


































































record of continuous peer-reviewed funding is required, along with demonstrated research productivity 
as a result of such funding. Specific criteria for scholarship for promotion to the rank of professor are 
similar to those for tenure-track faculty. Promotion will entail generation of a renewed contract. There is 
no presumption of a change in contract terms. 

F. Criteria for Promotion of Associated Faculty 

Promotion to Adjunct Associate Professor and Adjunct Professor. The relevant criteria for the 
promotion of adjunct faculty members shall be the same as those for the promotion of tenure-track, 
clinical, or research faculty, as appropriate to the appointment, above. 

Promotion to Associate Professor and Professor with FTE below 50%. The relevant criteria for the 
promotion of associated faculty members with tenure-track titles are those for the promotion of tenure­
track faculty above. 

Promotion to Senior Lecturer. Lecturers may be promoted to senior lecturer if they meet the criteria 
for appointment at that rank as described in Section IV.A.5. 

Promotion of Visiting Faculty. Visiting faculty members are not eligible for promotion. 

G. Review Procedures for Promotion and/or Tenure 

G1. Procedures for Tenure-Track, Clinical, and Research Faculty 

The department's procedures for reviewing actions for promotion and/or tenure are fully consistent with 
those set forth in Faculty Rule 3335-6-04 and the Office Academic Affairs annually updated procedural 
guidelines for promotion and tenure reviews found in Chapter 3 of the Policies and Procedures 
Handbook. 

G2. Candidate Responsibilities 

Candidates seeking non-mandatory review must indicate their interest, in writing (e.g. email) to the 
department chair by April 1 of the year in which they seek to be reviewed. The department chair will 
notify the chair of the CEF. 

In addition to developing a timeline for a promotion seminar, candidates are responsible for submitting 
a complete, accurate dossier and providing a copy of the APT document under which they wish to be 
reviewed, if other than the department's current document. If external evaluations are required, 
candidates are responsible for reviewing the list of potential external evaluators compiled for their case 
according to departmental guidelines. Each of these latter three elements is described in detail below. 

Dossier 

Every candidate must submit a complete and accurate dossier that follows the Office of Academic 
Affairs dossier outline. The chair will aid by providing relevant materials. These will include: the 
annual reviews letters (from the chair), a summary of the external evaluators contacted (from the 
chair), sample of chair's letter sent to external evaluators (from the chair), summary of comments of 
student evaluations (candidate obtains from Professional Programs), evaluations of teaching from 
veterinary medical students (for didactic lectures/laboratories and clinical rotations), graduate 
students and residents, peer evaluations of teaching and evaluations from stakeholders of clinical 
services. For faculty with a joint appointment in another OSU TIU, the material will include annual 
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reviews letters from the joint appointment chair. All other materials _are within the dossier and are 
the responsibility of the candidate. While the CEF makes reasonable efforts to check the dossier for 
accuracy and completeness, the candidate bears full responsibility for all parts of the dossier that 
are to be completed by the candidate. Candidates should not sign the Office of Academic Affairs 
Candidate Checklist without ascertaining that they have fully met the requirements set forth in the 
Office of Academic Affairs core dossier outline including, but not limited to, those highlighted on the 
checklist. The candidate will consult with the POD to insure the completeness and accuracy of the 
dossier and additional materials prior to submission for review. It is the responsibility of the 
candidate to provide the documents to the POD with sufficient time for the review prior to the 
September 1 deadline or the June 1 deadline (see the Calendar for Mandatory and Non-mandatory 
Reviews of Faculty located in the Appendix). 

Teaching 

The time period for teaching documentation to be included in the dossier for probationary faculty is 
the start date to present. For tenured or non-probationary faculty it is the date of last promotion, 
reappointment, or the last five years, whichever is more recent, to present. The eligible faculty may 
allow a candidate to include information prior to the date of last promotion or reappointment if it 
believes such information would be relevant to the review. Any such material should be clearly 
indicated. 

