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I . EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
I .1. Overview 
 
Membership. The following individuals served on the Promotion & Tenure Reform ad 
hoc committee: William Berry, Clifton Brown, Andreas Cangellaris (Chair), Dennis 
Campion, Timothy Cole, Jonathan Dantzig, Elizabeth Delacruz, Lizanne Destefano, Ann 
Johnson, Janet Keller, Feniosky Pena-Mora, Karl Rosengren, Mark Steinberg, Deborah 
Thurston, Ruth Watkins, and Richard Wheeler. 
 
Charge. The Promotion & Tenure Reform ad hoc committee was charged on October 4, 
2006, to Ò. . .  review our promotion and tenure processes, and to recommend 
clarifications and revisions in these processes, to the extent that such revisions are 
neededÓ (excerpt from October 4, 2006, charge letter to the ad hoc committee).  Specific 
topics identified in the charge letter for consideration were; a) Interdisciplinary 
scholarship; b) Translational research; c) Engagement and outreach activities; d) Clarity 
and transparency of the campus overall tenure and promotion process and its supporting 
documents, with particular consideration given to the procedure currently in place for 
handling appeals. Finally, the Committee was asked to Òreflect on the broad issue of the 
appropriate duration of tenure probationary period,Ó and make a recommendation as to, 
Òwhether it would be appropriate to undertake a campus review of this large and 
complex matter.Ó 
 
Committee Activities. The committee met eight times during the fall 2006 and spring 
2007 semesters to deliberate the charges and discuss the content of the report. In addition, 
the committee met with representatives from the Faculty Advisory Board and received 
their input on issues pertinent to faculty development and appeals. A meeting was also 
held with representatives from the Teaching Advancement Board to discuss issues 
pertinent to the evaluation of teaching and its consideration in the promotion and tenure 
process. On the issue of translational research committee members met with Dean 
Bradford Schwartz, College of Medicine, and Dean Herbert Whiteley, College of 
Veterinary Medicine, to discuss in detail the experience and concerns in their Colleges 
pertinent to determining the value of translational research in the promotion and tenure 
process. Finally, on the issue of outreach and public engagement, input was solicited 
from Prof. Robert Rich, Chair of the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluating Public 
Service for Promotion and Tenure, and Prof. Michael C. Hirschi, Extension Specialist, 
Soil & Water Department of Agricultural and Biological Engineering. Two surveys were 
used for obtaining campus wide input on the issues deliberated on by the Committee. The 
first was directed to Unit Executive Officers and Unit and College Promotion & Tenure 
Committees. The second was directed to selected faculty members who were currently 
undergoing third-year review or promotion and/or tenure consideration.  
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I .2. Summary 
 
The CommitteeÕs response to the ProvostÕs charge letter is summarized below in terms of 
specific recommendations addressing the issues pertinent to recognizing and rewarding 
interdisciplinary scholarship; fostering and valuing translational research; identifying and 
rewarding scholarship through outreach and engagement; and  improving the clarity and 
transparency of our promotion and tenure process. The summary concludes with the 
CommitteeÕs recommendation on whether it would be appropriate to undertake a campus 
review of the length of the tenure probationary period.  
 
 
Interdisciplinary Research  
 
On the issue of Interdisciplinary Scholarship the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the 
following critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes adequately address the range of 
interdisciplinary work that is emerging and valued on our campus? Are changes needed 
in our processes related to interdisciplinary research and/or how we convey these 
processes? For example, are the processes and procedures associated with joint 
appointments that are common among faculty conducting interdisciplinary work 
adequately delineated (e.g., annual review processes, third-year review processes, 
memoranda of understanding at the time of initial appointment, relative responsibilities 
of appointing units, selection of evaluators, composition of review committees, etc.)? 
Similar questions could be asked for faculty working in interdisciplinary research who 
have their sole appointment in one specific unit.Ó  
 
Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are believed necessary for our promotion and tenure 
process to address effectively the range of interdisciplinary scholarship that is emerging 
on our campus.    
 

1. Add a section that explicitly discusses mentoring to Communication No. 23, 
emphasizing the consistent and effective mentorship of junior faculty who 
pursue interdisciplinary scholarship.  

2. Modify Provost Communication No. 9 to make it more pertinent to the 
evaluation of interdisciplinary scholarship.  
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a. Provide the option for soliciting a different set of outside letters to enable 
effective evaluation of junior faculty membersÕ contributions to different 
disciplines.   

b. Provision should be made to include, where demonstrably appropriate, 
letters of evaluation from on-campus experts in pertinent disciplines 
outside the candidateÕs department.  

  
3. Insert language in Communication No. 3 to acknowledge formally 

interdisciplinary scholarship that is highly valued and occurs across 
departmental boundaries.  More specifically, the following language is 
recommended: ÒA 0% appointment should reflect a significant and extensive 
cross-disciplinary engagement in the core discipline represented in the unit 
offering the appointment.Ó 

 
4. Complement Provost Communication No. 23 with a number of model cases that 

aid executive officers in determining appropriate solutions to the problems 
associated with interdisciplinary research.   

 
 
Translational Research 
 
On the issue of Translational Research the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the following 
critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes allow full and fair consideration of the 
scholarly contributions that are made through translational research? Do our processes 
adequately address the value and evaluation of translational research? As the campus 
increases a focus on translational research in areas of health, wellness and beyond, it 
will be essential that this work is integrated and understood in promotion and tenure 
considerations.Ó 
 
Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are believed necessary for our promotion and tenure 
process to recognize and value effectively scholarly contributions made through 
translational research. 
 

1. Request that units for which translational research is an important component 
of their faculty scholarly contributions develop specific definitions of 
translational research as it relates to individual disciplines.  
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2. Explicit reference must be made in Communication #9 to the importance of 
documenting and evaluating scholarship through translational research.  

 
3. Allow flexibility in identifying peer institutions for evaluation of 

accomplishments of faculty involved in translational research. Include in the 
letter to evaluators a request for evaluation of the quality and impact of the 
translational research of the faculty member. 

 
4. Provision should be made to include, where demonstrably appropriate, letters of 

evaluation of the impact of the translational research accomplishments of the 
faculty member from on-campus experts in pertinent disciplines outside the 
candidateÕs department. 

 
Engagement and Outreach Activities 
 
On the issue of Engagement and Outreach Activities the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the 
following critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes effectively incorporate engagement and 
outreach contributions? Do our processes convey the appropriate balance of emphasis 
on engagement activities? Do our processes and procedures reflect a comprehensive 
approach to the range and type of engagement and outreach activities in which our 
faculty take part?Ó 
 
Recommendations 
 
A strong correlation exists between the questions above and the issues deliberated by the 
2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure. 
Therefore, the findings and recommendations of the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee were taken 
into consideration in our committeeÕs deliberations. 
 
In forming its recommendations our committee noted that:  

a) Public engagement activities vary significantly from one unit to the next;  
b) For those faculty members who will be investing a significant portion of their time 

to public engagement activities, procedures should be put in place to promote and 
foster scholarship through public engagement and to reward excellence in the 
transformational education that will result from such scholarship.   

With these points in mind, we recommend that the Provost office implement the 
recommendations of the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for 
Promotion and Tenure. In particular, we recommend the following. 
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a) Communication No. 9 will be modified to incorporate recommended changes 
submitted by the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for 
Promotion and Tenure.  

∞ Amend the proposed definition of Public Engagement as follows: 
ÒPublic engagement is the application for the public good of the 
knowledge and expertise of a faculty or staff member to issues of 
societal importance.  Typically, this activity is done in collaboration 
with others both within and outside of the university.  The activity may 
enrich research and teaching as well as lead to new directions within 
the university.Ó 

∞ Change the term public service to the term public engagement 
throughout the document. 

∞ Include language that requires that the same rigor be applied in the 
evaluation of public engagement as is applied to research and teaching. 

