























IV.  PROCEDURES FOR TENURE REVIEW AND PROMOTION TO ASSOCIATE
PROFESSOR OR FULL PROFESSOR

The following procedures are to be followed in reviewing probationary Program faculty for
promotion to the rank of associate professor with tenure, and for reviewing tenured faculty for
promotion to the rank of full professor. These procedures require application of the Criteria for
the Evaluation of Faculty (Section VI), which delineate the factors to be considered in any
evaluation of Program faculty performance. The procedures contained in this section are
consistent with those specified in Section IIT 10.4 of the University Operations Manual, and in
the Office of the Provost’s Procedural Guidelines for Tenure and Promotion Decision-making at
the University of Jowa. The text of the procedures presented here draws heavily on material
prepared by the College of Liberal Arts, Handbook for Liberal Arts Faculty.

These Procedural Guidelines rely upon several principles:

e Decisions granting or denying tenure or promotion should be based on a written record of
achievement.

o The content of the record that will be relied upon should be known by the candidate and the
decision-makers.

e Except for variations related to the nature of the candidate’s academic activity, the content of
the record should be the same for all candidates.

e University and Program procedures should be applied consistently to all candidates.

- Overview of Process

Two separate committees carry out the two stages of the program-level review of a candidate for
tenure and/or promotion. Their reports, combined with the candidate’s dossier, any supporting
materials used in the program-level evaluation, and the Program Chair’s letter recommending
action, form a Promotion Record which is forwarded to the Dean of the Graduate College. This
structure is designed to ensure that each candidate is treated consistently and fairly.

The Promotion and Tenure Committee (an internal review committee, composed of four eligible
members of the program, ordinarily excluding the Chair) reviews the candidate’s record of
teaching, research, and service, and writes a report evaluating performance in each of these areas,
completing its work by the first business day in November. The candidate is given an
opportunity at this point to review the report and correct any factual errors.

The Review Committee (equivalent to the Departmental Consulting Group, composed of all
eligible faculty in the program) reviews the entire promotion record, including the report of the
internal evaluation, and the evaluations submitted by the external reviewers of research. The
Program Chair attends Review Committee meetings but does not vote with the Committee. The
Review Committee votes on whether to support the candidate’s tenure and/or promotion, and
submits a summary report (including the results of the vote) to the Chair. The candidate is given
an opportunity to respond to this summary report.



The Program Chair prepares a letter to the Dean recommending for or against promotion,
explaining either any divergence from the recommendation of the review committee, or the
endorsement of the recommendation. This letter is submitted, along with the complete
Promotion Record, to the Dean of the Graduate College. A copy of the letter is given to the
candidate at this time, and the candidate may request access to materials in the promotion record
if a negative recommendation has been made by the Review Committee or by the Program Chair,
in order to prepare a written response.

The Program Chair’s role is to coordinate the process of the review for promotion and/or tenure.

This includes:

e advising the candidate on materials to be included in the dossier;

e arranging classroom observations of teaching for the promotion and/or tenure review;

e establishing the membership of the two committees that will conduct the review and
evaluation (in consultation with the Dean of the Graduate College);

e establishing the list of external reviewers of research (in consultation with the Dean of the
Graduate College) and the list of former students from whom evaluations of teaching will be

solicited;

e attending (but not voting in) Review Committee meetings to ensure procedures are followed
correctly;

¢ recommending either for or against tenure and/or promotion to the Dean of the Graduate
College. -

The Program Chair is not a participating member of either the Promotion and Tenure Committee
or the Review Committee.

In the event the Program Chair is not eligible to play the role outlined in these procedures (for
instance, due to a conflict of interest), or if the Dean and the eligible faculty agree the Program
would be better served if the Program Chair serves on the candidate’s Promotion and Tenure
(internal review) Committee, the Dean of the Graduate College will consult with Program faculty
and designate a qualified member of the faculty to assume the duties of the Program Chair.

The remainder of this section outlines each step in this process.

Notification of Candidacy

The Program Chair will initiate a review for promotion and tenure ordinarily beginning in the
sixth year of a faculty member’s service in an untenured capacity. If an individual wishes to be
considered for tenure prior to the sixth year, or if a tenured faculty member wishes to be
considered for promotion to Full Professor, he or she may initiate the process. This is done by
notifying the Program Chair of his or her desire to be reviewed. Such notification will be made
by letter no later than April 1. (See the timetable at the end of this section.) The best guidance
as to whether one should ask to be considered for promotion and tenure is the previous year’s
annual review. The Program Chair will establish a date for peer evaluation of classroom
performance, in consultation with the candidate and the faculty observer. The evaluation will be
conducted as described in Section III.



Assembling the Dossier for Promotion Review

On September 1 of the year during which a faculty member is to be considered for tenure and/or
promotion, a dossier of the supporting materials required for a review of the candidate’s record
should be submitted to the Program Chair. The dossier will contain the following, in the order
listed unless otherwise noted. Additional information about these items and other procedural
policy issues may be obtained on the Provost’s Office web-site, at
_http://www.uiowa.edu/~provost/reports/pandt97.htm.

a. the "Recommendation for Faculty Promotion" cover sheet, with the section that is to be
filled out by the candidate completed,;

b. arecord of the candidate’s educational and professional history, consisting of the
following sections in the order listed:

1.

1i.

iii.

a list of institutions of higher education attended, preferably from most to least
recent, indicating for each one the name of the institution, dates attended, field of
study, degree obtained, and date the degree was awarded;

a list of professional and academic positions held, preferably from most to least
recent, indicating for each one the title of the position, the dates of service, and the
location or institution at which the position was held; and

a list of honors, awards, recognitions, and outstanding achievements, preferably from
most to least recent.

c. arecord of the candidate’s teaching at The University of lowa, including:

1.

i1.

1il.

iv.

V1.

the candidate’s personal statement on teaching (consisting of a summary and
explanation—normally not to exceed three pages—of the candidate’s
accomplishments and future plans concerning teaching, and comments on these
accomplishments and plans and on other items included in the dossier related to
teaching); ~

a list of the candidate’s teaching assignments on a semester—by—semester basis,
preferably from most to least recent;

a list of graduate students supervised, including each student’s name, degree
objective, and outcomes;

a list of other contributions to instructional programs;

copies of course materials, including syllabi, instructional Web pages, computer
laboratory materials, etc.;

and, as an appendix to the dossier, copies of teaching evaluations by students for
each course taught (the candidate will include all student teaching evaluations in her
or his custody for each course taught).

d. arecord of the candidate’s scholarship, including:

1.

the candidate’s personal statement on scholarship (consisting of a summary and
explanation—normally not to exceed three pages—of the candidate’s
accomplishments and future plans concerning scholarship, and comments on these
accomplishments and plans and on other items included in the dossier related to

scholarship);



ii. alist, preferably from most to least recent, of the candidate’s publications or creative
works (with, for each multi-authored work or coherent series of multi-authored
works, a brief statement of the candidate’s contribution to the work or series of
works);

iii. alist of all published reviews of scholarship of which the candidate has knowledge;

iv. alist of any grants received by the candidate;

v. alist of invited lectures and conference presentations;

vi. alist of pending decisions that might affect the promotion deliberations, including
grant proposals, book contracts, and other publishing decisions anticipated in the
near future;

vii. and, as an appendix to the dossier, copies of the candidate’s published work (and
work that is in print or has been accepted for publication), indicating where each
work has been or will be published.

e. arecord of the candidate’s service to the Program, university, profession, and
community, including;:

i. the candidate’s personal statement on service (consisting of a summary and
explanation—normally not to exceed two pages—of the candidate’s
accomplishments and future plans concerning service, and comments on these
accomplishments and plans and on other items included in the dossier related to
service); and

ii. alist, preferably from most to least recent, of offices held in professional
organizations; editorships of journals or other scholarly publications; service on
review panels; service on program, collegiate, or university committees; program,
collegiate, or university service positions; relevant community involvement; and
other contributions.

f. within the appropriate section(s) of the dossier as listed above, other information relevant
to the candidate’s record in teaching, scholarship, or service that is deemed to be
important in the candidate’s judgment or required by the college’s written policy
governing promotion decision-making.