Materials may include: 
• 

• 

• 
• 

. 

• 

• 

Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEI) computer-generated summaries prepared by the Office of 
the University Registrar for classes external to those offered in the college. 
For those courses and rotations within the college 
o Summary table of student evaluation numerical data compiled by the candidate 
o Summary of student comments for courses and rotations in the professional program 

provided by Professional Programs 
evaluations by residents (One45) 
peer evaluation of teaching reports as required by the department's peer evaluation guidelines 
(see section IX} 
copies of pedagogical papers, books or other materials published, or accepted for publication . 
Material accepted for publication but not yet published must be accompanied by a letter from the 
publisher stating that the work has been unequivocally accepted and is in final form with no 
further revisions needed. 
teaching activities as listed in the core dossier including 
o involvement in graduate/professional exams, theses, dissertations, and undergraduate 

research 
o mentoring postdoctoral scholars and researchers 
o mentoring residents 
o extension and continuing education instruction 
o involvement in curriculum development 
o awards and formal recognition of teaching 
o presentations on pedagogy and teaching at local, national, and international conferences 

(with evaluations when available) 
o adoption of teaching materials at other colleges, universities, or professional groups (or 

sharing of teaching materials with such institutions or groups) 
o completion of teaching development programs 
other relevant documentation of teaching as appropriate 

Scholarship 
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For scholarship documentation, a full history of publications and creative work should be included, 
as this information provides context to the more recent and relevant research record and/or 
demonstrates scholarly independence. Information about scholarship produced prior to the start 
date (for probationary faculty) or date of last promotion or reappointment may be provided. Any 
such material should be clearly indicated. However, it is the scholarship performance since the 
start date or date of last promotion that is to be the focus of the evaluating parties. 

Materials may include: . 

. 
• 

• 

copies of all books, articles, and scholarly papers published or accepted for publication. Papers 
accepted for publication but not yet published must be accompanied by a letter from the 
publisher stating that the paper has been unequivocally accepted and is in final form, with no 
further revisions needed. 
documentation of grants and contracts received (award notices) 
other relevant documentation of research as appropriate (published reviews including 
publications where one's work is favorably cited, grants and contract proposals that have been 
submitted) 
scholarship activities as listed in the core dossier including: 
o documentation of creative works pertinent to the candidate's professional focus 

including artwork, choreography, collections, compositions, curated exhibits, moving 
images, multimedia, performances, radio, recitals, recordings, television, and websites 

o documentation of inventions, patents, disclosures, options, and commercial licenses 
o announcements of prizes or awards for research, scholarly, or creative work 

Clinical Practice 

The time period for clinical practice documentation to be included in the dossier for probationary 
faculty is the start date to present. For tenured or non-probationary faculty it is the date of last 
promotion, reappointment, or the last five years, whichever is more recent, to present. The eligible 
faculty may allow a candidate to include information prior to the date of last promotion or 
reappointment if it believes such information would be relevant to the review. Any such material 
should be clearly indicated. 

Materials may include: 
• 

• 

service activities related to the clinical discipline as listed in the core dossier including: 
o involvement with professional journals and professional societies 
o consultation with industrial, educational, governmental, or private institutions 
o clinical practice (letter from stakeholders, formal evaluations of unit by internal 

and external panels) 
o awards and prizes for service to profession, university, or department 
o service to professional organizations 
any available documentation (e.g. letters from committee chairs) of the quality of 
clinical service that enhances the list of service activities in the dossier 

Service 

The time period for service documentation to be included in the dossier for probationary faculty is 
the start date to present. For tenured or non-probationary faculty it is the date of last promotion, 
reappointment, or the last five years, whichever is more recent, to present. The eligible faculty may 
allow a candidate to include information prior to the date of last promotion or reappointment if it 
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believes such information would be relevant to the review. Any such material should be clearly 
indicated. 