∞ Include procedures for preparation of the candidateÕs dossier that expand 
the sections and procedures for evaluation pertaining to public 
engagement.  

∞ Include a candidateÕs Statement of Public Engagement Goals and 
Accomplishments. 

 
2. The Ò2004 Faculty Guide for Relating Public Service to the Promotion and 

Tenure Review Process,Ó which was submitted by the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee 
on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure, will be submitted to 
the Faculty Senate Committee on Public Engagement for action, revision, if 
necessary, and ultimate adoption by the Senate. 

 
3. Units with faculty members with significant involvement in public engagement 

activities will develop policies and procedures for support and annual 
evaluation of faculty Public Engagement activities.  The 2004 Faculty Guide for 
Relating Public Service to the Promotion and Tenure Review Process will serve 
as a guide to Units in their efforts.  

 
 
Promotion and Tenure Process 
 
With regard to the Promotion & Tenure process documents the ProvostÕs charge was to: 
 
ÒÉ give thorough consideration to whether the overall document that supports our tenure 
and promotion processes is clear and transparent, and whether the established timelines 
are appropriate and meet campus needs (ProvostÕs Communication #9). Please 
recommend changes that you feel would improve the clarity of this document. One issue 
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on which I would like your input is the procedure that is in place for handling appeals. At 
present, appeals may be returned to the same group that provided the initial 
recommendation or be transferred to an independent, newly formed group (see page 7, 
Request for Reconsideration, ProvostÕs Communication #10). The Faculty Advisory 
Committee has asked that we give this issue specific consideration, with the request that 
a new, independent review of appeals be mandated at every level in which an appeal can 
be made (i.e., department, college, campus; see attached correspondence between the 
FAC and the ProvostÕs office). I ask that you review this issue in full and provide your 
recommendations.Ó  
 
Recommendations 
In the following we identify specific topics and issues that require changes in the 
supporting documents and/or procedures pertinent to the promotion and tenure process, 
along with our CommitteeÕs recommendation for the change. 
 

1. Criter ia for early promotion. The current language in Communication No. 9 (p. 
17, ÒEarly Promotion of an Assistant ProfessorÓ) reading as follows: ÒÉ it 
requires evidence of truly outstanding and unusual potential.Ó is interpreted in 
some units (LAS in particular) to mean that the candidateÕs record must be better 
than a candidate who is coming up for promotion in the usual time. 

 
Recommendation: Change the quoted phrase above to read as follows: ÒÉit 
requires clear evidence of accomplishments commensurate with sixth year 
promotion standards.Ó 

 
2. Language in Communications No. 13 and No. 21. These communications deal 

specifically with evaluation, not faculty development.  
 

Recommendation:  
The Provost should develop a comprehensive document describing faculty 
development, which would include mentoring as well as evaluation 
procedures. Each unit, in turn, should produce a more specific document 
defining their procedures for faculty development. The Provost should 
compile a supplement to this (new) communication including examples, best 
practices, etc. from various units across campus to guide the process. The 
material currently in Communications No. 13 and No. 21 would become 
part of this new communication. 
 
Furthermore, we recommend that the first sentence in the Overview section 
in Communication No. 13 be changed to read ÒWhen a faculty member 
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reaches tenure code Ò3Ó in the probationary period, a formal review of the 
faculty memberÕs progress shall be undertaken.Ó  

 
 

3. Format of letter  to external evaluators asked to evaluate faculty members on 
a ÒQÓ appointment, or whose work includes a significant component of 
interdisciplinary activities or public engagement. While it is essential for such 
a letter to remain neutral in tone, it was deemed appropriate to provide a 
description of the position currently held for those cases where the position is 
sufficiently different from the usual.  

 
Recommendation:  
The Provost should develop a supplement to the Communications including 
Òbest practicesÓ and examples for the unit heads to follow. To address this 
question, the supplement would include sample letters for faculty in various 
positions, including those addressed by this question. We note that there is 
nothing in Communication No. 9 that states that all letters must be 
identical. 
 
At the end of the paragraph on ÒNeutrality,Ó p. 16 in Communication No. 9, 
the following text should be inserted: ÒIt is not essential that all letters be 
identical.  For example, it may be appropriate to explain the nature of the 
candidateÕs appointment to an external evaluator not familiar with the 
University in the case of a ÒQÓ appointment, or a predominantly service 
role, etc.  I t is essential, however, that any variation preserves the principle 
of neutrality.  Example letters are provided in the ProvostÕs Supplement to 
this Communication.Ó 

 
4. Evaluation of Teaching.  It is important for our promotion and tenure procedures 

to facilitate uniformity and to emphasize the importance of excellence in teaching.  
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Recommendation:  
The last part of the second paragraph in the section ÒEvaluation of 
Teaching,Ó p. 11 in Communication No. 9 should be changed as follows. 
ÒUnits shall augment these required elements with results from additional 
methods of evaluation.  Each unit shall have a written procedure for such 
additional evaluation that has been approved at the next highest 
administrative level.Ó 

 
5. Procedures for Handling Appeals.  
 

a. How should an appeal at the department level be handled? 
 

Recommendations:  
We recommend that each unit have a published procedure for how 
appeals will be handled. The Provost should develop a supplement to 
Communication No. 10 that includes examples of such procedures for 
units to examine as they develop their own. 
 
We recommend that the procedure recently added in Communication 
No. 10 (p. 7, bottom) for handling appeals at the Unit level be given time 
to be tested. 
 
We also recommend that a document modeled after Communication 10 
should be developed to describe how denials of promotion to tenured 
faculty should be handled at the department level. 

 
b. Should there be a uniform standard for forming appeal committees at the 

higher unit level? 
 

Recommendation:  
We recommend that each College has a written procedure for forming 
such review committees, approved by the Provost. Colleges without such 
a procedure in place should follow the procedure spelled out in 
Communication No. 10 (p. 8, ÒSpecial Note on Decisions Made to Deny 
Tenure at the Campus LevelÓ) as an exemplar. 

 
c. The language in the section ÒProcedures are Determined to be AdequateÓ 

in Communication No. 10 (see p. 9) is not especially clear.  
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Recommendation:  
A table, such as the one below, should be inserted to improve the clarity 
of the procedures described in the section ÒProcedures are Determined 
to be AdequateÓ on p. 9 in Communication No. 10. 

 
 

Appeal Flowchart for Denial of Tenure to 6th Year Assistant Professor 

Initial 
Decision to 
Deny 

Letter  of 
Notification 

Substantive 
Review 

Procedural 
Review 

Notice of Non-
Reappointment 

Department Department 
Head 

Original*  
Special*  

College Provost 

College Dean Original*  
Special*  

Provost Chancellor 

Provost Provost Special**  Chancellor VP Academic 
Affairs 

* - At DeanÕs discretion      ** - As described in section ÒSpecial Note on Decisions 
Made to Deny Tenure at the Campus LevelÓ 

  
 

d. What are the faculty member rights with regard to access to 
documentation used for promotion and tenure review in the case of non-
reappointment? 

This point is addressed on p. 10 in Communication No. 9 (first paragraph 
under the heading Confidentiality).  

Recommendation:  
We recommend the insertion of this paragraph in the section ÒFaculty 
Member Responds to Written Notification; Requests ReconsiderationÓ 
in Communication No. 10 to emphasize the rights of the faculty member 
in the context of non-reappointment. Furthermore, the following 
clarification language should be added:  
ÒFaculty is given access to the following records:  

∞ Cover sheet with recorded votes; no information is provided of 
the identity of the voters. 

∞ Departmental evaluations of teaching, research, service and 
potential, as well as the UnitÕs Executive OfficerÕs statement, all 
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with any comments, quotes or paraphrased material from 
external evaluators removed.Ó 

 
 
Length of the Tenure Probationary Per iod 
 
Consistent with the request of the Provost, the committee did not make the direct 
exploration of this topic its central focus, but the importance of the tenure clock figured 
into nearly all of our deliberations. The judgment of the committee is that we did not 
encounter or develop sufficiently strong reasons to recommend at this time Òa campus 
review of this large and complex matter.Ó 

We do, however, recommend further review of Provost Communication No. 16: Policy 
on Interruptions of the Probationary Period (Tenure Code Rollbacks).  