Where the volume of material of a particular kind which is required to be included in the dossier
is large and potentially unmanageable, a candidate, in consultation with the Program Chair, may
select and identify representative portions of the required material for special attention. Only the
material selected as representative will become part of the Promotion Record and will be
transmitted to successive participants in the promotion decision-making process. Required
materials segregated from the representative material will be available for review and will be
located in a readily accessible location under the Program Chair’s custody. If any participant in
the promotion decision-making process relies upon initially segregated material in preparing a
written evaluation of the candidate’s qualifications, that material should be added to the
Promotion Record, the fact of that addition should be noted in the written evaluation, and the
candidate should be notified in writing of the addition at the time it is made.

The candidate’s work in progress that is not completed by the specified date but that is
anticipated to be completed in the fall—early enough for full and deliberate evaluation, as
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determined by the Program Chair—may be identified at the time the dossier is submitted and
added to the dossier if and when it is completed. Other materials that could not have been
available by the specified date but which are completed early enough for full and deliberate
evaluation may be added to the promotion dossier by the candidate through the Program Chair.

Promotion and Tenure Committee Selection

The Chair appoints a promotion and tenure committee for each candidate, consisting of four
faculty members eligible to vote on the decision. For candidates seeking tenure, this would
include faculty with tenure, and with no disqualifying conflict of interest. For candidates seeking
promotion to Full Professor, this would include faculty at the rank of Full Professor, with no
disqualifying conflict of interest. The Program Chair appoints a chair for each committee from
among its members. If more than one candidate is being considered for tenure or promotion in
the same year, the membership of each candidate’s committee could be the same, but each
committee should have a different Chair. This committee performs the peer evaluation of the
candidate’s teaching, research, and service, following the procedures described below. The
Program Chair (or the person designated to fill that role in special circumstances, as described
above) may not be a member of the promotion and tenure committee. If there are not four
eligible faculty in the Program, or if the Chair considers it advisable to have additional persons
on the Committee, faculty from outside the Program will be asked to serve. Selection of
additional committee members will be made by the Dean of the Graduate College upon the
recommendation of the Program Chair.

In selecting committee members to be recommended to the Dean, the Chair will consult with the
candidate and eligible faculty. An attempt will be made to select Committee members whose
research interests and educational backgrounds are related closely enough to those of the
candidate to enable a competent review. The candidate does not have a veto power over the
selection of any given Committee member. The Program Chair will strive to assemble a
Committee that is capable of a rigorous and fair evaluation.

Promotion and Tenure Committee Report

By the first working day of November, the promotion and tenure committee submits its
evaluations of the candidate’s teaching, scholarly work, and service, in light of the criteria for
tenure and promotion outlined in Section VI, Criteria for the Evaluation of Faculty, to the Chair.
Within five working days of the submission of these evaluations, the Program Chair places the
reports in the Promotion Record and transmits a copy of the report to the candidate, who may
submit a letter within another five working days correcting any factual errors in the evaluations.

1. Procedure for Evaluation of Teaching

The peer evaluation of teaching draws on materials and raw data considered in faculty reviews
leading up to the review for promotion and/or tenure. The promotion and tenure committee may
use only the materials and data considered in those earlier reviews, not the review report itself.
For example, the peer evaluation of teaching in a review for tenure or promotion will draw on the
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student evaluations of teaching from each class and the record of each classroom observation
conducted for annual reviews since the original appointment, or since the faculty member’s last
promotion.

One classroom observation of teaching will be conducted specifically for the promotion and/or
tenure review. This could occur in the spring and/or the fall semester of the calendar year in
which the review takes place. This observation may not be the same as the classroom
observations that are conducted for the fifth-year probationary review. The classroom
observation must be undertaken by one faculty member, and the written record of the
observation must be included in the committee’s report. The date for the classroom evaluation
will be set in consultation with the candidate, and the candidate will have at least one week’s
advance warning of the date. The criteria outlined in Section VI, Criteria for the Evaluation of
Faculty, will guide the evaluation.

The promotion and tenure committee solicits confidential evaluations of teaching from any
faculty members with whom the candidate has team-taught courses and who are at or above the
rank to which the candidate seeks promotion and/or tenure. The Program Chair adds these
solicited evaluations as another appendix of the Promotion Record. No unsolicited letters
evaluating the candidate's teaching, whether signed or anonymous, will be considered in the
evaluation, nor will they be entered into the Promotion Record.

To assist the Committee in the evaluation of the candidate’s teaching performance, the
Committee Chair will solicit letters from former students of the candidate. The students will be
asked to evaluate the candidate’s teaching effectiveness, fairness, working relationship with
students, and contribution to the students’ preparation to enter the planning profession. The
Committee will compile a list of six former students (and two alternates) to be contacted by the
Committee Chair. The students to be contacted should have been employed in a professional
position for at least one year after graduation. Students will be selected from each of these three
- categories:

1. Students who worked closely with the candidate outside of regular courses, as research
assistants or advisees.

2. Students who took at least two courses, including at least one in their area of
concentration, from the candidate, but who did not work closely with the candidate
outside of class.

3. Students who had a different area of concentration but took at least one course from the
candidate. '

In identifying students in the first category, the Committee will consult with the candidate. After
the Committee has compiled a tentative list of students (including alternates), the candidate will
be given the opportunity to identify any students on the list who the candidate feels would not
give a fair evaluation. The chair of the Committee will remove such students from the list and
substitute an alternate. Unsolicited letters from former or current students will not be considered
in the evaluation, nor will they be entered in the Promotion Record.
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The internal peer evaluation of the candidate’s teaching will be contained in a report that

analyzes the relevant materials in the Promotion Record, and will include: :

e acomparative analysis of the quality of the candidate’s teaching in the context of Program
norms; R

e asummary analysis of the student teaching evaluation data contained in the Promotion
Record, including departmental average comparison data where possible;

e adescription, where appropriate, of the balance between the candidate’s undergraduate and
graduate teaching;

e adescription and assessment of the candidate’s academic advising responsibilities; and

¢ aconsideration of any special circumstances concerning the faculty member’s teaching
performance.

The report of the promotion and tenure committee must include a summary of the student
evaluations obtained in each course taught by the candidate. The appendices containing the
student evaluations are not submitted to the Dean’s Office with the promotion record but are
available to the Dean upon request. The faculty members who perform the classroom
observations of the candidate’s teaching will enter their reports into the section of the Promotion
Record that is dedicated to the history and evaluation of the candidate’s teaching.

2. Procedures for Evaluation of Research

External Evaluation of Research

It is University Policy that the research or scholarly work of all candidates for promotion or
tenure be evaluated by external reviewers. Two primary objectives are pursued in consulting
with outside reviewers. One is to obtain an independent opinion of a person’s scholarship and
standing within the field of planning. The other is to lend increased credence to the
recommendation ultimately made by the committee. The Urban and Regional Planning
Program’s policy is that five external reviewers should evaluate the candidate’s work.

The Program Chair will solicit from the candidate a list of appropriate external reviewers from
peer institutions (e.g., AAU, Big Ten, major public institutions, Camegie Research I) or
institutions in which the Planning department or individual evaluator is of peer quality. The
Chair may add suggestions to the list. The Program Chair will give the list to the promotion and
tenure committee, who will add other potential external reviewers and return the completed list
to the Program Chair. The Program Chair will share the completed list of potential external
reviewers with the candidate. If the candidate feels that any potential external reviewer on the
list might be unfairly biased, the candidate may prepare a written objection and give it to the
Chair.

In identifying potential external reviewers, all participants in the selection process will take into
account:

o the standing of the prospective reviewer in the discipline,

e the likely knowledge of the reviewer of the material to be reviewed,

o the apparent impartiality of the reviewer, and
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- the contribution to achieving an overall "balanced" review among the reviewers on any
~ criterion for which there rmght be a range of perspectives.
It is critical to avoid any situation in which a personal and/or professional relationshlp (including
advising, mentoring, co-authoring, etc.) between the candidate and a prospective reviewer could
undermine the reviewer’s apparent impartiality.

The Program Chair will determine, in consultation with the promotion and tenure committee,
which of the potential external evaluators will be asked to provide a letter of evaluation. The list
will be made up of five primary reviewers and two alternate reviewers, to be contacted in case
one or more of the primary reviewers is unable to complete the evaluation within the time
required. The Chair will then submit the proposed names, along with a one-paragraph
biographical sketch of each, to the Dean of the Graduate College for his or her approval before
sending any letter of invitation.