Materials may include: 

• service activities as listed in the core dossier, including: 
o involvement with professional journals and professional societies 
o consultation with industrial, educational, governmental, or private institutions 
o clinical services 
o administrative service to department (elected or appointed) 
o administrative service to college (elected or appointed) 
o administrative service to university and Student Life (elected or appointed) 
o advising to student groups and organizations 
o awards and prizes for service to profession, university, or department 
o service to professional organizations 

• any available documentation (e.g. letters from committee chairs) of the quality of service that 
enhances the list of service activities in the dossier 

Published materials presented for consideration should be in the form of reprints, copies of journal 
articles, or other final form that documents actual publication. An author's manuscript does not 
document publication. 

Appointments, Promotion, and Tenure (APT) Document. Candidates must indicate the APT 
document under which they wish to be reviewed. A candidate may be reviewed using the 
department's current APT document; or, alternatively, they may elect to be reviewed under either (a) 
the APT document that was in effect on their start date, or (b) the APT document that was in effect 
on the date of their last promotion (or last reappointment in the case of clinical and research 
faculty), whichever of these two latter documents is the more recent. However, for tenure-track 
faculty the current APT document must be used if the letter of offer or last promotion, whichever is 
more recent, was more than 1 O years before April 1 of the review year. 

If a candidate wishes to be reviewed under an APT other than the current approved version 
available here, a copy of the APT document under which the candidate has elected to be reviewed 
must be submitted when the dossier is submitted to the department. 

External Evaluations (see also External Evaluations below). Candidates are responsible to work 
with the department chair and the chair of the CEF to develop a list of external evaluators (see 
Section VI.I). A candidate may add no more than three additional names but is not required to do so. 
A candidate may request the removal of no more than two names. The department chair decides 
whether removal is justified. Under no circumstances should faculty solicit evaluations from any 
party for purposes of the review. 

The complete dossier, including the documentation of teaching noted above, is forwarded when the 
review moves beyond the department. The documentation of scholarship and service noted below is 
for use principally during the department review unless reviewers at the college and university levels 
specifically request it. 

G3. Committee of the Eligible Faculty (CEF) Responsibilities 

The responsibilities of the CEF are as follows: 

• Annually, to review this APT document and recommend proposed revisions to the faculty. 

37 



• To consider annually, in spring semester, requests from faculty members seeking a non­
mandatory review in the current calendar year and to decide whether it is appropriate for such a 
review to take place (see the Appendix for more on non-mandatory reviews). Candidates must 
self-identify, in writing to the department chair, by April 1. The eligible faculty for each candidate 
are defined as for all P& T actions. A two-thirds majority of those eligible to vote on a request 
must vote affirmatively for the review to proceed. 

o The committee bases its decision on assessment of the record as presented in the faculty 
member's dossier and on a determination of the availability of all required documentation for a 
full review (student and peer evaluations of teaching). Lack of the required documentation is 
necessary and sufficient grounds on which to deny a non-mandatory review. 

o A tenured faculty member may be denied a formal promotion review under Faculty Rule 3335-
6-04A(3) only once. Faculty Rules 3335-7-08 .and 3335-7-36 make the same provision for 
non-probationary clinical and research faculty, respectively. If the denial is based on lack of 
required documentation and the faculty member insists that the review go forward in the 
following year despite incomplete documentation, the individual should be advised that such a 
review is unlikely to be successful. Candidates are encouraged, but not required, to seek 
input from the CEF the following year. 

o A decision by the committee to permit a review to take place in no way commits the eligible 
faculty, the department chair, or any other party to the review to making a positive 
recommendation during the review itself. 