Tenure Code Rollbacks are the only recognized variants the university uses to lengthen 
the standard probationary period. They serve an important purpose. Often the rationale 
for a tenure code rollback request is clear and consistent with the criteria described in 
Communication No. 16. However, the language of this document does not address any 
rationale for a tenure code rollback grounded in the nature of the research conducted by 
an untenured assistant professor. It does state, however, that Òa rollback may be granted 
under circumstances beyond the control of the faculty member, such as grave 
administrative error.Ó   
 
Does this provision cover, and should it cover, for instance, the example of an assistant 
professor whose potentially highly significant work cannot, for reasons intrinsic to the 
research project, be completed and published and made available for reliable assessment 
in time for a sixth-year tenure review? Would any effort to specify more clearly the 
conditions that legitimately delay completion of a research project beyond the sixth year 
of a probationary period strengthen the broad purpose served by the provision of 
Communication No. 9, which is Òto ensure fairness and equity in administering the 
system of academic tenureÓ?  Does a mandatory sixth-year tenure review, without 
provision for a tenure code rollback on grounds intrinsic to the nature of the research 
undertaken, discourage assistant professors from taking on difficult and highly significant 
research projects that may take somewhat longer to mature to the stage in which they can 
be evaluated properly? 
 
These are questions the committee did not believe it was well positioned to answer at the 
end of its deliberations, but believes should be addressed through a careful review of 
Provost Communication No. 16.  
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I I . MAIN REPORT 
 
I I .1. Charge 
 
The Promotion & Tenure Reform ad hoc committee was charged on October 4, 2006, to 
Ò. . .  review our promotion and tenure processes, and to recommend clarifications and 
revisions in these processes, to the extent that such revisions are neededÓ (excerpt from 
October 4, 2006, charge letter to the ad hoc committee).  Specific topics identified in the 
charge letter for consideration were; a) Interdisciplinary scholarship; b) Translational 
research; c) Engagement and outreach activities; d) Clarity and transparency of the 
campus overall tenure and promotion process and its supporting documents, with 
particular consideration given to the procedure currently in place for handling appeals. 
Finally, the Committee was asked to Òreflect on the broad issue of the appropriate 
duration of tenure probationary period,Ó and make a recommendation Òwhether it would 
be appropriate to undertake a campus review of this large and complex matter.Ó 
 
 
I I .2. Committee Activities  
 
The committee met eight times during the fall 2006 and spring 2007 semesters to 
deliberate the charges and discuss the content of the report. In addition, the committee 
met with representatives from the Faculty Advisory Board and received their input on 
issues pertinent to faculty development and appeals. A meeting was also held with 
representatives from the Teaching Advancement Board to discuss issues pertinent to the 
valuation of teaching and its consideration in the promotion and tenure process. On the 
issue of translational research committee members met with Dean Bradford Schwartz, 
College of Medicine, and Dean Herbert Whiteley, College of Veterinary Medicine, to 
discuss in detail the experience and concerns in their Colleges pertinent to the valuation 
of translational research in the promotion and tenure process. Finally, on the issue of 
outreach and public engagement, input was solicited from Prof. Robert Rich, Chair of the 
2004 Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure, and 
Prof. Michael C. Hirschi, Extension Specialist, Soil & Water Department of Agricultural 
and Biological Engineering.  
 
The committee activities were facilitated through the formation of four subcommittees, 
corresponding to each of the specific topics in the charge letter, namely:  Interdisciplinary 
Scholarship, Translational Research, Engagement and Outreach Activities, and 
Promotion & Tenure Process. The subcommittees prepared questions for surveying unit 
executive officers and selected faculty on the issues identified in the charge letter; 
gathered and summarized relevant data; developed material that was used to facilitate 
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committee discussions; and prepared the draft responses to the questions in the charge 
letter.   
 
Two surveys were used for obtaining campus wide input on the issues deliberated on by 
the Committee. The first was directed to Unit Executive Officers and Unit and College 
Promotion & Tenure Committees. The second was directed to selected faculty members 
who were currently undergoing third-year review or promotion and/or tenure 
consideration. Copies of the surveys used are provided as Attachment I to this report. 
 
I I .3. Interdisciplinary Research 
 
On the issue of Interdisciplinary Scholarship the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the 
following critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes adequately address the range of 
interdisciplinary work that is emerging and valued on our campus? Are changes needed 
in our processes related to interdisciplinary research and/or how we convey these 
processes? For example, are the processes and procedures associated with joint 
appointments that are common among faculty conducting interdisciplinary work 
adequately delineated (e.g., annual review processes, third-year review processes, 
memoranda of understanding at the time of initial appointment, relative responsibilities 
of appointing units, selection of evaluators, composition of review committees, etc.)? 
Similar questions could be asked for faculty working in interdisciplinary research who 
have their sole appointment in one specific unit.Ó  
 
The subcommittee that led and coordinated the activities on the consideration of 
interdisciplinary research consisted of Janet Keller, Feniosky Pena-Mora, Karl Rosengren 
(Chair) and Mark Steinberg.  
 
As part of its work, the subcommittee examined the National Academy of Sciences report 
Facilitating Interdisciplinary Research (http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11153.html), as well 
as articles in a variety of scientific journals.  In addition to input received through the 
surveys, the subcommittee solicited input from colleagues across a wide range of 
disciplines. 
 
Although there is widespread concern that individuals who perform interdisciplinary 
scholarship may not be evaluated fairly in the promotion and tenure process, in reality 
most units appear to be extremely sensitive to this concern and have been adopting 
effective means to insure that interdisciplinary scholarship is evaluated in a fair manner. 
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Addressing all of the concerns and possible solutions to problems associated with 
interdisciplinary scholarship is well beyond the scope of this committeeÕs charge.  Many 
of these issues are discussed in the aforementioned report from the National Academy of 
Science.  In the following the focus is on issues that seemed particularly important to our 
campus and to the specific questions in the charge letter.  
 
Definition of Interdisciplinary Scholarship 
Interdisciplinary scholarship is a mode of research and scholarship by teams or 
individuals that integrates information, data, techniques, tools, perspectives, concepts, 
and/or theories from two or more disciplines or bodies of specialized knowledge to 
advance fundamental understanding or to solve problems whose solutions are beyond the 
scope of a single discipline, area of scholarship, or research area. (Adapted from the 
definition in the National Academy of Sciences report, Facilitating Interdisciplinary 
Research.) 
 
 
 
Intersection of Interdisciplinary Scholarship and Joint Appointments 
There is some overlap with respect to specific issues and/or particular problems relating 
to joint appointments and interdisciplinary scholarship, but clearly not all joint 
appointments involve interdisciplinary issues.   
 
In some cases the issue of interdisciplinary scholarship is more easily handled when it 
involves a joint appointment because the existing Communication No. 23 provides 
suggested guidelines about how individuals with joint appointments should be evaluated.  
Communication No. 23 suggests that units conduct a collaborative review, employing a 
committee comprised of members from all appointing units and jointly charged by both 
unit executive officers.  At present this document does not provide clear directives about 
mentoring for interdisciplinary scholars or for the procedures and process of evaluating 
individuals with joint appointments.  Nor does it provide any guidance for the evaluation 
of individuals who conduct interdisciplinary research that extends beyond their host 
department.  More detailed and specific guidelines should be added to this 
communication. It is recommended that Communication No. 23 be revised to specifically 
address issues of interdisciplinary scholarship.  
 