The Program Chair will ask the reviewers approved by the Dean to provide an assessment of the
-quality and quantity of the candidate’s scholarship. A suggested letter of request is provided in
Appendix A. After or in anticipation of an invitation to an external reviewer to evaluate the
candidate’s published work, neither the candidate nor any faculty member other than the
Program Chair will communicate with the reviewer concerning the subject of the review or the
review process. The Chair will keep a record of
(1) the list of suggested reviewers,
(ii) the names of persons invited to review,
(111) the names of actual reviewers,
(iv) comments submitted by the candidate, the Program Chair, and the internal faculty
reviewers,
(v) correspondence and other communications between the Chair and invited reviewers
and actual reviewers.

All letters received from external reviewers will be entered by the Program Chair into the
Promotion Record after the reports of the promotion and tenure committee have been entered
therein. The external evaluators' letters will be placed in the section dedicated to the history and
evaluation of the candidate’s scholarship, along with
(1) alist of all invited reviewers—indicating whether the reviewer was suggested by the
candidate, the Chair, or the internal faculty reviewers—and a brief explanation of
why any invited reviewer declined;
(i) the candidate’s written objection to any potentlal external reviewer on the basis of
unfair bias, if a letter was solicited from that reviewer;
(iii) a copy of the letter or letters of solicitation to external reviewers;
(iv) a brief description of each external reviewer’s qualifications;
(v) astatement of how the reviewer knows the candidate’s work if it is not obvious from
the reviewer’s letter; and
(vi) if the reviewer is not from a peer institution but from an institution where the
Planning department or individual evaluator is of peer quality, an explanation of why
the choice of that reviewer was made.
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The candidate, in consultation with the Program Chair and the promotion and tenure committee,
determines what sample of his or her research and scholarly work is to be sent to the external
evaluators. Each external evaluator receives the same sample of work, the candidate’s current
curriculum vitae, and the candidate’s statement regarding his or her accomplishments and future
plans in research and scholarship. The promotion record forwarded to the Dean contains the
same sample of work. The candidate in consultation with the Chair and the promotion and
tenure committee determines whether any work not part of the sample should be placed in an
appendix which is forwarded to the Dean.

Internal Evaluation of Research

Each Committee member is asked to review carefully all material submitted by the candidate.
The Committee Chair will establish the exact time frame to be followed, and each member is
urged to be prepared for committee meetings.

The internal peer evaluation of the candidate’s scholarship will be contained in a report that

analyzes the relevant materials in the Promotion Record, excluding the external evaluations of

the candidate’s scholarship, and will include:

e astatement concerning the norms for publication and research or scholarly activity in
Planning;

e abrief description of the quality of journals or other forums in which the candidate’s work
has appeared; and

e abrief description of the norms of authorship and co-authorship in the field.

The written report is an independent, substantive assessment of the candidate’s record with
reference to the University and Program criteria for tenure and/or promotion, the norms of the
discipline, and the quality of the forums in which the candidate’s work has appeared. The
promotion and tenure committee does not read or consult the external evaluations of the -
candidate’s scholarship in preparing this peer assessment. The external evaluations are not
entered into the Promotion Record until the committee has submitted its report.

No unsolicited letters evaluating the candidate's scholarly or research work, whether signed or
anonymous, will be entered into the Promotion Record, or considered in the evaluation.

3. Procedures for Evaluation of Service

The promotion and tenure committee will evaluate the candidate’s service. This evaluation has
two components: service to the profession and to the community, and service to the Program and
University. The internal peer evaluation of the candidate’s service will be contained in a report
that analyzes the relevant materials in the Promotion Record in the context of the expected
service contributions in the Program and the profession. These expectations are outlined in
Section VI, Criteria for Evaluation of Faculty. Service expectations differ for untenured
compared to tenured faculty. No unsolicited letters evaluating the candidate's service, whether
signed or anonymous, will be entered into the Promotion Record, or considered in the evaluation.
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Candidate’s Opportunity to Respond to Internal Evaluations

Within five working days of the submission of the internal peer evaluations of the candidate’s
teaching, research, and service by the promotion and tenure committee, the Program Chair will
send to the candidate a copy of each evaluation. The candidate will have five working days from
the date of receipt of the internal peer evaluations of his/her teaching, research, and service to
submit in writing any corrections to factual errors in the internal peer evaluations. If the
candidate submits a letter correcting factual errors in the internal peer evaluation of the
candidate’s teaching, scholarship, and service, the Program Chair will enter it into the Promotion
Record.

Review Committee Decision Making

Once the evaluation of the candidate’s record is complete, a committee is formed to review the
Promotion Record. The Review Committee will consist of all eligible members of the Program,
excluding any faculty member with a disqualifying conflict of interest. If more than one
candidate is being considered for tenure and/or promotion that year, the Review Committee for
each candidate would likely be composed of the same people. However, it is important that
discussions of candidates are conducted separately, with each case being considered on its
merits, avoiding comparisons between candidates. The Program Chair participates in the
meetings of the Review Committee and ensures its procedural correctness. The Program Chair
does not vote with the Review Committee and does not contribute to the written report
summarizing the discussion of the Review Committee.

If the Program does not have at least four faculty members eligible and available to vote on the
promotion and/or tenure decision, the Program Chair, in consultation with the Dean, invites
appropriate eligible faculty from outside the department to deliberate and vote with the
committee on the decision.

The Promotion Record available to the Review Commiittee will consist of:

o the candidate’s dossier with appendices (publications, classroom observation reports and
student teaching evaluations, including those student teaching evaluations added to the
Promotion Record by the Program Chair);

¢ confidential evaluations of the candidate’s teaching solicited from former students;

o confidential evaluations from those faculty members with whom the candidate has team-
taught courses and who are at or above the rank to which the candidate seeks tenure and/or
promotion;

o the external peer evaluation of scholarship and internal peer evaluations of research,
teaching, and service, entered into the appropriate sections of the Record; and

e the candidate’s letter correcting factual errors in the internal peer evaluations, if any.

The promotion record must be available only to the Program Chair and to those faculty eligible
to participate in the discussion, all of whom must have made a careful study of the promotion
record. All those eligible to participate in the decision have an ethical duty to participate unless
disqualified by a conflict of interest or unless prevented from studying the promotion record and
participating in the discussion of the record (e.g., by an off-campus Career Development Award).
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The Review Committee will meet to discuss the candidate’s qualifications and to vote by secret
ballot for or against the granting of tenure and/or promotion. The chair of the promotion and
tenure committee is responsible for leading the discussion of the Review Committee.

The chair of the promotion and tenure committee will see that those attending meetings of the
Review Committee sign in, so that there is a record of who were present for the discussion and
therefore voted. The summary report of the meeting must list those eligible faculty who were
not present for the discussion and therefore did not vote, with the reason for the absence.

The chair of the promotion and tenure committee is responsible for submitting the report
summarizing the discussion of the Review Committee. The Review Committee’s overall
evaluation of the candidate, and a summary of the strong and weak points of his or her record, is-
presented here. The summary report must reflect the range of opinions expressed in the meeting
and must include the Review Committee’s analysis of the external evaluation of the candidate’s
research. The report must record the number voting to grant tenure and/or promotion and the
number voting to deny it. The report must be written in a way that does not violate the
expectation of confidentiality on the part of members of the Review Committee, external
evaluators of the candidate’s research, former students who submitted letters of evaluation, or
others who wrote in expectation of confidentiality.

A draft version of the summary report must be made available to the members of the Review
Committee. Individual faculty members will forward any comments and requested changes to
the chair of the promotion and tenure committee, who will then prepare a final version of the
report and make that version available to committee members. Any faculty member eligible to
participate in the tenure and/or promotion decision may submit a further confidential comment
that will be appended to the report.

The results of the Review Committee’s vote and the summary report of its discussion (with any
appended confidential comments from individual faculty) will be transmitted to the Program
Chair as part of the candidate’s Promotion Record. Should the Program Chair receive any
correspondence concerning a candidate for promotion from individual members of the Review
Committee, that correspondence will be entered into the section of the Promotion Record that
contains the Review Committee’s vote and report.