• Annually, in late spring through early autumn semester, the CEF meets to provide administrative 
support for the promotion and tenure review process as described below. These actions need to 
be performed in the time frame described in the Calendar for Mandatory and Non-mandatory 
Reviews of Faculty located in the Appendix. 

o The CEF will select from among its members a POD who will serve in this role for the 
following year. The POD cannot be the same individual who chairs the committee. The POD's 
responsibilities are described in the Office of Academic Affairs annual procedural guidelines . 

o The CEF will suggest names of external evaluators to the department chair. The external 
evaluators will be drawn predominantly from the lists of peer and aspirational peer programs 
(see Section VI.I below). Justification will be provided in cases when a suggested evaluator is 
from a program not included on these lists. 

o The POD reviews the candidate's dossier in lnterfolio for completeness, accuracy (including 
citations), and consistency with Office of Academic Affairs requirements and works with the 
candidate to assure that needed revisions are made in the dossier before the formal review 
process begins. 

o As necessary, the CEF chairperson should meet with each candidate to clarify issues 
regarding the preparation of the dossier or the review procedure. This meeting is not an 
occasion to debate the candidate's record. 

o The CEF members will be given access to review material in lnterfolio at least a week before 
the CEF meets. 

o The CEF chair must schedule a meeting for the committee to discuss the various actions. 
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o Each CEF member has the responsibility to review thoroughly and objectively every 
candidate's dossier in advance of the meeting at which the candidate's case will be 
discussed. 

o Each CEF member has the responsibility to attend all eligible faculty meetings except when 
circumstances beyond one's control prevent attendance; to participate in discussion of every 
case; and to vote to recommend or not to recommend the action at hand. 

• The administrative services sub-committee of the CEF will draft an analysis of the candidate's 
performance in teaching, scholarship and service based on the CEF's discussion. The draft will 
comment, as appropriate, on the interdisciplinary work of a candidate across multiple units as part 
of the whole work, especially if the candidate has a joint appointment in another unit. Each CEF 
member has the responsibility to review and provide any comments regarding the draft letter from 
the administrative services committee regarding the outcome of the review. The CEF will revise 
the document as necessary. The final CEF recommendation will be signed by each member of 
the administrative services sub-committee. The final CEF recommendation letter will include the 
summary of the faculty perspectives expressed during the meeting that include the candidate's 
strengths and weaknesses in teaching, scholarship, and/or service, the consensus or disparity of 
opinion in these areas, and the faculty vote. The final CEF recommendation letter will be 
forwarded to the department chairperson as well as members of the CEF. The final CEF 
recommendation letter will be included in the dossier. 

o If the candidate chooses to respond to the department's review, the chair of the CEF will 
provide the candidate's response to each member of the CEF. Each CEF member has the 
right to provide responses to the CEF chair. The administrative services sub-committee will 
summarize these comments and provide a written response on behalf of the CEF to any 
candidate comments that warrant response. This response will be included in the dossier. 

• The administrative services sub-committee will also provide a written evaluation and 
recommendation to the department chair in the case of joint appointees from another tenure­
initiating unit. The full eligible faculty does not vote on these cases since the department's 
recommendation must be provided to the other tenure-initiating unit substantially earlier than the 
committee begins meeting on this department's cases. 

G4. Department Chairperson Responsibilities 

The responsibilities of the department chair are as follows: 

• Will determine whether a candidate is authorized to work in the United States and whether a 
candidate now, or in the future, will require sponsorship for an employment visa or immigration 
status. For tenure-track assistant professors, the department chair will confirm that candidates 
are eligible to work in the U.S. Candidates who are not U.S. citizens or nationals, permanent 
residents, asylees, or refugees will be required to sign an MOU at the time of promotion with 
tenure. 

• Will solicit external evaluations from a list including names suggested by the CEF, the chair, and 
the candidate. (see section VI.I) 

• Will review faculty with budgeted joint appointments whose primary appointment is in this 
department. The TIU head from the joint appointment unit must provide a letter of evaluation to 
the primary TIU head. The input should be in the form of a narrative commenting on faculty 
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duties, responsibilities, and workload; on any additional assignments; and on impact of the work 
of the individual in the field of the joint unit. 

• Will make each candidate's dossier and other relevant documents available for review through 
the CEF chairperson at least two weeks before the meeting at which specific cases are to be 
discussed and voted. 