Interdisciplinary Scholarship Within a Single Department 
Interdisciplinary scholarship within a single department is often not so much an issue as 
interdisciplinary scholarship that cuts across different units. When no joint appointment is 
present, however, the issue of proper evaluation of the candidate may be problematic.  
With respect to interdisciplinary scholars who do not hold a joint appointment it may be 
appropriate to add senior faculty from another unit to the Departmental committee.  
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However, some departmental bylaws preclude this option.  It would seem appropriate for 
the unit executive officer to solicit an outside letter, but in many cases this may not carry 
the same weight as having the individual serve as a voting member of the promotion and 
tenure committee. 
 
Evolution of Interdisciplinary Research 
One difference between interdisciplinary scholarship and the more traditional disciplinary 
scholarship is that joint ventures often emerge and change over the academic life of the 
scholar, with some being relatively temporary in nature, and others leading to more 
lasting endeavors. That is, interdisciplinary scholarship by its very nature can best be 
characterized by innovation, innovation that occurs as new information becomes 
available, new technologies are developed, and as new interests arise. The role of the 
University in supporting and evaluating such scholarship should allow for such evolving 
trajectories and be flexible enough to accommodate the shifting needs and interests of an 
intellectually engaged faculty.   
 
One clear concern is that new interdisciplinary fields are emerging so quickly that in 
some cases senior scholars who are adequately equipped to evaluate the specific 
contribution of an individual performing scholarship in the emerging field do not exist.  It 
is not clear how best to resolve this issue.  It is important that unit executive officers be 
aware of this issue. 
 
Heterogeneity of Interdisciplinary Scholarship 
Given, the dynamic, emerging qualities of interdisciplinary scholarship very few 
interdisciplinary scholars will look similar to one another.  For this reason it is impossible 
and impractical to attempt to provide a single approach to evaluating the work of an 
interdisciplinary scholar.  However, a key element to addressing the specific issues of 
interdisciplinary evaluation is to have executive officers, as well as evaluative 
committees, at all levels of the university, aware of the general concerns and productive 
potentials regarding this issue.  Such heightened awareness should lead to both better 
communication among the individuals and units involved and to providing more effective 
solutions to specific problems. In addition, we recommend mentoring for 
interdisciplinary scholars that draws on expertise in their several fields.  
 
Interdisciplinary Scholarship Often Occurs Below the Radar 
Interdisciplinary scholarship often begins with informal dialogue between scholars from 
different disciplines.  Over time this dialogue becomes more formalized in various forms 
of collaboration.  What this means is that executive officers and review committees may 
not be aware of the interdisciplinary scholarship.  A number of scholars have argued that 
the responsibility lies with the interdisciplinary scholar to promote his or her work at both 
the local and national (and even international) levels and for the scholar to make sure that 
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the executive officer and senior colleagues are aware of the nature of his or her 
interdisciplinary scholarship.  Generally this is good advice, and is advice that is 
important to communicate to all junior scholars; however, the burden to make sure that 
oneÕs work is adequately recognized may be somewhat greater for interdisciplinary 
scholars.  For this reason it may be helpful for those interdisciplinary scholars whose 
work cuts across departmental lines to seek recognition in the form of a zero time 
appointment.  Unfortunately, the procedures and criteria for granting zero time 
appointments vary greatly by department.  Clarifying the role of zero time appointments 
would be helpful.    
 
Formal means to document over time the interdisciplinary contribution of a scholar and 
the expectations of any units involved are important to the effort to insure a fair and 
rigorous review of interdisciplinary research. For newly hired interdisciplinary scholars, 
it is desirable to construct at the very beginning of the appointment guidelines on how 
evaluations will be conducted. However, a method needs to be put into place that allows 
for changes in the nature of the interdisciplinary research as new branches of scholarship 
emerge.  Thus, the guidelines for evaluation should also provide guidance for evaluating 
changes in the nature or scope of an individualÕs interdisciplinary scholarship.  These 
guidelines should be developed within specific units in discussion with the appropriate 
Dean(s). Ultimate responsibility for making things work falls not only on the individual 
hiree/tenuree, but also on the ability of one executive officer to work with another 
executive officer to try to understand the other unit's discipline, praxes, and philosophy, 
and also on the ability of the executive officer to communicate disciplinary praxes and 
expectations to the college and above.  This is all the more true with people working 
across disciplines, because, quite often, such people are engaged in non-traditional 
scholarship.  So, an executive officer must make cogent arguments, often in the absence 
of good evaluative advice.  It seems that consultation among units and guidance from 
above the unit executive officer (at the level of the office of the Dean) would help in most 
of these situations. 
 
Evaluation of interdisciplinary scholarship of junior faculty must be conducted by senior 
scholars with relevant expertise in order to ensure the reliability of the review.  During 
yearly reviews, 3rd review, and promotion and tenure evaluations it is in the best interest 
of units with faculty engaged in relevant interdisciplinary scholarship to make sure that 
interdisciplinary research be evaluated by senior scholars capable of providing input.  
When expertise does not exist within a given department, experts from outside of the 
unit, and even outside of the university, in the relevant field should be consulted.   In 
some cases it would be in the best interest of the individual and the University to have 
experts outside of the unit added to the promotion and tenure committee.  Departmental, 
College, and University Bylaws may need to be changed to allow for this possibility. 
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Recommendations 
In summary, the following recommendations are believed necessary for our promotion 
and tenure process to address effectively the range of interdisciplinary scholarship that is 
emerging on our campus.    
 
 

1. Add a section that explicitly discusses mentoring to Communication No. 23, 
emphasizing the consistent and effective mentorship of junior faculty who 
pursue interdisciplinary scholarship. Faculty development and mentoring of 
interdisciplinary scholars is important to a) insure that junior faculty members are 
receiving a consistent and clear message from all the disciplinary units involved 
in their scholarship, and to b) maximize the universities return on investment in 
junior faculty.  Faculty development and mentoring issues should be examined in 
more depth. 

 
2. Modify Provost Communication No. 9 to make it more pertinent to the 

evaluation of interdisciplinary scholarship. In particular, in the case of joint 
appointments or interdisciplinary scholars, the option should be provided for 
sending out a different set of publications and for soliciting a different set of 
outside letters to enable effective evaluation of junior faculty membersÕ 
contributions to different disciplines.  Provision should be made to include, where 
demonstrably appropriate, letters of evaluation from on-campus experts in 
pertinent disciplines outside the candidateÕs department.  

 
3. Insert language in Communication No. 3 to acknowledge formally 

interdisciplinary scholarship that is highly valued and occurs across 
departmental boundaries.  More specifically, the following language is 
recommended: ÒA 0% appointment should reflect a significant and extensive 
cross-disciplinary engagement in the core discipline represented in the unit 
offering the appointment.Ó 

 
4. Complement Provost Communication No. 23 with a number of model cases that 

aid executive officers in determining appropriate solutions to the problems 
associated with interdisciplinary research.  Four example cases are provided in 
Appendix A.   

 
Several of these recommendations can be addressed through revisions to Communication 
No. 23, Appointment and Review of Faculty Members with Budgeted Joint Appointments. 
A proposed amended version of Communication No. 23 can be found in Appendix B. 
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I I .4. Translational Research 
 
On the issue of Translational Research the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the following 
critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes allow full and fair consideration of the 
scholarly contributions that are made through translational research? Do our processes 
adequately address the value and evaluation of translational research? As the campus 
increases a focus on translational research in areas of health, wellness and beyond, it 
will be essential that this work is integrated and understood in promotion and tenure 
considerations.Ó 
 
The subcommittee that led and coordinated the activities on the consideration of 
translational research consisted of Timothy Cole, Lizanne Destefano, Ann Johnson 
(Chair), and Andreas Cangellaris.  
 
In addition to input received through the surveys, the subcommittee met with Dean 
Bradford Schwartz, College of Medicine and Dean Herbert Whiteley, College of 
Veterinary Medicine to discuss in detail the experience and concerns in their Colleges 
pertinent to the valuation of translational research in the promotion and tenure process. 
 