Based on the Promotion Record, the Program Chair will recommend that tenure and/or
promotion be granted or denied in a separate letter to the Dean of the Graduate College for each
candidate. The Program Chair’s letter to the Dean will explain her or his reasons for
recommending for or against tenure and/or promotion, and, when the vote of the Review
Committee is not followed, will explain why the contrary recommendation is being made and
will address any disagreement between the Program Chair’s evaluation and the evaluation of the
Review Committee as reflected in the summary report of the Review Committee’s discussion. If
the Program Chair recommends that the candidate be tenured and/or promoted, the Chair’s letter
to the Dean will address any negative aspects of the Promotion Record; and, if tenure and/or
promotion is to be recommended, the Program Chair will indicate in the letter to the Dean how

17



the candidate has met the criteria for tenure and/or promotion. The Program Chair’s letter will
be transmitted to the Dean as part of the candidate’s Promotion Record.

At the same time that the Promotion Record is submitted to the Dean, the Program Chair will
provide the candidate with a copy of the Chair’s letter to the Dean and the Review Committee’s
recorded vote and the report of their discussion.

The candidate will be allowed three working days to request access to the Promotion Record
after receiving the Chair's letter and recommendation and the Review Committee's vote and
report of their discussion, with the following provisions:

e The candidate will have access to the external reviews of the candidate’s research, to
student evaluations of teaching, to correspondence from individual members of the
Review Committee, and to other documents written in expectation of confidentiality only
if there has been a negative recommendation, only if the candidate requests them, and
only after they have been redacted as appropriate to protect the confidentiality of
reviewers.

e The candidate will be allowed five working days after receiving access to the Promotion
Record, including redacted versions of any confidential documents that have been
requested, to submit a letter of response and additional information to be included in the
Promotion Record. If the candidate submits a letter of response, the Program Chair will
forward it to the Dean for inclusion in the Promotion Record.

Timetable

The promotion and tenure review procedure should not be carried out in haste. The critical
deadline is the last day of classes in the fall semester, at which time the Program Chair’s
recommendation is due in the Graduate College. The following timetable is intended to allow an
orderly and thorough review while meeting the deadline:

Approximate Action
Deadline Date
APR 1% Notification by candidate to Program Chair of candidacy, if candidate

wishes to initiate a promotion and/or tenure review. Notification of
candidate by Program Chair of a mandatory tenure review.

SEPT 1% Candidate submits completed dossier to Program Chair. Formation of
Promotion and Tenure Committee.

SEPT 14th Determination of outside reviewers and student reviewers finalized.

SEPT 16th Mailing of materials to outside reviewers and letters to student reviewers.
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NOV 1%

NOV 5™
NOV 10®
NOv 11®
NOV 18™

NOV 25™
NOV 29
DEC 3™
DEC 5™
DEC 8™

DEC 11%

DEC 16%

Report of the Promotion and Tenure Committee on candidate’s teaching,
research and service placed in promotion record: External Reviewers’
comments received and placed in the promotion record.

Report of the Promotion and Tenure Committee is provided to candidate.
Candidate submits any written response to the report.

Review Committee begins deliberations on promotion record.

Review Committee votes and discusses draft summary report.

Draft Summary Report circulated to Review Committee by Chair of the
Promotion and Tenure Committee.

Comments of Review Committee members on Draft Summary Report
submitted to Chair of the Promotion and Tenure Committee.

Final report circulated to Review Committee by Chair of the Promotion
and Tenure Committee.

Review Committee approval of final draft of report to Program
Chair recommending action.

Letter from Program Chair placed in Promotion Record, and submitted to
Dean of the Graduate College. Candidate receives copy of the Program
Chair’s letter and the Report of the Review Committee.

Candidate requests access to the Promotion Record if necessary.
Candidate submits a written response to the Promotion Record and the

recommendation, if necessary. Any written response should be added to
the Promotion Record.
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V. PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW OF TENURED FACULTY

Reviews of tenured faculty serve purposes similar to those for probationary faculty: an
opportunity for self-evaluation and for suggestions from peers, an assessment of progress
towards promotion to full professor, and evaluation for purposes of salary determination.

Schedule for Tenured Faculty Reviews

For tenured faculty, reviews will occur at the following frequency. For associate professors, a
full review will be conducted during the fifth year of tenured status or during an earlier year if
requested by the faculty member. Subsequent full reviews will occur every five years, or earlier
at the request of the faculty member. One classroom observation of teaching by associate
professors should occur every three years, in accord with the procedures outlined in Section I
These evaluations help contribute to the record of teaching effectiveness considered in reviews
for promotion. For full professors, a full faculty review will be conducted in the fifth year at that
rank, and every five years thereafter. Review for promotion to full professor, as described in
Section IV, shall be considered a review of a tenured associate professor.

The tenured faculty member will be notified by the Program Chair of the upcoming review in
writing by April 1 of the calendar year in which the review is to occur.

Review Commiittee Selection

The Review Committee will be appointed by the Dean of the Graduate College upon
consultation with the tenured professors in the Program and with the candidate. The committee
must be large enough to permit a proper, thorough, and complete review. In most cases, three
members will be sufficient. The committee should consist of peers with interests and expertise
similar to those of the individual being reviewed. In the case of fuill professor reviews, a
committee normally would be formed from the full professors in the Planning Program. In the
case of associate professors, the Review Committee ordinarily would consist of full professors or
more senior associate professor in the Planning Program. (In each case, a faculty member may,
for reason, ask to be excused from participation, subject to approval by the Dean of the Graduate
College.) The Program Chair will not be a member of the Review Committee. Actual selection
of additional committee members from outside the Program, if necessary, will be made by the
Dean of the Graduate College upon the recommendation of the Program Chair.

Tenured Faculty Member’s Statement

The individual being reviewed will submit a statement describing his or her accomplishments
and future plans in the areas of teaching, research, and service. In addition, the faculty member
will submit current curriculum vitae, course materials, records of student evaluations in each
course taught since the last review, copies of scholarly or other publications, and other relevant
supporting materials. For each full review of a tenured faculty member, two classroom
observations of teaching will be conducted by two different members of the Review Committee
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during the spring or fall semester of the calendar year in which the review occurs. The
classroom observation will be conducted as described in Section III of this handbook, according
to the criteria outlined in Section VI. The Committee will base its evaluation on these submitted
materials, course evaluation tabulations obtained from the Program Chair, and on the written
evaluation of the classroom observation.

The Committee will review the materials submitted and prepare a report evaluating the faculty
member’s performance in the areas of teaching, research, and service. This report should
document the faculty member’s strengths and accomplishments as well as indicate areas
requiring additional effort. Based on these conclusions, the report should make
recommendations for the Chair to act on as appropriate. A positive report may not include
recommended actions if no areas for improvement are identified (although it may recommend
the candidate request a promotion review). Only in rare cases will no areas of improvement be
identified. A mixed or negative review should provide specific recommendations for improving
the faculty member’s performance in the areas identified as requiring extra effort. This report

~ then will be conveyed to the faculty member. If the faculty member disagrees with the
conclusions of the committee’s report, he or she may present additional evidence which the
committee will consider to determine whether any conclusions should be revised.

Once complete, the review report and any additional correspondence will be conveyed to the
Program Chair. The Chair will meet with the faculty member to discuss the report and the
actions recommended (if any). If actions are recommended, the Chair will develop an agreement
with the faculty member identifying how areas for improvement are to be addressed. These
materials, along with the teaching evaluation summaries and materials submitted by the faculty
member, will be forwarded by the Chair to the Dean of the Graduate College. Review materials
are usually not forwarded to the Office of the Provost, unless requested.

The timetable for full reviews is given below. In the event that the faculty member being
reviewed has not submitted any review materials, or has submitted only part of them, by the
deadline of October 1, the review will proceed on schedule without those materials. At the
committee’s option, materials submitted after the deadline may be included in the review.

Timetable

Deadline Date Action

APR 1 Program Chair notifies tenured faculty member of upcoming review.
SEP 15 Review Committee is formed.

OCT1 Faculty member submits materials to Committee.

NOV 1 Review memorandum is submitted to faculty member.

