing faculty evaluation and in supporting a program of faculty development, institutions shall meet the following requirements: 

a.

Institutions develop collegially and implement internal plans and procedures that specify the process and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated on a continuing basis.

b.

Collegial participation in faculty performance evaluation is critical in order to bring subject matter and pedagogical knowledge substantively into the assessment process. Nonetheless, it is the obligation of the administration to ensure quality and effectiveness of the educational program through the evaluation of faculty performance. At a minimum, an institution’s evaluation plans must include administrative access to all primary or raw evaluation data.

c.

Multiple indices are utilized by the administration and faculty in the continuing evaluation of faculty performance. Each of these data sources is to be related to the role of the faculty member in carrying out the mission of the institution. Some examples include:

 

1)

The evaluation of teaching through student, peer, and administrative assessment.

 

2)

The evaluation of the quality of scholarly performance and/or research productivity as reflected in peer judgments about publication and success in securing external funding.

 

3)

The evaluation of service to the profession, school, and community.

d.

Where areas for improvement in a faculty member’s performance are identified, the institution works with the faculty member to develop and implement a plan to address identified areas of concern. 



	To conclude, the requirement for the continuing evaluation of faculty performance is to be accomplished through the joint efforts of faculty and administration. The retention of a competent faculty helps ensure that the mission of an institution of higher education is being accomplished in a manner consistent with its accredited status. 


4. As the Board policy states that each institution must establish procedures for the performance review, the Idaho State University process will be as follows:
a. The academic performance of every faculty member will be evaluated at five (5) year intervals through the Quinquennial Review Process, beginning five years after the most recent review for promotion and/or tenure.  
b. The focus of the quinquennial review at Idaho State University is to provide guidance for continuing and meaningful faculty development; to assist a faculty member to enhance professional skills and goals; to refocus academic and professional efforts and to assure faculty members are meeting their academic responsibilities.  If any deficiencies in academic performance be identified, a plan for professional development should be designed.

c. It must be acknowledged implicitly that there will be different expectations in different disciplines and changing expectations at different stages of faculty careers.  The criteria used for evaluation of a faculty member for promotion and/or tenure are not to be applied in this five-year review.
d. The outcome of the quinquennial review may be that 1) the faculty member is doing well and no further review or action is needed; 2) there are concerns about the faculty member’s performance, a plan for professional development must be developed, and there will be a second review in one to three years; or 3) there are significant deficiencies noted and a full Periodic Performance Review should be conducted. A full Periodic Performance Review results in a professional development plan and subsequent annual reviews of progress. A determination of “no progress” in a subsequent review is cause for dismissal.
e. In compliance with both SBOE and ISU policies, if during the quinquennial review, the performance of a faculty member is questioned in writing by a majority of the full-time continuing department faculty members at the assistant professor rank or higher, by the department chairperson, by the college dean, by the Provost/Academic Vice President, or by the President, then the Provost/Academic Vice President or equivalent administrator must decide whether a full and complete Periodic Performance Review must be conducted.
f. The specific process of conducting a full and complete periodic performance review will be developed by the Office of the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs under the guidelines set forth by the SBOE.
g. As stated in SBOE   policy, an unsatisfactory full Periodic Performance Review is cause for dismissal, however ISU policy extends the review process to include a professional development plan (see 4.d. above).  
D. Change from tenure-track to non-tenure track appointments

In certain rare cases, faculty members may request to convert their tenured or tenure-track appointment to a non-tenure track research, clinical, or lecturer appointment.  This change must be approved by the chair, dean, and Provost, and be in the best interest of the program and university.  Faculty who elect to move to a non-tenure track appointment may not change back to tenure-track in the future; therefore the request must be clearly justified, and the revision in workload expectations fully delineated.  
Comments from a faculty member:

1. II Process and Procedures, A. Tenure, 3. d. Teaching 2) "significant outside evaluation of teaching" - how is this to be done and why if teaching is just a given that we do it well? 
2. II.A.3. 3. Scholarship Process for external review seems nebulous and poorly defined.  Who gets asked and by whom?  What if a chair asks and no one responds? 
3. II. A. 3. g. "research" should use inclusive language (i.e., research and scholarly/creative) [note; Frantz added such language in response to this suggestion.]
4. II. B. Promotion. 1. 2. 3. These areas overlap and I wonder if we could clean up language and give headings to each for clarity. 
5. II. C. Quinquennial Review Process - this entire section needs to be rewritten.
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