The importance of translational research has been brought into sharpened focus recently 
in the fields of biomedical research. According to the website for translational research 
awards given by the Foundation of the American Gastroentrological Association, for 
example, Òtranslational research will be defined as the process of applying ideas, insights 
and discovery generated through basic science research to the diagnosis, treatment or 
prevention of human disease.Ó The opening page on the Translational Research for the 
NIH Roadmap states: ÒTo improve human health, scientific discoveries must be 
translated into practical applications. Such discoveries typically begin at Ôthe benchÕ with 
basic research Ñ  in which scientists study disease at a molecular or cellular level Ñ  then 
progress to the clinical level, or the patient's ÔbedsideÕ.Ó  
 
 The NIH website then points to a particularly important dimension of translational 
research:  
 

Scientists are increasingly aware that this bench-to-bedside approach to 
translational research is really a two-way street. Basic scientists provide clinicians 
with new tools for use in patients and for assessment of their impact, and clinical 
researchers make novel observations about the nature and progression of disease 
that often stimulate basic investigations. 
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Translational research is practiced in a wide range of fields at Illinois, which include but 
are not restricted to biomedical research. But the definitions above identify the processes 
basic to translational research wherever it is practiced on this campus: the movement 
from ideas generated in basic research toward real-world applications, and the 
adjustments made to basic research when the results of applied research are taken into 
account. 

Most units and faculty recognize the concept of translational research, promote the 
concepts to their faculty and believe faculty pursuing translational research can be 
successful in obtaining promotion and tenure. However, for this to happen the Campus 
must foster and nurture a culture that promotes and values scholarship contributions 
through translational research as a significant component of faculty contributions to the 
University mission. This requires changes in the way translational research is supported, 
recognized and rewarded. These changes must occur at the Campus and College levels.  
 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are believed necessary for our promotion and tenure 
process to recognize and value effectively scholarly contributions made through 
translational research. 
 

1. Request that units for which translational research is an important component 
of their faculty scholarly contributions develop specific definitions of 
translational research as it relates to individual disciplines.  

 
2. Explicit reference must be made in Communication #9 to the importance of 

documenting and evaluating scholarship through translational research.  
 

3. Allow flexibility in identifying peer institutions for evaluation of 
accomplishments of faculty involved in translational research. Include in the 
letter to evaluators a request for evaluation of the quality and impact of the 
translational research of the faculty member. 

 
4. Provision should be made to include, where demonstrably appropriate, letters of 

evaluation of the impact of the translational research accomplishments of the 
faculty member from on-campus experts in pertinent disciplines outside the 
candidateÕs department. 
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I I .5. Engagement and Outreach Activities 
 
On the issue of Engagement and Outreach Activities the ProvostÕs charge letter posed the 
following critical questions: 
 
ÒDo our present promotion and tenure processes effectively incorporate engagement and 
outreach contributions? Do our processes convey the appropriate balance of emphasis 
on engagement activities? Do our processes and procedures reflect a comprehensive 
approach to the range and type of engagement and outreach activities in which our 
faculty take part?Ó 
 
The subcommittee that led and coordinated the activities on the consideration of 
engagement and outreach activities consisted of William Berry, Dennis Campion, 
Elizabeth Delacruz (Chair), and Ruth Watkins.  
 
In its work, the subcommittee considered the recommendations of the 2004 Ad Hoc 
Committee for Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure. The Chair of that 
committee, Prof. Robert Rich, met with the subcommittee to discuss the questions in the 
ProvostÕs charge letter in relation to the findings and recommendations of the 2004 Ad 
Hoc Committee.  
 
A strong correlation exists between the specific questions posed in the ProvostÕs charge 
letter to our Committee and the issues deliberated by the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure. The recommendations of that 
committee are articulated:  

(a) In their letter to Richard Herman, dated March 17, 2004 (see Attachment II to this 
report.);  

(b) In their specific recommended changes to ProvostÕs Communication #9 (see 
Appendix C); 

(c) In suggested revisions to the Faculty Guide for Relating Public Service to the 
Promotion and Tenure Review Process (see Attachment III to this report). 
 

Briefly, those recommendations include a change in thinking about Òpublic serviceÓ at 
UIUC: 

∞ From Òpublic serviceÓ to Òpublic engagementÓ; 
∞ From being conceptualized as the Òweak third leg in the research, teaching, 

service triadÓ to a recognition that public engagement is critically important to the 
mission of UIUC;  

∞ To recognition that public engagement is dynamic and interactive; and  
∞ To recognition that public engagement has reciprocal benefits, and enriches 

university scholarship and teaching.  
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With this conceptual shift must come changes to the ways in which faculty 
accomplishments in public engagement are supported and then evaluated for promotion 
and tenure purposes.   
 
 
 
2004 Ad Hoc Committee Recommendations 
Specific policy changes recommended by the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee include:  
 

1. Identification of faculty members whose formal responsibilities in public 
engagement warrant giving their work appropriate weight in the P & T process. 
 

2. Stipulating public engagement expectations in appointment letters, clarifying 
what weight is given to faculty work in public engagement (in terms of 
percentages), and allowing faculty to renegotiate terms of appointment (adjusting 
articulated responsibilities and percentages) when changes in their work warrant 
such negotiations. 

 
3. Developing clearly articulated, written criteria, and consistently applied processes 

for evaluation of faculty accomplishments in public engagement. These criteria 
and evaluation procedures would measure the significance of public engagement 
activities in ways that are visible and measurable. 

 
4. A Òculture changeÓ across the campus in terms of how public engagement is 

viewed and rewarded. 
 
5. Recognition of the variety and degrees of involvement in Public Engagement that 

exists across units on the UIUC campus. 
 

The 2004 Ad Hoc committee also recommended changes to ProvostÕs Communication # 
9. These include:   
 

1. Changing the term public service to the term public engagement throughout the 
document. 

 
2. Including language that requires that the same rigor be applied in the evaluation 

of public engagement as is applied to research and teaching. 
 

3. Procedures for preparation of the candidateÕs dossier that expand the sections and 
procedures for evaluation pertaining to public engagement.  

 



O F F I C E  O F  T H E  P R O V O S T  

PRO M O TI O N  A N D  TEN U RE REFORM  CO M M I TTEE 
FI N A L  REPO RT 

 

 

 24 

4. Including a candidateÕs Statement of Public Engagement Goals and 
Accomplishments. 

 
5. Additional instructions to Unit Executive Officers regarding how to evaluate the 

candidateÕs public engagement. 
 
Recommendations 
Public engagement activities vary significantly from one unit to the next. For those 
faculty members who will be investing a significant portion of their time to public 
engagement activities, procedures should be put in place to promote and foster 
scholarship through public engagement and to reward excellence in the transformational 
education that will result from such scholarship.   
 
With these points in mind, our Committee endorses the recommendations and changes 
proposed by the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion 
and Tenure and urges their timely implementation. 
 
More specifically, we recommend the following. 
 

1. In consultation with the Faculty Senate Committee on Public Engagement, the 
ProvostÕs Office will implement recommendations of the 2004 Ad Hoc 
Committee on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure.  

a) In consultation with the Faculty Senate Committee on Public Engagement, 
Communication No. 9 will be modified to incorporate recommended 
changes submitted by the 2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public 
Service for Promotion and Tenure.  

∞ Amend the proposed definition of Public Engagement as follows: 
ÒPublic engagement is the application for the public good of the 
knowledge and expertise of a faculty or staff member to issues of 
societal importance.  Typically, this activity is done in collaboration 
with others both within and outside of the university.  The activity 
may enrich research and teaching as well as lead to new directions 
within the university.Ó 

b) The 2004 Faculty Guide for Relating Public Service to the Promotion and 
Tenure Review Process, which was submitted by the 2004 Ad Hoc 
Committee on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure, will 
be submitted to the Faculty Senate Committee on Public Engagement for 
action, revision, if necessary, and ultimate adoption by the Senate. 

c) Once approved by the Faculty Senate, the ProvostÕs Office will direct 
Units and Unit Executive Officers to adhere to and add to 2004 Faculty 
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Guide for Relating Public Service to the Promotion and Tenure Review 
Process. 

d) ProvostÕs Communication No. 9 will mention the 2004 Faculty Guide for 
Relating Public Service to the Promotion and Tenure Review Process as a 
source of additional information about evaluation of faculty Public 
Engagement activities. 