NOV 15 7 Comments and additional evidence, if any, are submitted by faculty

member to Committee.
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DEC1

DEC 14

DEC 15

Revised final draft (if necessary) of memorandum is presented to faculty
member. Program Chair receives a copy of faculty member’s statement
and any additional correspondence between committee and faculty
member.

Program Chair concludes an agreement with the faculty member on any

“actions recommended by the Review Committee (a plan of action).

Program Chair forwards review statement, teaching evaluations
summaries, and committee memorandum and subsequent correspondence
(including agreement on plan of action) to Dean of Graduate College.
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VI. CRITERIA FOR THE EVALUATION OF FACULTY

Evaluation criteria are used to guide the review of Program faculty for reappointment, promotion
and tenure, and merit salary increases. A secondary purpose is to assist faculty in professional
development. Although the criteria are specific to the Graduate Program in Urban and Regional
Planning, they are derived from, and intended to be consistent with, University policy.

Each academic unit on the campus has its own pedagogic and research functions. The University
Operations Manual states:

Each recommendation for tenure should be accompanied by a statement of the educational needs
of the department and/or college which would be filled by the candidate and the importance of
the contributions the candidate will make to filling these needs.

The Planning Program’s primary purpose is to educate master’s level students to become
professional urban and regional planners. A secondary role is to introduce undergraduate
students to planning. Like all other members of the University faculty, Planning faculty not only
must teach effectively, they also must be scholars. They should aspire 1) to advance the theory
and practice of their profession and 2) to help find creative solutions to complex public policy
problems. Finally, Planning faculty must be contributing members of their academic unit,
university, community, and profession. Criteria for evaluating each of the three general areas of
faculty activity—teaching, research, and service—will be discussed in turn.

Evaluation of Teaching

Teaching is difficult to evaluate. End-of-course student evaluations are a logical source of
information, but for a variety of reasons they should not constitute the only source (e.g., students
are not the best judges of whether the material is up to date, whether the subject is adequately
covered, etc.). Review of syllabi, exams, and exercises can provide insights into the rigor,
balance, and cohesiveness of a given course. These materials are to be provided for examination
by the Review Committee. Firsthand observations by committee members may be considered
(e.g., team-taught courses or seminar presentations). Peer observations of teaching performance
are another component of teaching evaluation. A final element upon which teaching evaluations
will be based is a brief statement by the faculty member of the objectives for each course as well
as how these objectives are pursued. What is he or she seeking to achieve through the course?

The specific information about one’s teaching to be included in annual reviews of untenured
faculty and in the documentation for promotion reviews is listed in Section IV (under
Assembling the Dossier for Promotion Review). Student evaluation forms and a summary
tabulation presenting the evaluations of each course taught in the past three years should be
provided. As a minimum, the tabulations should include responses to the standardized ACE
course evaluation cover sheet. Exceptions might include certain advanced or specialized courses
where so few students were registered that anonymity could not be assured and an uncomfortable
situation would be created. The faculty member has discretion as to whether student evaluations
are to be completed in such instances.
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A discussion of how the faculty member believes that one or more courses contribute
significantly to the overall Planning Program curriculum also should be provided. Building on
the earlier discussion of content, specific ways in which the individual believes his or her
teaching performance adds to the Program’s quality and effectiveness should be described.

A faculty member external to the Review Committee who has firsthand knowledge of the
individual’s performance in a particular course (e.g., through team teaching) may be asked to
comment on the faculty member’s teaching.

Classroom visits by fellow faculty members can offer a valuable “second opinion” on teaching
techniques and effectiveness. Faculty offer a different perspective from students, and may be
able to suggest new ways to approach problems or to strengthen good points. Classroom
observation is intended to be constructive, not threatening. Faculty members conducting
evaluations should be guided by the following.

Your evaluation should be based on observation. As far as possible, you should avoid altering
the class environment in any way - the goal is to blend into the background and see how the
candidate teaches. The following questions should be addressed in the evaluation of
performance:

1. How effective is the candidate’s teaching style? A variety of teaching styles may be effective;
presentation of technical material may differ from discussion of the pros and cons of a policy
initiative. The evaluation should address the effectiveness of the approach in the context of the
material being covered in the class. Strengths and weaknesses should be noted, if possible with
examples of what you mean. The University requires evaluations to address explicitly the
candidate’s verbal competence, and this would be the appropriate place to do so. However,
teaching effectiveness has many components beyond an individual’s style of oral presentation.

2. How clear is the structure of the class? Does the candidate give students a clear idea of what
will be covered, and then stick to this plan (within reason)? Do the topics covered achieve the
apparent purpose of this class? It is always difficult to evaluate one class in a sequence of many,
but it should be possible to draw conclusions about how one class session achieves part of a
longer term goal.

3. How flexible is the candidate in responding to student questions and comments? This is the
flip-side of question 2. Does the candidate respond effectively to indications that more
explanation may be needed, that students are interested in exploring how this topic relates to
others, and so on? Deferring tangential discussions to another class may be quite appropnate
but sticking too rigidly to a class plan may be a weakness.

4. Are there other techniques the candidate could use to improve his or her teaching? Should he
or she set aside more time for discussion? Are the illustrations used confusing? Is student
preparation (e.g. from assigned readings) sufficient? Candidates should not be evaluated here by
the performance of students in the class, but evidence that most students have done no
preparation for the class may be the basis for suggestions about how to address the problem.
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Only after an affirmative judgment as to teaching effectiveness has been made can serious
consideration be given to an evaluation of research and service.

Evaluation of Research

The criteria traditionally applied in the Planning Program to evaluate a faculty member’s
research are quality and productivity. The field of urban and regional planning has many facets,
so a broad spectrum of research activity is appropriate. In terms of research topics, the main
considerations should be that they 1) are applicable to the theories in or of planning, 2) pertain to
methodological questions salient to planning analysis, or 3) are relevant to public policy issues
with an urban or regional focus.

Research quality and productivity tend to go hand-in-hand. Research of high quality is likely to
result in published articles or books; in such instances the researcher is apt to be productive. For
the purpose of faculty reviews, the two criteria should be considered independently, however.
Often times, when a faculty member is being reviewed, a particular research project has not
progressed to the point where refereed articles have emerged. Research reports and working
papers can be submitted and examined for evidence of research quality, as can a short and
concise description of the project: its methodology, data, findings, and the importance of those
findings.

A variety of documents can serve as evidence of research productivity. However, the
significance and scope of a particular document and the type of review to which it has been
subjected clearly affect the weight that should be placed on it. Of most importance are those
documents that have been subjected to rigorous peer review. Therefore, the research products
that are submitted in support of a recommendation for promotion and tenure should consist
primarily of refereed journal articles and peer-reviewed books or book chapters, or the
equivalent. Each of the items in this category is discussed in turn below.

1. Refereed journal articles in reputable academic journals typically will constitute the major
outlet for the research of untenured faculty, and the research record of faculty applying for tenure
and promotion may consist entirely of such publications.

2. Books written by the faculty member normally represent a major scholarly effort and are given
appropriate weight. Each substantive chapter in a book is often the equivalent of a journal article
in scope and effort, and a chapter should be given the same weight provided it can be
demonstrated that the book has been subjected to a rigorous peer review process. If a chapter or
chapters of a book are substantially the same as previously published journal articles, however,
then those chapters will not count as additional publications. Furthermore, textbooks normally
do not represent the results of original research and so are not included in this category. While
junior faculty are sometimes able to publish a dissertation as a book, the long lead time required
to research and write a book anew suggests that such an effort, which also may entail substantial
risk, is more appropriate for tenured faculty.

3. A chapter in a book of collected readings is typically the equivalent of a journal article in

scope and effort. However, if a journal article is subsequently revised for inclusion as a chapter
in a book, the book chapter cannot be counted as an additional publication, though its selection
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may be evidence of the acceptance and importance of the work. The mere editing of a book is
not viewed as a publication. If the editor is a contributor of one or more chapters, the weight
given these chapters depends on the peer-review process, which may be entirely absent if the
editor is making the selections.

4. Computer software and other electronic products that are broad enough in scope and that have
undergone a peer review process are accepted as a research product. Some academic journals
undertake reviews of software and the Computer Users Group of the ACSP may, in the future, do
the same. While such contributions are more difficult to evaluate, this difficulty should not stand
in the way of giving them appropriate consideration. It is incumbent upon the candidate,
however, to provide evidence in support of the significance and scope of the software, its
contribution to planning, and the nature and outcome of the review process.