• Will charge each member of the CEF to conduct reviews free of bias and based on criteria. 

• Will remove any member of the CEF from the review of a candidate when the member has a 
conflict of interest but does not voluntarily withdraw from the review 

• Will attend CEF meetings at which promotion and tenure matters are discussed in order to best 
understand the points of deliberation as a non-voting participant. 

• Will provide an independent written evaluation and recommendation for each candidate in 
lnterfolio, following receipt of the CEF's completed evaluation and recommendation. 

• Will meet with the CEF to explain any recommendations contrary to the recommendation of the 
CEF. 

• According to University Faculty Rule 3335-6-04(8}(5) and 3335-6-04©(2), after completion of the 
department review process, the candidate will be notified of the availability of the evaluations by 
the CEF and department chair and the candidate's right to inspect these documents in lnterfolio 
and if desired provide the chairperson with comments to either the CEF's or chair's letters within 
ten days for inclusion in the dossier. The candidate will upload a document into lnterfolio 
indicating that they do or do not have comments. 

• May provide a written response to any candidate comments that warrant response for inclusion in 
the dossier. 

• Will inform the Dean that the review has been completed in lnterfolio by the deadline 

• Will receive a notice of completion of CEF evaluation and recommendation in lnterforlio for 
candidates who are joint appointees from other tenure-initiating units, and to forward this material, 
along with the chair's own independent written evaluation and recommendation, to the head of 
the other tenure-initiating unit by the date requested. 

H. Procedures for Associated Faculty 

Adjunct faculty and associated faculty with tenure-track titles for whom promotion is a possibility follow 
the promotion guidelines and procedures detailed in Section VI.G.1 above, with the exception that the 
review does not proceed to the college level if the department chair's recommendation is negative (a 
negative recommendation by the department chair is final in such cases), and does not proceed to the 
executive vice president and provost if the dean's recommendation is negative. 

I. External Evaluations 

This department will seek external evaluations predominately from evaluators in the following 
programs: 
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• Pathobiology, Biosciences or similar department in AVMA Accredited college or school of 
veterinary medicine in the United States. Examples include: 

o Department of Pathobiology at the University of Pennsylvania, School of Veterinary 
Medicine 

o Department of Microbiology and Immunology, Cornell University, College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

o Department of Pathology, Microbiology and Immunology, UC Davis, School of Veterinary 
Medicine 

o Department of Microbiology, Immunology, and Pathology, Colorado State University, 
College of Veterinary Medicine and Biomedical Sciences 

o Department of Population Health and Pathobiology, NC State University, College of 
Veterinary Medicine 

o Department of Biomedical Sciences, Oregon State University, Carlson College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

• Department of Microbiology and Immunology or similar departments in top universities in the 
United States. 

Justification will be provided in each case when a suggested evaluator is not from programs similar to 
those mentioned above. 

External evaluations of scholarly activity and research are obtained for all promotion reviews in which 
scholarship must be assessed. These include all tenure track promotion and tenure or promotion 
reviews, all research faculty promotion reviews, and all clinical faculty promotion reviews. External 
evaluations of scholarly activity and research are not obtained for associated faculty unless the faculty 
member has been involved in a significant amount of scholarship. The decision to seek external 
evaluations for an associated faculty member will be made by the department chair after consulting 
with the candidate and the chair of the CEF. 

A conflict of interest for external reviewers exists if the reviewer is or has been to the candidate: a) a 
thesis, dissertation, or postdoctoral advisee/advisor; b) a research collaborator, which includes 
someone who has been a coauthor on a publication within the past 3 years, including pending 
publications and submissions; c) a collaborator on a project within the past 3 years, including current 
and planned collaborations; d) in a consulting/financial arrangement with the candidate within the past 
3 years, including receiving compensation of any type (e.g., money, goods, or services); e) a relative 
or close personal friend; or f) in any relationship, personal or professional, that could reduce the 
reviewer's objectivity. Also excluded are reviewers from the same institution, or those who had 
previous employment in the same institution within the past 12 months, or those who are being 
considered for employment at that institution. 