 
4. Units with faculty members with significant involvement in public engagement 

activities will develop policies and procedures for support and annual 
evaluation of faculty Public Engagement activities.  These policies and 
procedures will specify Unit expectations, standards, and criteria to be used in the 
evaluation of faculty Public Engagement activities. Unit policies, procedures, 
expectations, and criteria for annual evaluation of faculty Public Engagement 
activities will be consistent with Unit expectations, policies, procedures, and 
criteria for evaluation of faculty Public Engagement activities with regard to 
Promotion and Tenure consideration. The 2004 Faculty Guide for Relating Public 
Service to the Promotion and Tenure Review Process will serve as a guide to 
Units in their efforts.  

a) The ProvostÕs Office will direct Unit Executive Officers, Deans; all Unit, 
College, and Campus Promotion and Tenure Committees; and grievance 
committees; when necessary and appropriate, to refer to Unit prescribed 
policies and procedures regarding evaluation of faculty Public Engagement 
activities. 

 
5. In consultation with the Faculty Senate Committee on Public Engagement, a 

Guide to Units toward the Development of Procedures for Evaluation of 
Faculty Public Engagement Activities, hereafter, referred to as ÒGuide to 
UnitsÓ, will be written to support Units and Unit Executive Officers as they 
develop their expectations, policies, procedures, and criteria for evaluation of 
faculty Public Engagement activities. A Public Engagement Guide to Units will 
be issued by the Provost Office, building upon and supplementing the 2004 
Faculty Guide for Relating Public Service to the Promotion and Tenure Review 
Process. This guide should outline procedures that units will follow in 
establishing and documenting their unit norms, expectations, and evaluation 
procedures pertinent to Public Engagement activities.  

a) The guide will specify (i) that expectations regarding faculty Public 
Engagement activities will be developed in consultation with faculty in the 
units; (ii) that policies, procedures and criteria for evaluation of faculty 
Public Engagement activities reflect individual unit norms; (iii) that 
individual units will develop specific criteria and procedures for both annual 
evaluation of faculty Public Engagement activities and for evaluation of 
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faculty Public Engagement activities for Promotion and Tenure 
consideration, and (iv) that both annual and Promotion and Tenure 
expectations and criteria regarding faculty Public Engagement activities are 
consistent with each other.  

b) Any references to third year reviews in any ProvostÕs Communications will 
be modified for consistency with modifications to Communication #9 and 
for consistency with the guide. 

 
I I .6. Promotion and Tenure Process Documents 
 
With regard to the Promotion & Tenure process documents the ProvostÕs charge was to: 
 
ÒÉ give thorough consideration to whether the overall document that supports our tenure 
and promotion processes is clear and transparent, and whether the established timelines 
are appropriate and meet campus needs (ProvostÕs Communication #9). Please 
recommend changes that you feel would improve the clarity of this document. One issue 
on which I would like your input is the procedure that is in place for handling appeals. At 
present, appeals may be returned to the same group that provided the initial 
recommendation or be transferred to an independent, newly formed group (see page 7, 
Request for Reconsideration, ProvostÕs Communication #10). The Faculty Advisory 
Committee has asked that we give this issue specific consideration, with the request that 
a new, independent review of appeals be mandated at every level in which an appeal can 
be made (i.e., department, college, campus; see attached correspondence between the 
FAC and the ProvostÕs office). I ask that you review this issue in full and provide your 
recommendations.Ó  
 
The subcommittee that led and coordinated the consideration and deliberations of 
promotion and tenure process documents consisted of Clif Brown, Jonathan Dantzig 
(Chair), Deborah Thurston, and Richard Wheeler.  
 
In addition to input received through the surveys, the subcommittee considered the issues 
raised and input provided by the Faculty Advisory Committee during its meeting with our 
Committee. 
 
The responses received from the units and the polled faculty members showed that 
Communication No. 9 stood up well under the scrutiny it has received from our 
Committee. Many of the faculty members surveyed were not familiar with 
Communications No. 10, No. 13, and No. 21, which accompany and complement 
Communication No. 9. For those faculty members familiar with these communications, 
their responses to the survey questions posed were more or less in agreement with those 
from unit heads.  
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Recommendations 
In the following we identify specific issues that require changes in the supporting 
documents and/or procedures pertinent to the promotion and tenure process, along with 
our CommitteeÕs recommendation for the change. 
 

1. Criter ia for early promotion. The current language in Communication No. 9 (p. 
17, ÒEarly Promotion of an Assistant ProfessorÓ) reading as follows: ÒÉ it 
requires evidence of truly outstanding and unusual potential.Ó is interpreted in 
some units (LAS in particular) to mean that the candidateÕs record must be better 
than a candidate who is coming up for promotion in the usual time. 

 
Recommendation: Change the quoted phrase above to read as follows: ÒÉit 
requires clear evidence of accomplishments commensurate with sixth year 
promotion standards.Ó 

 
2. Language in Communications No. 13 and No. 21. These communications deal 

specifically with evaluation, not faculty development. During our discussions 
with representatives from the Faculty Advisory Board and the Teaching 
Advancement Board the need for guidelines for both junior faculty mentoring and 
evaluation became clear. 

 
Recommendation:  
The Provost should develop a comprehensive document describing faculty 
development, which would include mentoring as well as evaluation 
procedures. Each unit, in turn, should produce a more specific document 
defining their procedures for faculty development. The Provost should 
compile a supplement to this (new) communication including examples, best 
practices, etc. from various units across campus to guide the process. The 
material currently in Communications No. 13 and No. 21 would become 
part of this new communication. 
 
Furthermore, we recommend that the first sentence in the Overview section 
in Communication No. 13 be changed to read ÒWhen a faculty member 
reaches tenure code Ò3Ó in the probationary period, a formal review of the 
faculty memberÕs progress shall be undertaken.Ó  

 
 

3. Format of letter  to external evaluators asked to evaluate faculty members on 
a ÒQÓ appointment, or whose work includes a significant component of 
interdisciplinary activities or public engagement. While it is essential for such 
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a letter to remain neutral in tone, it was deemed appropriate to provide a 
description of the position currently held for those cases where the position is 
sufficiently different from the usual.  

 
Recommendation:  
The Provost should develop a supplement to the Communications including 
Òbest practicesÓ and examples for the unit heads to follow. To address this 
question, the supplement would include sample letters for faculty in various 
positions, including those addressed by this question. We note that there is 
nothing in Communication No. 9 that states that all letters must be 
identical. 
 
At the end of the paragraph on ÒNeutrality,Ó p. 16 in Communication No. 9, 
the following text should be inserted: ÒIt is not essential that all letters be 
identical.  For example, it may be appropriate to explain the nature of the 
candidateÕs appointment to an external evaluator not familiar with the 
University in the case of a ÒQÓ appointment, or a predominantly service 
role, etc.  I t is essential, however, that any variation preserves the principle 
of neutrality.  Example letters are provided in the ProvostÕs Supplement to 
this Communication.Ó 

 
4. Evaluation of Teaching.  Through our CommitteeÕs discussion with the 

Teaching Advancement Board, the need for our promotion and tenure procedures 
to facilitate uniformity and to emphasize the importance of excellence in teaching 
became clear.  