5. Other works occasionally are subjected to a peer-review process that is the equivalent of
review for publication in a journal, and such works should be given appropriate weight,
equivalent to that of an article or book of the same scope. This could include a conference paper
published in a refereed proceedings, provided that the review process included the option to
accept or reject the paper, and was not merely editorial. Research proposals also may be
subjected to peer review (for example, those submitted to the National Science Foundation) and
the acceptance of the proposal may itself be evidence of acceptance of research by one’s peers.

6. Given the professional orientation of urban and regional planning, it is important to recognize,
as a separate category, published reports to governmental or non-profit organizations. Such
reports may be submitted as evidence of research productivity and should be given some weight
to the extent that they embody original research and have been subjected to some review process,
though in most cases this process cannot be viewed as equivalent to true peer review. It is
important to encourage planning faculty to engage in the practice of planning, and to this end
professional reports should be given due recognition.

“Candidates for promotion and tenure may also submit other kinds of documents as evidence of
research productivity. If these documents have not received significant peer review, they are not
given significant weight in the evaluation of research. These other kinds of documents may
include some proposals for external funding, papers accepted for presentation at a conference,
book reviews, published comments, articles in practitioner-oriented or general readership
journals or magazines, working papers, and text books.

The Program encourages collaborative research. Jointly authored publications are not, therefore,
discouraged nor are they discounted in the review process. However, it is incumbent upon the
candidate, in the review statement, to make clear the relative contributions of the authors of
multiple-authored pieces. Candidates should also be aware that a review committee may have
difficulty evaluating the candidate’s ability to initiate, complete and publish research on his or
her own if the candidate’s research portfolio consists exclusively of jointly authored works.
These publications are a measure of productivity. The quality dimension is separable, as noted.

Publication in and by itself need not be assumed to be evidence of high quality research. While

“quality of research is difficult to define in a broad sense, there are several accepted standards that
will be taken into account by both internal and external reviewers:
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1. Significance of findings in terms of the advancement of knowledge in urban and regional
planning.

Originality of the work.

Soundness of the research desigh and method of analysis.

Demonstration of knowledge of previous research in this and related toplcal areas.
Effective communication of the research methodology and findings.

Acceptance and impact of the work.

SARNANE b R N

Evaluation of Service

Beyond their teaching and research efforts, Planning faculty routinely are involved in activities
benefiting 1) the Program and University, 2) government agencies and community groups, and
3) professional and scholarly organizations. Work for outside agencies and groups whereby the
faculty member is involved as a practitioner enriches his or her teaching and research and may
lead to advances in the field of planning.

It is very difficult and probably unnecessary to place a higher value on one type of service
activity than on another. Active involvement in one type of service activity in and of itself does
not necessarily constitute excellence in service in the overall sense. For example, service efforts
for a professional or scholarly organization should not be performed at the expense of committee
responsibilities within the Program. The faculty Review Committee will consider the level of
activity in all three general types of service activities.

Specific types of efforts that would fit into the respective types of service activities follow:
1. The Program and University

Program committees. A conscientious effort to carry a fair share of the Program’s
administrative workload is among the most important service activities. Carrying out one’s
committee responsibilities in a thorough and timely manner is essential for a favorable
evaluation in the area of service.

Student advising. Of great importance is advising one’s share of the Program’s students (and
prospective students, as the occasion arises) with genuine interest and concern. This includes
the supervision of theses, independent study, and other research.

Peer support. Particularly in the case of more experienced faculty members, assisting others
by reviewing draft articles, etc. is a noteworthy form of Program service. Attending seminars
organized by other members of the faculty is another example of this sort of support.

Participation on University committees. From time to time, opportunities arise for Planning

faculty to serve the University by taking on various committee assignments. Doing so
reflects positively on both the individual and the Program.
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Ad hoc activities contributing to the Program and University. Examples of such activities are
organizing a conference held on campus, successfully arranging an Ida Beam visiting
professorship, initiating a joint degree program, and service on thesis or dissertation
committees.

2. Government Agencies and Community Groups
Funded or unfunded research. Conducting policy-related research for federal, state, or local
government; other public agencies; nonprofit organizations; community groups; or private
entities is a very important form of outreach activity by Planning faculty.
Informal interaction. Serving on community advisory boards, conducting seminars with
planning agenc1es and accepting speaking engagements with cmzen groups are examples of
less formal service activities that are encouraged.

3. Professional or scholarly organizations

Committee assignments. Serving on conference committees or task forces and holding
offices in these organizations are highly significant service activities.

Journal activities. Important forms of service are those related to the production of
scholarly journals. Service as a journal editor, reviewer or editorial advisory board member
helps establish the individual as a respected member of planning academia.

Conference participation. Service as a session organizer, moderator, or discussant at major

professional conferences also is a creditable activity.

Pro}motion Criteria and Rank.

No attempt was made in the foregoing discussion to distinguish between criteria applicable to
promotion to associate versus full professor. The same general types of activities are normally
pursued by Planning faculty of all levels. The difference in qualifications and conditions of
tenure and promotion are outlined in the University Operations Manual:

Associate Professor

Faculty members are expected to have served at the rank of assistant professor for a period of
time sufficient to have established a record in the areas of teaching, of research or scholarship,
and of service that meets the criteria below and shows unmistakable promise of promotion to full
professor. Most faculty members serve a probationary period of six years.

Appointment at or promotion to the rank of Associate Professor will be based on:
(1) Convincing evidence that the candidate is an effective teacher of, as appropriate,

undergraduate, graduate, and professional students.
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(2) Demonstration of scholarly achievement supported by substantial publications, of high
quality.

(3) Evidence of Program, collegiate, community, professional and/or University service at an
appropriate level. ‘

(4) The quality and quantity of teaching, scholarly accomplishment, and service should give
unmistakable promise of promotion to full professor.

Professor

Candidates for promotion to full professor are expected to have established a record since

promotion to associate professor that demonstrates a pattern of sustained development and
substantial growth in achievement and productivity in the areas of teaching, of research or
scholarship, and of service.

Faculty promoted or appointed to the rank of professor are ordinarily expected to demonstrate:

(1) Consistent record of high-quality teaching at all appropriate instructional levels.

(2) Continued scholarly achievement of high quality, accompanied by unmistakable evidence
that the candidate is a nationally and, where applicable, internationally recognized
scholar in Planning. ,

(3) The candidate should have a record of significant and effective service to the Program,
college, community, profession, and/or the University.

Tenured associate professors often choose to undertake more ambitious, longer term and/or
higher risk research projects; such projects often have more substantial payoffin terms of
research significance and national visibility than a series of smaller, quicker projects, and are to
be encouraged. Tenured faculty also may engage in much more time-consuming service
activities, such as serving as Program Chair, for extended periods of time. The result of such
efforts is often a vita that contains research “holes”: periods of time during which no publications
are listed. The result also may be that a faculty member who engages in more service activities
or in higher risk projects, some of which may fail to bear fruit, probably will take longer to
amass a record sufficient for promotion to full professor. To prevent faculty from being
penalized for such activities it is necessary to view the research record in its entirety, as a body
of work presented at a point in time, rather than to consider the rate of productivity over the
entire period since promotion to associate professor. In other words, the productivity question is
this: Has the faculty member accumulated a body of research that is sufficient in scope and
importance and that is recognized as such by peers?

Summary

This Handbook outlines the criteria to be used in all faculty evaluations within the Planning
Program. A wide variety of activities can be evaluated under one or more of the general areas of
teaching, research, and service. One should not concentrate solely on one or two of these areas,
but should strive toward excellence in each.
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Appendix A: Sample Letter from Program Chair to External Evaluator

A Program Chair’s letter to solicit an external evaluation must:

e be neutral in tone;

¢ indicate the rank for which the candidate is being considered and whether the promotion
includes the awarding of tenure;

e explicitly state what portion of the candidate’s work the reviewer is to assess;

e request that the reviewer not communicate with the candidate or with faculty other than the
Program Chair,

e state that the reviewer’s response will be protected as confidential; and

e request a brief biographical sketch if one has not been obtained by other means.