A minimum of five credible and useful evaluations must be obtained. A credible and useful evaluation: 

• Is written by a person highly qualified to judge the candidate's scholarship (or other 
performance, if relevant) who is not a close personal friend, research collaborator, or former 
academic advisor or postdoctoral mentor of the candidate (see description of conflict of interest 
for external reviewers just above). Qualifications are generally judged on the basis of the 
evaluator's expertise, record of accomplishments, and institutional affiliation. In general, this 
department will only solicit evaluations from faculty at institutions in the programs listed above 
or similar institutions. In the case of an assistant professor seeking promotion to associate 
professor with tenure, or in cases of niche and/or emerging focus areas, a minority of the 
evaluations may come from associate professors. 
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• Provides sufficient analysis of the candidate's performance to add information to the review. A 
letter's usefulness is defined as the extent to which the letter is analytical as opposed to 
perfunctory or descriptive. The chairperson's letter requesting an evaluation should ask the 
evaluator to refrain from judging the candidate according to the criteria of his or her institution. 

Since the department cannot control who agrees to write and or the usefulness of the letters received, 
at least twice as many letters are sought as are required, and they are solicited as described in section 
VI.G4. 

As described above, a list of potential evaluators is assembled by the CEF, the department chair, and 
the candidate. If the evaluators suggested by the candidate meet the criteria for credibility, a letter is 
requested from at least one of those persons. Faculty Rule 3335-6-04 requires that no more than half 
the external evaluation letters in the dossier be written by persons suggested by the candidate. A 
dossier need not contain letters from external evaluators suggested by the candidate if the candidate 
has not provided suggestions or if the candidate's suggested external reviewers have not provided 
evaluations. The candidate may ask to have up to two names removed, with rationale. 

The department follows the Office of Academic Affairs suggested format for letters requesting external 
evaluations. A sample letter for tenure-track and research faculty can be found here. A sample letter 
for clinical faculty can be found here. 

Under no circumstances may a candidate solicit external evaluations or initiate contact in any way with 
external evaluators for any purpose related to the promotion review. If an external evaluator should 
initiate contact with the candidate regarding the review, the candidate must inform the evaluator that 
such communication is inappropriate and report the occurrence to the department chairperson, who 
will decide what, if any, action is warranted (requesting permission from the Office of Academic Affairs 
to exclude that letter from the dossier). It is in the candidate's self-interest to assure that there is no 
ethical or procedural lapse, or the appearance of such a lapse, in the course of the review process. 

All solicited external evaluation letters that are received must be included in the dossier. If concerns 
arise about any of the letters received, these concerns may be addressed in the department's written 
evaluations or brought to the attention of the Office of Academic Affairs for advice. 

VII. Promotion and Tenure and Reappointment Appeals 

Faculty members who believe they have been evaluated improperly for tenure, promotion, or 
reappointment may appeal a negative decision to the University Senate Committee on Academic 
Freedom and Responsibility. 

Performance that is adequate for annual reappointment may not be adequate for the granting of 
promotion or tenure with promotion for faculty on the tenure track or, in the case of clinical or research 
faculty, for securing a reappointment. 

Faculty Rule 3335-6-05 sets forth general criteria for appeals of negative promotion and tenure 
decisions. Appeals alleging improper evaluation are described in Faculty Rule 3335-5-05. 

Disagreement with a negative decision is not grounds for appeal. In pursuing an appeal, the faculty 
member is required to document the failure of one or more parties to the review process to follow 
written policies and procedures. 
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VIII. Seventh-Year Reviews 

Faculty Rule 3335-6-05 sets forth the conditions of and procedures for a Seventh Rear Review for a 
faculty member denied tenure as a result of a sixth year (mandatory tenure) review. 

