T&P feedback from Accounting and Finance
· I was about to write about external reviewers myself.  I am fairly sure * has done a few external reviews himself like I did.  In my time here, I have been an external reviewer for U Mass-Lowell (twice, once for T&P, once just for promotion), twice for Creighton University (both for Promotion) and once for Indiana University East (T&P).  I was even approached by a faculty member in a Dallas area school informally and after this person spoke with me they did not use my name.  

Being an external reviewer for tenure especially involves significant effort.  For example, all the universities I reviewed portfolios for had very different standards for their T&P.  While external reviews are important, please remember that the first thing most external reviewers look for is research.  If we are talking about 5-10 external reviewers, it is a lot.  Most of the schools I worked with had two. 

I strongly recommend reconsidering the number of external reviewers.  Also, most schools had one nominated by the faculty member and another by the dean (not DH).  While the last review I did was in 2015, not once was I approached by a department head and always by the dean.  

Please note that getting fair and unbiased external reviewers is not easy.  Our profession is a small one.  People who have been around long enough tend to know each other by either reputation or by the work one has done.  We are asking a lot of the person doing the review which is never paid for.  If I were approached to do one now, I will probably refuse to do so.  The amount of work involved and the probability of making a wrong recommendation is not an easy burden to carry.  

I am assuming that this new policy will be for faculty members joining after it is passed and will not affect the current faculty members who were hired without the external reviews component.  

A point about the standard to be applied.  If we vote to go this way, we should be very crystal clear in what we told the faculty member on the day they joined should be the exactly the same on which they are judged by the external reviewer six years later.

· I did not read that section carefully enough.  In my experience one does develop a list that exceeds the number of actual reviewers. So if the objective is to have 2-3 you would start with a list of 5-6 and see who is willing to serve. 

I brought up the external review issue 5 years ago.  It seemed odd that we did not do it.  Over time I acclimated to the idea of no external review because we see ourselves as a teaching school more than a research school. My experience in being reviewed is that the school would deny tenure just on research even if teaching were outstanding. That is, external reviews tend to be used at schools where research if "the" thing.

I wonder if this is tied to our goal to enhance the research status of the university?

But in any event 5-10 is way too much.  It is a very time consuming task to serve as an external reviewer. And it is hard to find reviewers within the person's "field" of interest when the college does not provide resources for research and encourage pubs in 2-3 journals. 

There is also a heavy responsibility on the school to be able to define what the standards for research for tenure reviews is. As * said, the reviewer should not be applying their own standard, so the school must be  explicit about that. Doesn't it seem that our college would be a bit hard pressed to provide a clear explanation?

· Thanks for the opportunity to review. It seems this policy is a significant departure from our current policy particularly with regard to external reviewers. See my comments below with excerpts from the policy in black with the comments about external reviewers highlighted in red.  

1. In Section 6.1.3 seems very restrictive and is not consistent with our current practice relative to external reviewers. 


Prior to the portfolio submission, the faculty member shall, together with the Department Head, develop a list of 5-10 qualified external reviewers of the tenure and promotion portfolio. External reviewers must be individuals who do not have a personal relationship with the candidate and are not employed by the university. The Department Head will solicit external reviews and provide reviewers with the faculty member’s curriculum vitae, Faculty Performance Report, examples of scholarship, and the department guidelines for tenure and promotion. 


1. Similarly the comments in Section 8.4 are not consistent with current practice. I really like all of the dates detailed in Section 8. 


May 1. The Department Head solicits external reviewers and provides the faculty member’s curriculum vitae, Faculty Performance Report, sample of scholarship, and the department guidelines for promotion and tenure. 

· 
Two things:

1. Section 2.4 requires "significantly higher" performance for early tenure. Presumably this is evaluated using the college standards per 4.2.4.5 of this document. It does not appear that "we" have used this standard in past cases, but that's water over the bridge, so I wonder if we have a good definition in the college standard to satisfy 4.2.4.5.  I also think that 2.4 can be made more clear by an explicit cross reference to the standards of 4.2.4.5.
1. Section 2.3, paragraph 2, allows tenure to be granted upon appointment, as does section 3.4.  I do not see what process/standards are to be used for these new appointment grants of tenure. I assume that 4.2.4.4 is to be used.  Again, I think that a cross reference in 2.3 and 3.4 to 4.2.4.4 is helpful, and also wonder if our college has a 4.2.4.4 process that includes the standards/processes to be applied to new appointment tenure awards. 