The following is a sample letter from the Chair:

Dear

As I'mentioned to you on the telephone [or by e-mail] on [date], [name] will be
considered for tenure and/or promotion to [proposed rank] in the Graduate Program in Urban and
Regional Planning during this academic year. I am grateful to you for agreeing to serve as an
external evaluator.

Enclosed with this letter are Professor ' ’s curriculum vitae, his/her
personal statement on scholarship, and copies of the publications you have agreed to review: [list
works].

We would like you to critique the quality of this work and, if possible, to assess its
quantity and quality in comparison to the work of others in this discipline at comparable stages in
their careers. We would particularly appreciate your evaluation of the contribution that the
candidate’s work has made to the field viewing each published work separately or in.
combination as seems appropriate. We would be interested in your judgment of the quality of
the journals and the importance of the conferences through which Professor
has communicated this work. We would also be interested, of course, in any other insights you
might have about Professor ’s scholarly accomplishments.

If you have any questions about Professor ’s materials or experience,
please contact me directly. In accordance with our governing procedures, we must ask you not
to communicate with either the candidate whose work you are reviewing or other members of the
department or college concerning your evaluation or the review process.

Your letter will be available to the tenured faculty/full professors in this department as
well as to the Dean of the Graduate College, and the Provost. Beyond that we will regard your
letter as a confidential document. Your evaluation would be made available to the candidate
only upon his/her explicit request, only following a negative recommendation at the program,
collegiate, or provostial level, and then only after your name and other identifying information
have been removed.
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[Only if it is not possible otherwise to obtain a short statement of the reviewer’s
qualifications, add the following:] Would you please send me a brief biographical statement
when you send your letter? Although our Program faculty know you and your work well, the
Dean of the Graduate College and the Provost would find your biographical sketch helpful when
reviewing your letter.

Again, thank you for your willingness to help us with this important review process.

31



Appendix B: A Procedure for Annual Faculty Salai'y Reviews

The logical way to think about faculty reviews is that they should be manifestations of what the
faculty collectively value. In a nutshell, we generally value good scholarship, teaching, and
service. Review criteria also must be translatable into practical measures, so that how well one
performs relative to these criteria can be readily ascertained.

Historically, the Planning Program’s most detailed criteria for evaluating faculty performance
have been those pertaining to scholarship. This is not because scholarship is the only important
aspect of creativity or productivity, but rather because teaching and service are inherently much
more difficult to evaluate reliably. Regarding teaching, indicators of good performance are
refined course materials (syllabi, handouts, assignments, and exams), strong course evaluations,
and, as applicable, positive class evaluations by peers who attend one or more class sessions.

We recognize that teaching is likely to be inherently more subjective to review than is
scholarship. Fortunately, good scholarship tends to correlate highly with good teaching. Service
activities also are difficult to evaluate objectively, but we can specify the types of activities we
value most highly.

In this brief document, we present a model for allocating an available salary increase budget to
the respective faculty lines. We also offer a series of criteria for evaluating scholarship,
teaching, and service, along with weights to establish the relative importance of these criteria.

Basic Faculty Salary Allocation Model

The basic model we present is derived from that proposed by Wenger and Girard (2000).
Central to the model are five design features:

e Faculty members with the same score receive the same percentage increase.

e Faculty members with a reasonable average performance in a given category (i.e., teaching,
service, and scholarship) receive a salary increase percentage that is near the average for the
unit.

e Equal increments in percentage increases occur when scores change by a given amount (i.e.,
the relationship between scores and increase percentages is linear).

e The total amount of funding allocated to all faculty members is equal to the amount of the
pool.

e The model is flexible enough to incorporate a variety of departmental policies (via the
weightings, discussed later).

The model can be represented by the following two equations:
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where:
P; = Percent salary increase for faculty member i
M; = Score for faculty member i
S = Total of department salaries before increase
S; = Base salary of faculty member i
N = Total number of faculty members
o = Department average percentage salary increase

C = Constant (defined by Equation 2)
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where:
P* =Lowest percent increase given to anyone
M" = Lowest assigned merit score
Application of the model

The model is applied separately for each of the three categories of teaching, scholarship, and
service. The same steps are followed in each category; we use teaching in this example.

Step 1: Obtain base annual salaries and category score for each faculty member. Multiply
annual salaries times the category fraction (0.5 in this example) times category scores. Table 1
provides a simple example. ‘

Name Annual salary Category salary  Category score  Salary x score
Prof. Top 48,000 24,000 | - 100 2,400,000
Prof. Better 60,000 30,000 90 2,700,000
Prof. Good 43,000 21,500 80 1,720,000
Prof. Okay 69,000 34,500 70 2,415,000
Prof. Marginal 50,000 25,000 60 1,500,000
Totals 270,000 135,000 10,735,000

Table 1: Example of Faculty Salaries and Category Scores
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Step 2: Determine the department salary increase percentage.

The category's total increase is the overall merit increase times the weight of the
category based on the departmental norm. In this example, the total merit increase is
$6,750, which is 5.0 percent of $270,000, times 0.50, the Weight of teaching.

a=0.05

Stép 3: Determine the lowest percent increase anyone will receive.
In this example, the lowest percentage increase to be given to anyone is 2.0 percent.

P*=10.02

Step 4: Identify the lowest merit score obtained within this category. ‘
In this example, the lowest category score is 60 achieved by Prof. Marginal
M* =60

Step 5: Calculate the constant C using Equation 2 (in this example C = 46.988) and substitute its
value into Equation 1 to calculate the percentage increase-and the dollar amounts for each
faculty member for this particular category. Table 2 displays the resultant allocations.
The key values in the table are the actual salary increases, which are added to the
corresponding increases for the other two categories. The percentage increases for this
category are displayed for reference only.

Category Salary
Name percentage increase ($)
Prof. Top 8.15 1,956
Prof. Better ~ 6.61 - 1,983
Prof. Good 5.07 1,091
Prof. Okay 3.54 1,220
Prof. Marginal 2.00 500
Total/Average 5.00 6,750

Table 2: Example of Faculty Percent Increase and Dollar Amount

Weights for Faculty Accomplishments

To develop merit scores for inclusion in the basic model, it is necessary to establish the value to
be ascribed to various sorts of accomplishments. At the most basic level, we need to determine
the relative value to be given to teaching, scholarship, and service. A logical approach is to
apply the agreed-upon unit norms for Planning: 50% teaching, 40% scholarship, and 10%
service. Within each of these categories, appropriate types of accomplishments can be included
and assigned relative weights. It works best, however, to consider each of the three categories
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separately. That is, if the available amount of funds to distribute for faculty salary adjustments in
a given year were to equal $13,500 (.05 times $270,000), $6,750 would be allocated on the basis
of teaching, $5,400 on the basis of scholarship, and $1,350 on the basis of service. The
allocations to each faculty member for the three categories would be summed to yield the year’s
salary adjustment. Each of the three categories is discussed in turn.

Teaching (.50 weight)

e 5 times the overall average 1-6 score for the overall course and overall instructor ratings
for all courses taught during the year

- —The basis for this rating is a mathematical average of (1) ACE question 104 "Overall, this is
an excellent course” and (2) ACE question 110 "This instructor is an excellent teacher."

—To compensate for the common circumstance whereby the ratings for specialty
courses tend to be higher than for core or undergraduate service courses, ratings for
each of the latter two types of courses will be inflated by a two-year moving average
of all Planning courses we offered divided by the average for the relevant courses in
the category (i.e., core or undergraduate service) we offered over the same time
period. The ratings for specialty courses will not be adjusted.

e 4 times the average of the scores (1-3) for the quality of classroom materials and
assignments for all courses taught (a checkhst for evaluating classroom materials

appears in Table 3)

e 3 times the number of course credits taught divided by the applicable teaching load (the
usual value will be 1.0)

e 2 times the average of the scores (1-3) obtained in the exit interviews (a checklist for
evaluating the responses obtained through exit interviews appears in Table 4)

Add these values and you have the teaching score (see Table 5).