IX. Procedures for Student and Peer Evaluation of Teaching 

A. Student Evaluation of Teaching 

A1. Student Evaluations for Courses Taught Inside the College of Veterinary Medicine 

Courses listed in the College of Veterinary Medicine are electronically evaluated by the Office of 
Professional Programs Support (PPS). Student evaluations will be performed for all core and elective 
(currently opt-in} courses in accordance with PPS procedures and accepted guidelines on 
recommended responses rate as function of class size. The evaluations of teaching are performed 
toward the end of semesters or at the conclusion of specific clinical rotations. PPS staff prepare 
summaries of the student's numeric responses that are sent to the faculty. The output from these 
evaluations that should be saved for annual reviews, contract renewals, promotions, and tenure 
decisions. This is the responsibility of the faculty member. 

When requested for promotion and tenure decisions, the PPS staff will prepare summaries of the 
comments provided by the students using the standard college process. This is the responsibility of 
the department chair. 

A2. Student Evaluations for Courses Taught Outside the College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

Use of the Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEI) form is required in every course offered outside the 
college. SE ls are electronically administered by personnel of the office of the Registrar. Faculty should 
encourage a high completion rate by explaining to the class the significance of the evaluation. When a 
small proportion of the class completes the evaluation, the resulting information has little value either 
for improving instruction or for performance evaluation. The Registrar will provide output from these 
evaluations that should be saved for annual reviews, contract renewals, promotions, and tenure 
decisions. This is the responsibility of the faculty member. 

B. Peer Evaluation of Teaching 

For the purpose of faculty evaluation during annual review or promotion/reappointment, peer 
evaluations of teaching have to be summative (an evaluation of the effectiveness of the instruction) 
with the inclusion of evaluative comments. Peer reviews will be performed for all faculty that perform 
instruction. During the discussion of teaching assignments at the annual review, the department chair 
assigns one or more peer reviewers to evaluate the faculty's instruction in specific teaching 
assignments during the coming year. It is the responsibility of the department chair to identify the peer 
reviewer and share the assignments with both the faculty and peer reviewer. 

For probationary tenure-track, clinical, and associated faculty and all assistant professors, a minimum 
of one summative peer evaluation/year is expected. 

Tenured associate professors and non-probationary associate clinical professors are reviewed at least 
once every other year, with the goal of assessing teaching at all the levels of instruction to which the 
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faculty member is assigned over a six-year period and of having at least four peer reviews of teaching 
before the commencement of a promotion review. 

Faculty at the rank of tenured professor and non-probationary clinical professor have to obtain one 
peer review every other year. 

Prior to each course undergoing peer review the faculty will arrange to meet with the peer reviewer. 
The time, date, and location for observation will be agreed and the faculty will provide copies of the 
course syllabus, notes, or other educational materials that are provided to the students. The faculty 
and the peer reviewer should discuss the nature and goals of the class, and the approach and 
teaching philosophy of the faculty. Prior to the class the peer reviewer will examine the materials 
provided by the faculty. The peer reviewer will observe one or more classes. Alternatively, peer review 
of non-classroom teaching such as clinical rotations or graduate training will require an alternative 
approach to observation that is agreed upon by the faculty and peer reviewer. The peer reviewer will 
prepare a summative report and provide copies to both the faculty and department chair. The 
candidate may provide written comments on this report, and the reviewer may respond if desired. The 
faculty should keep a copy of the peer review for documentation and inclusion in annual review 
materials and the faculty's dossier. 

The department chair may request a review of the teaching of any faculty member not scheduled for 
review if there are concerns triggered by low or declining student evaluations or other evidence of the 
need for providing assistance in improving teaching. 

The teaching of a faculty member not scheduled for review may also be reviewed, upon that individual's 
request, to the extent that time permits. Reviews conducted at the request of the faculty member are 
considered formative only. The department chair is informed that the review took place, but the report is 
given only to the faculty member who requested the review. Faculty seeking formative reviews should 
also seek the services of the Michael V. Drake Institute for Teaching and Learning. 

