The following comments the proposed revision of the T&P Procedure document were provided by members of the Engineering & Technology Department Faculty:

· “1	TENURE POLICY”

This title does not appear to be referring directly to system policy so needs to be identified as the “TENURE PROCEDURE” in a university-level document.  This appears in the present procedure document as well.  Now’s the opportunity to correct.


· 2.4:  “Individuals seeking early tenure and promotion consideration must demonstrate significantly higher levels in Teaching/Contributions to Student Learning; Research, Scholarly, and Creative Activities; and Service for tenure.”

This is illogical here as well as in the present procedure.  This implies that someone must achieve more in, say four years, for example, as they would normally be expected to achieve in the normal six years.  If a probationary faculty member can achieve the six-year benchmark in only four years, they are clearly performing at a higher level than typically expected.  This statement should be stricken to avoid confusion and the appearance of inequitable and unreasonable expectations as has been the result in some past considerations of tenure.


· 2.4:  …“If a faculty member is denied early tenure, the faculty member will not be allowed another opportunity for application and must be provided a letter of non-reappointment that complies with the criteria in University Procedure 12.01.99.R1.” 
What is the meaning of “denied”? Does it mean denial at the department, faculty, or university level? Or the Board of Regents?
Another example of an inappropriate rule.  If a probationary faculty is granted an opportunity to seek early tenure, there should not be the consequence of termination mandated at this career stage.  A stipulation that a candidate who is unsuccessful at an early attempt must wait until year six to make a final attempt, as would normally occur, is reasonable.  Permission is generally granted by the department head, and the factors that prompted the recommendation aren’t necessarily understood, acknowledged, or credited by committees up the chain.  The result of early termination in these cases places an undue burden on the departments and can cause the loss of a potentially valuable faculty member for the university.

· “3.5  Tenure reviews shall be conducted for all tenure-track faculty during probationary years, culminating in year six with a formal tenure and promotion review. In years one, two, three, and five, tenure review will be conducted as part of the annual performance evaluation.”

Those intended to be involved at each stage is unclear.  Does this indicate that the annual performance evaluation conducted by the department head is the sole evaluation for years 1, 2, 3, & 5 and the departmental T&P committee is not involved?  Currently, multiple years are routed to the departmental committees for evaluation.  “Tenure reviews” are understood as a process involving the committee(s) while “annual performance evaluations” are only between the faculty member and head.  Using these terms together creates confusion as to who has what responsibility at what stage.  The inclusion of the process for a fourth-year procedure involving the committees is clear, but the responsibilities for the remaining probationary years need to be clarified or defined.


· 4.2.4.2  “The standard level of performance required in each category of performance in order to be awarded tenure.”
and
4.2.4.3  “The standard level of performance required in each category of performance for appointment or promotion to each rank.”

Since tenure and promotion are linked together (rightfully) in 3.3, can’t these be combined?


· 4.2.4.5  “A description of what constitutes significantly exceeds expectations in going up for early tenure.”

Inappropriate and unnecessary, see comments regarding 2.4.


· 6.1.3  “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.”

Excessive!!!  I suspect many, as myself, would have difficulty finding qualified reviewers they would feel comfortable to impose upon for this task.  Optional, maybe.


· 6.1.8

The recusal of a member also serving on the college committee, noted in 6.3.6, should be noted here as well.

· 7.1.4 “The Department Head will invite input from all full professors from the faculty member’s department in the form of a written evaluation. All full professors from the faculty member’s department may complete a written evaluation citing evidence from the portfolio for the Ad-Hoc Full Professor Committee’s consideration. The Department Head will include all written evaluations received from the department’s full professors in the portfolio.” 
What will be the scenario if there are NO professors in the faculty member’s department? Can the faculty member present supporting letters from professors in the same field (with the same major) from outside the university?
Will be any subsequences if the promotion to a professor is denied?  I mean like the promotion to Associate Professor, if the promotion is denied, no -re-appointment.
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