 
Recommendation:  
The last part of the second paragraph in the section ÒEvaluation of 
Teaching,Ó p. 11 in Communication No. 9 should be changed as follows. 
ÒUnits shall augment these required elements with results from additional 
methods of evaluation.  Each unit shall have a written procedure for such 
additional evaluation that has been approved at the next highest 
administrative level.Ó 

 
5. Procedures for Handling Appeals. This issue was deliberated extensively by our 

Committee. The input received from the surveys and our discussion with 
representatives from the Faculty Advisory Board was taken into consideration in 
discussions. In the following, we identify the specific questions considered, 
summarize and assess the received input, and provide our recommendations.  

 
a. How should an appeal at the department level be handled? 
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ProvostÕs Communication #10 deals with the procedures for non-
reappointment in a relatively clear way. The constitution of unit P&T 
committees should be specified in the unit bylaws. Some units use 
Òcommittees of the wholeÓ for this purpose, while others use a subset of 
their faculty. We noted that units usually try to choose the best people for 
the task in the latter case. Therefore, it is almost always very difficult to 
obtain a committee of equivalent stature to re-evaluate a case at the same 
level that does not include any members involved in the original decision. 
We strongly believe that the diversity of units (size, culture, history, etc.) 
argues strongly against requiring a uniform standard for the constitution of 
unit P&T committees and appeals committees. 

 
The relatively recently added paragraph in Communication No.10 (p. 7, 
bottom) provides sufficient flexibility in dealing with these issues on a 
case-by-case basis. This new procedure should be given time to be tested. 
 
Finally, we note that there is no document equivalent to Communication 
No. 10 describing how denials of promotion to tenured faculty, e.g., from 
Associate to Full Professor, should be handled.  

 
Recommendations:  
We recommend that each unit has a published procedure for how 
appeals will be handled. The Provost should develop a supplement to 
Communication No. 10 that includes examples of such procedures for 
units to examine as they develop their own. 
 
We recommend that the procedure recently added in Communication 
No. 10 (p. 7, bottom) for handling appeals at the Unit level be given time 
to be tested. 
 
We also recommend that a document modeled after Communication 10 
should be developed to describe how denials of promotion to tenured 
faculty should be handled at the department level. 

 
b. Should there be a uniform standard for forming appeal committees at the 

higher unit level? 
 

Whereas it may be difficult at the department level to form a committee 
with similar expertise as the original committee, yet not contain any 
members of the original committee, this is not the case at higher levels. 
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Colleges should have sufficient alumni of P&T committees to be able to 
form a suitable committee. However, we also note that there is sufficient 
diversity among the colleges on campus that a blanket rule is inadvisable.  
 
Recommendation:  
We recommend that each College has a written procedure for forming 
such review committees, approved by the Provost. Colleges without such 
a procedure in place should follow the procedure spelled out in 
Communication No. 10 (p. 8, ÒSpecial Note on Decisions Made to Deny 
Tenure at the Campus LevelÓ) as an exemplar. 

 
c. The language in the section ÒProcedures are Determined to be AdequateÓ 

in Communication No. 10 (see p. 9) is not especially clear.  
 

Recommendation:  
A table, such as the one below, should be inserted to improve the clarity 
of the procedures described in section ÒProcedures are Determined to be 
AdequateÓ on p. 9 in Communication No. 10. 
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Appeal Flowchart for Denial of Tenure to 6th Year Assistant Professor 

Initial 
Decision to 
Deny 

Letter  of 
Notification 

Substantive 
Review 

Procedural 
Review 

Notice of Non-
Reappointment 

Department Department 
Head 

Original*  
Special*  

College Provost 

College Dean Original*  
Special*  

Provost Chancellor 

Provost Provost Special**  Chancellor VP Academic 
Affairs 

* - At DeanÕs discretion      ** - As described in section ÒSpecial Note on Decisions 
Made to Deny Tenure at the Campus LevelÓ 

 
d. What are the faculty member rights with regard to access to 

documentation used for promotion and tenure review in the case of non-
reappointment? 

This point is addressed on p. 10 in Communication No. 9 (first paragraph 
under the heading Confidentiality).  

Recommendation:  
We recommend the insertion of this paragraph in the section ÒFaculty 
Member Responds to Written Notification; Requests ReconsiderationÓ 
in Communication No. 10 to emphasize the rights of the faculty member 
in the context of non-reappointment. Furthermore, the following 
clarification language should be added:  
ÒFaculty is given access to the following records:  

∞ Cover sheet with recorded votes; no information is provided of 
the identity of the voters. 

∞ Departmental evaluations of teaching, research, service and 
potential, as well as the UnitÕs Executive OfficerÕs statement, all 
with any comments, quotes or paraphrased material from 
external evaluators removed.Ó 
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I I .7. Length of the Probationary Per iod 
 
The tenure clock at Illinois, and at most, but not all, major American research 
universities, has long followed the guidelines formulated in the 1940 Statement of 
Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure by the Association of American University 
Professors (AAUP):  

ÒBeginning with appointment to the rank of full-time instructor or a higher rank, 
[5] the probationary period should not exceed seven years, including within this 
period full-time service in all institutions of higher education; but subject to the 
proviso that when, after a term of probationary service of more than three years 
in one or more institutions, a teacher is called to another institution, it may be 
agreed in writing that the new appointment is for a probationary period of not 
more than four years, even though thereby the personÕs total probationary period 
in the academic profession is extended beyond the normal maximum of seven 
years. [6] Notice should be given at least one year prior to the expiration of the 
probationary period if the teacher is not to be continued in service after the 
expiration of that period.Ó  

At Illinois, tenure reviews are ordinarily conducted in the sixth year of an assistant 
professorÕs probationary period, though the appointing unit(s) may make a 
recommendation for tenure at an earlier time. Faculty members who are awarded tenure 
in this review have their status changed immediately. A sixth-year assistant professor 
who is not awarded tenure is issued a terminal contract for the seventh year. An Assistant 
professor unsuccessfully recommended for tenure prior to the sixth year remains in the 
probationary period.  

The AAUP recommendations have served Illinois, and American higher education, well 
since their issuance in 1940. But the academy has undergone many changes since these 
recommendations were formulated.  A conversation about the broad appropriateness of 
the seven-year tenure clock has emerged at, and among, many universities. Because 
tenure is so central to the work of the university, and because the terms of the tenure 
review process are so critical to our capacity to use the awarding of tenure to advance the 
mission of the university, the committee was asked to Òreflect on the broad issue of the 
appropriate duration of tenure probationary period,Ó and make a recommendation 
Òwhether it would be appropriate to undertake a campus review of this large and 
complex matter.Ó 

As was consistent with the request of the Provost, the committee did not make the direct 
exploration of this topic its central focus, but the importance of the tenure clock figured 
into nearly all of our deliberations. The judgment of the committee is that we did not 
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encounter or develop sufficiently strong reasons to recommend at this time Òa campus 
review of this large and complex matter.Ó 

We do, however, recommend further review of Provost Communication No. 16: Policy 
on Interruptions of the Probationary Period (Tenure Code Rollbacks).  

Tenure Code Rollbacks are the only recognized variants the university uses to lengthen 
the standard probationary period. They serve an important purpose. While the rationale 
for a tenure code rollback request is clear and consistent with the criteria described in 
Communication No. 16, the language of this document does not address any rationale for 
a tenure code rollback grounded in the nature of the research conducted by an untenured 
assistant professor. It does state, however, that Òa rollback may be granted under 
circumstances beyond the control of the faculty member, such as grave administrative 
error.Ó   

 
Does this provision cover, and should it cover, for instance, the example of an assistant 
professor whose potentially highly significant work cannot, for reasons intrinsic to the 
research project, be completed and published and made available for reliable assessment 
in time for a sixth-year tenure review? Would any effort to specify more clearly the 
conditions that legitimately delay completion of a research project beyond the sixth year 
of a probationary period strengthen the broad purpose served by the provision of 
Communication No. 9, which is Òto ensure fairness and equity in administering the 
system of academic tenureÓ?  Does a mandatory sixth-year tenure review, without 
provision for a tenure code rollback on grounds intrinsic to the nature of the research 
undertaken, discourage assistant professors from taking on difficult and highly significant 
research projects that may take somewhat longer to mature to the stage in which they can 
be evaluated properly? 
 