Service (.10 weight)
e 4 times the average of the scores (1-3) for departmental and/or university service (a
checklist for evaluating this service appears in Table 6)

e 4 times the average of the scores (1-3) for service to scholarly and/or professional
organizations (a checklist for evaluating this service appears in Table 7)

e 2 times the average of the scores (1-3) for service to communities and/or appropriate
groups within them (a checklist for evaluating this service appears in Table 8)

Add these values and you have the service score (see Table 9).
Scholarship (.40 weight)
A checklist for tabulating scores for scholarship appears in Table 10.

For each accomplishment, multiply the resulting scores by 1.0 for first or second author, .8 for
third, and .6 for fourth or lesser author. The weights attached to the various types of scholarly
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accomplishments are intended to be guidelines, not absolute values. The actual weight assigned
in a particular case may be slightly higher or lower than these. Rarely, however, will the actual
weight vary from these values by more than a single integer. The respective weights follow:

6 times the number of research books (credit is given for three years)

5 times the number of textbooks actually published in the year

4 times the number of research monographs published in the year

4 times the number of journal articles accepted for publication in first-order journals
4 times the ﬁumber of edited books actually published in the year

3 times the number of software programs for which a significant level of peer acceptance
can be demonstrated

3 times the number of chapters in research books actually published in the year

3 times the number of peer-reviewed research proposals actually funded in the year
2 times the number of chapters in textbooks actually published in the year

2 times the number of articles accepted for publication in second-order journals

1 times the number of professional/technical reports published in the year

1 times the number of conference presentations made during the year (maximum score of
2.0)

Add these values and you have the scholarship score.

Reference

Robert B. Wenger and Dennis M. Girard. “A Faculty Merit Pay Allocation Model.” Research in
Higher Education, Vol. 41, No. 2 (2000).
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Evaluation checklists
Teaching

The criteria for teaching evaluations fall into four classes: (1) student evaluations, (2) review of
classroom materials, (3) number of course credits taught, and (4) student exit interviews. A
description of each criterion and a checklist for assigning scores to each is presented below.

Student evaluations

As stated above, the average score of ACE question 104 "Overall, this is an excellent
course" and ACE question 110 "This instructor is an excellent teacher" for all courses.
Adjustments will be made for core and undergraduate service courses.

Review of classroom materials

The review of classroom materials consists of two main areas: (1) course organization
and (2) readings and projects. The two areas are evaluated in the same manner.

Course credits taught

Depending on one’s appointment and other duties, each faculty member has a normal
teaching load. This load can be adjusted by buying out courses through external research
funding. In this criterion, credit is given for teaching overload courses (readings courses
normally would not count), and credit is taken away when a course is cancelled.

Student exit interviews

Assume each individual is achieving the department's goals unless evidence contradicting the
assumption arises. The function of exit interviews is not principally to evaluate faculty
performance, per se, and evidence of faculty performance from these interviews is bound to be
sporadic.
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I. Course
Organization

Below Expectation

Acceptable

Score =1

Score =2

Above Expectation

Score =3

The syllabus adequately outlines the
sequence of topics to be covered;
stated course objectives are clear; and
outline and sequence of topics are
logical

The difficulty level is appropriate for
the enrolled students

Students are given the course
requirements in writing at the
beginning of the course

II. Readings and
Projects

Below Expectation

Acceptable

Score =1

Score =2

Above Expectation

Score =3

Readings and texts, as applicable, are
appropriate for level of course

Students are given ample time to
complete the assignments/take home
exams

The amount of homework and
assignments is appropriate

The written assignments and projects

reflect course goals

The standards used for grading are
communicated to the students

Score: add the above 8 scores and
divide by 8

Table 3: Classroom Material Scores
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Student Exit
Interviews

Below Expectation

Acceptable

Score=1

Score =2

Above Expectation

Score =3

Overall value of the faculty member’s
contribution
(assume acceptable)

Overall effectiveness of particular
class(es) taught by the faculty member
(assume acceptable)

Score: add the above 2 scores and
divide by 2

Table 4: Student Exit Interviews Scores

( Composite Teaching

Score

Weight

VALUE

Student evaluations for all courses

normally 2)

taught (average of the two scores from 5 )
ACE questions 104 and 110)

Classroom material (from Table 3) 4

Course credits taught divided by 3

applicable teaching load

Exit interview score (from Table 4, 9

Composite score: add the values from
the right-most column

L

Table 5: Composite Teaching Score

Service

The criteria for service evaluations fall into three classes: (1) service to the Planning Program
and/or the University, (2) service to scholarly and/or professional organizations, and (3) service
to communities and/or appropriate groups within them. A description of each class of criteria

and a checklist for assigning scores to each class of criteria is presented below.
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Service to the Planning Program and/or the University

Service to the Planning Program and the University can take many forms. The appropriate
measures of such service are: (1) how active a faculty member is in assisting with the diverse
tasks of making the Program and University work well, (2) how good a job the person does in
accomplishing what he/she agreed to do, and (3) general contribution to students within the
Planning Program and from other units, as appropriate.

Service to scholarly and/or professional organizations

Service to scholarly and professional organizations can really be measured only in quantitative
terms because the quality of that service is hard to assess from afar. Participation in
committees and editorial boards serving these organizations are tang1ble indicators of this
service, as is participation in conferences and meetings.

Service to communities and/or appropriate groups

Participation in community-based organizations in ways appropriate for planning faculty might
include serving on local boards and committees, speaking to local organizations, and providing
technical advice. Running for political office and paid consulting may be good things to do,
but they do not fall under service by planning faculty.

Below Expectation Acceptable Above Expectation

Service to the planning program
and/or University

Score =1 Score =2 Score =3

Participation in department seminars,
committees, activities, and projects

Performance in accepted committee
responsibilities

Contribution through field problems
advising, readings, masters and Ph.D.
committees, and/or independent
studies. .

Score: add the above 3 scores and
divide by 3

Table 6: Scores for Service to Planning Program and/or University
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Service to Scholarly and/or
Professional Organizations

Below Expectation Acceptable
Score =2

Score=1

Above Expectation —I

Score =3

Participation in professional
committees and/or editorial boards

Participation in conferences and
meetings (normally presentations or
panel discussions)

Score: add the above 2 scores and
divide by 2

Table 7: Scores for Service to Scholarly and/or Professional Organizations

Service to community and/or
appropriate groups

Below Expectation

Acceptable

Score =1

Score =2

Above Expectation

Score =3

Participation in community-based
organizations in ways appropriate for
planning faculty

Assistance to appropriate groups
normally served by planning faculty

Score: add the above 2 scores and
divide by 2 :

|

Table 8: Scores for Service to Community and/or Appropriate Groups
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Composite service Score Weight VALUE

Service to the planning program 4
and/or university
Service to scholarly and/or 4

professional organizations

Service to community and/or 2
appropriate groups

Composite score: add the values
from the right-most column

Table 9: Composite Service Score

Scholarship

Scholarship can take many forms, each of which deserves to be recognized. Some forms of
scholarship, however, are substantially greater accomplishments than others, and the nature and
magnitude of an accomplishment is reflected in the scores assigned to one’s scholarship.
Likewise, more significance is attached to works in which one is lead or second author than to
others. The following weights are assigned for authorship: 1.0 for first or second author, .8 for
third author, and .6 for fourth or lesser author.

Regarding credit for books, the faculty member can choose to apply credit in either (1) the year
in which a letter is received from the book publisher indicating that the book is in press and no
further work by the author(s) is required or (2) the copyright year of the book. A checklist for -
assigning scores to each class of scholarly accomplishment is presented below. At the discretion
of the chair, the actual weights applied to a specific accomplishment may vary slightly from
those in the checklist. This would occur when the accomplishment is particularly noteworthy or
less substantial than is the norm for that type of accomplishment. Rarely will the weight vary by
more that a single integer (e.g., a weight of 4 may become a 5).
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ACC%CI\f[I&Iig}II{;I‘éNTS A EE%E; sa. | Cwmar | VA
Research books (added for three 6
years)

| Textbooks 5
Research monographs 4
Edited books 4
Articles in first-rate journals 4
Software programs (peer 3
reviewed)

Research book chapters 3
Peer-reviewed research proposals 3

| Textbook chapters 2
Articles in second-order journals 2
Professional/technical reports 1

Research conference presen_tations
(maximum score of 2.0)

Composite score: add the 12
values from the right-most column

Table 10: Composite Scholarship Score
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