Reviews conducted upon the request of the department chair or the faculty member focus on the 
specific aspects of instruction requested by the department chair or faculty member and may or may 
not include class visitations. 
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Appendix: 

Overview of the Roles of the CEF, Chair, College Promotion and Tenure Committee, and 
Dean in Promotion and Tenure and Promotion Reviews 

The primary evaluation of the faculty's accomplishments in comparison with the criteria contained in this 
document will be performed by the CEF. Departmental faculty are the best prepared to understand the 
teaching, research, and service of the individual seeking review in the context of the departmental mission. 
This evaluation and a subsequent vote regarding the requested action will be advisory to the department chair 
who will complete the review at the department level, prepare the department's recommendation, and forward 
it to the dean. The dean will seek review of the procedures followed and the rigor of the departmental review 
through the college promotion and tenure committee. Their review will be advisory to the dean. The dean will 
complete the college review process and forward the college recommendation to the provost. 

Mandatory and Non-mandatory Reviews 

Mandatory reviews are required in the last year of a probationary appointment or contract and include tenure 
track faculty at the rank of assistant professor and tenure track faculty initially appointed without tenure. 
Review of faculty for promotion at other times is non-mandatory. Non-mandatory review is initiated by the 
faculty after consultation with the department chairperson and faculty mentors. Those seeking non-mandatory 
reviews must declare, in writing, by April 1 to the department chair. The CEF reviews these requests in the 
spring. 

Non-mandatory Reviews Process 

A core dossier, CV, annual reviews, summary table of numerical student evaluations, and peer evaluations of 
teaching evaluations for the last 5 years or since last promotion of the faculty member initiating a non­
mandatory review will be provided to the CEF chair. The CEF chair will identify the appropriate membership for 
the CEF and provide these faculty with the annual review documents for evaluation and a ballot indicating the 
CEF members will vote whether or not they support the review to go forward. Each CEF member will evaluate 
the materials. If the documents clearly do not support consideration for promotion or sufficient information 
(e.g., available student and peer evaluations) is not contained within the dossier, the CEF member will respond 
with a negative vote and a statement of the shortcomings. The CEF chair will tally negative votes and if the 
number of votes is greater than one third of the CEF members, the review will be stopped. If a non-mandatory 
review is stopped the CEF chair will summarize the CEF comments and inform both the faculty requesting the 
review and the departmental chair the result of the vote and the summary. 

If the non-mandatory review is not stopped then no summary will be prepared and the CEF chair will inform 
both the faculty requesting the review and the departmental chairperson that the review will go forward. For 
nonprobationary tenure-track and clinical faculty, non-mandatory reviews can be stopped for only one year; a 
request for non-mandatory review following subsequent annual reviews will go forward without consultation of 
the CEF (Faculty Rule 3335-6-04). 

A decision by the CEF committee to permit a review to take place in no way commits the eligible faculty, the 
department chair, or any other party to the review to making a positive recommendation during the review 
itself. 
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Calendar for Mandatory and Non-mandatory Reviews of Faculty 

Action 

Notify department chair, in writing, regarding 
intent to see non-mandatory review 

Provide review documents to CEF chair (for 
non-mandatory review only) 

Complete identification of external reviewers 

Requested receipt date of external letters of 
review 

Complete and submit dossier materials 

Present VBS seminar 

Complete CEF review 

Dept Chair Letter 

Inform the candidate of the results of the 
review 

10 day comment period 

Complete department review 

Time Frame 

April 1 

June 1 

July 1 

August 15 

September 1 

May 1 to Sept 1 

October 1 

October 15 

October 15 

early November 
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Responsible party 

Faculty Candidate 

Faculty Candidate 

Department Chair/ 
Faculty 
Candidate/CEF 

Department Chair 

Faculty Candidate 

Faculty Candidate 

CEF/CEF Chair 

Department Chair 

Department Chair 