These are questions the committee did not believe it was well positioned to answer at the 
end of its deliberations, but believes should be addressed through a careful review of 
Provost Communication No. 16.  
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APPENDIX A. 

 
Model Cases to Aid Executive Officers in Determining Appropr iate Solutions to 

Problems Associated with Interdisciplinary Research 
 
 
Case 1. An Interdisciplinary Scholar in a Joint Position that is Not Working Well 
 
Department A & B jointly hire a new faculty member (Z).  The faculty member conducts 
interdisciplinary research that he/she perceives cuts across both departmental lines.  Dept 
A. clearly values the research and its interdisciplinary nature.  Dept. B (perhaps a 
reluctant partner in the initial hire) argues that ZÕs research is not within BÕs discipline 
and argues that only work within the Dept BÕs discipline will be counted towards 
promotion and tenure. 
 
Potential Resolution:  In situations like this, it is probably in the best interest of the 
individual and the University to dissolve the joint appointment.  This should involve 
consultation with executive officers and Deans of all units involved. 
 
 
Case 2a.  Evaluative Expertise L ies Outside of a Department 
 
A faculty member (X) is hired within a single department.  X does interdisciplinary 
research that goes beyond the disciplinary boundaries of the Department.  In XÕs case 
he/she actually works at the boundary of three different disciplines (e.g., engineering, 
evolutionary anthropology, and biomechanics) that cut across three departments and three 
colleges.  The department lacks sufficient faculty with expertise to evaluate the 
interdisciplinary work.   
 
Potential Resolution:  The unit executive officer should at a minimum solicit input from 
outside experts capable of evaluating XÕs scholarship.  Where possible these individuals 
should be added to the Departmental Promotion & Tenure Committee.  At a minimum of 
the executive officer should solicit letters of support from senior faculty in each of the 
other units the scholarÕs work overlaps with. 
 
 
Case 2b.  Evaluative Expertise L ies Outside of a Department 
 
A faculty member (Y) has a graduate degree in engineering with expertise in a particular 
type of modeling.  The faculty member is hired in a department that does not contain 
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anyone with expertise in engineering because YÕs modeling work is highly relevant for 
the analysis of complex data sets generated by various imaging techniques becoming 
prominent in the one of the key areas of the departmentÕs main discipline. However, Y 
continues to publish much of his/her work in engineering journals. The host department 
clearly lacks senior faculty capable of evaluating the prominent engineering aspect of the 
scholarship. 
 
Potential Resolution:  Identify a senior faculty member in engineering (perhaps in 
consultation with the Deans) who can provide some evaluation on a yearly basis of the 
quality of the work.  Potentially change bylaws to allow inclusion of outside expert(s) on 
the Promotion & Tenure Committee. 
 
 
Case 3.  Adequate Experts are Non-Existent 
 
A faculty member (Q) has a joint appointment between a disciplinary unit and a unit that 
is interdisciplinary in nature.  This is relatively common for faculty members who have 
commitments to ethnic studies programs because of the nature of their work. When it 
came time to solicit external letters for tenure for Q, the Dept had trouble finding senior 
letter writers at peer institutions or above because the ethnic study fields in which the 
faculty member works are so young, comparatively speaking, that full professors at 
comparable places were few and far between.  
 
Potential Resolution: There is no real solution to this problem. In this case the executive 
officer should search for the best possible scholars to aid in the evaluation.  Likely, these 
will be scholars, who themselves engage in interdisciplinary research, but who may not 
be within the areas targeted by the scholar being evaluated. Alternatively, scholars in the 
fields encompassed by interdisciplinary ethnic studies programs (say History, 
Anthropology, Political Science, Law etc), but perhaps themselves not in such programs 
because of the recent emergence of these institutional units, can be asked for comment. 
So a senior historian whose research is relevant to ethnic studies might be asked for 
comment on a candidate for promotion and/or tenure despite the fact that this Historian is 
not in an ethnic studies unit him or herself.  
 
Case 4. Interdisciplinary Collaborations with More Senior Scholars 
 
A junior faculty in an emerging interdisciplinary area of scholarship has developed 
rapidly into the premier scholar in the area.  Her expertise is such, that few other scholars 
have the technical skill or expertise to advance the field.  For this reason, a number of 
senior scholars have asked to collaborate with her.  At time of her 3rd review many of her 
publications have been co-authored with more senior scholars.  Her home department, 
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however, discounts all of her work co-authored with more senior scholars, and expresses 
concern about her record. 
 
Potential Resolution:  This is a very difficult problem.  As the university and academia 
more generally encourage greater amounts of interdisciplinary scholarship, it seems 
inappropriate to create boundaries that restrict fruitful scholarly endeavors.  One possible 
resolution for this particular problem is for the executive officer to solicit letters from the 
more senior scholars that asks them to clearly spell out the nature and extent of their 
contributions to the interdisciplinary scholarship.  These letters could potentially be used 
in the executive officerÕs comments.  In the situation, where these senior scholars are also 
within the same department as the junior faculty member, the senior scholars should not 
be involved in any other aspect of the promotion and tenure review.  This separation 
would enable the review committees to evaluate the comments from the senior scholars 
in an objective fashion. In addition, senior scholars should recognize the value of 
individual scholarship and research in scholarly trajectories and take care not to overuse 
opportunities for joint research prior to a junior faculty memberÕs receiving tenure and 
promotion to associate professor.  
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APPENDIX B. 

 
Recommended Changes to Provost Communication No. 23 

 
(Note: Recommended revisions are indicated in bold italic font.) 
 
 

APPOINTMENT AND REVIEW OF FACULTY 
MEMBERS WI TH BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS AND/OR WORKING 

IN AN INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA 
 

Overview 
This communication provides guidance to units for the appointment and review of faculty 
members with budgeted (that is, %-time) appointments in more than one unit or faculty 
members whose scholarship bridges multiple disciplines.  Fundamental to managing 
joint appointments and/or interdisciplinary faculty appointments are principles of 
mutual cooperation, open sharing of views, and fairness to the faculty member.  While 
some procedures are left to the choice of the units, the goal of this document is to ensure 
that all relevant views are expressed at times of appointment and review, that effective 
communication is promoted between units and with the faculty member, and in general 
that a clear and orderly process is used for decisions affecting faculty members with joint 
appointments or working on interdisciplinary scholarship.  

I.  Initial Appointment 
BUDGETED JOINT  APPOINTMENT OF NEW FACULTY MEMBERS 

To secure the initial appointment, the executive officers of the appointing units must 
execute a joint letter to their dean(s) requesting the appointment, see Attachment 1.  The 
letter must describe the terms of the appointment, the individualÕs responsibilities in each 
unit (e.g., instructional load, advising, committee service), the rights of the faculty in the 
units (e.g., voting) and which is the designated home unit (for administrative purposes).  
The designated home unit must be able to host tenured appointments and normally will 
be the unit with the largest percentage of the individualÕs appointment, or that represents 
the individualÕs primary discipline.  In the case of appointments split equally between 
multiple units, the units will decide by mutual agreement and taking the faculty 
memberÕs preferences into account which unit will be designated as the home unit.  The 
designated home unit will initiate the third-year review and the subsequent promotion and 
tenure reviews.  The home unit also will initiate the processing of changes of status and 
other administrative actions. 
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If the appointing units are housed in different colleges, and if the deans of the colleges 
approve the proposed appointment, the dean of the college in which the home unit is 
located will extend an offer to the candidate.  The deanÕs letter of offer will describe the 
terms of the appointment, the individualÕs responsibilities to each unit, and will indicate 
which of the units has been designated the Òhome unit.Ó   

CREATING ADDITIONAL BUDGETED APPOINTMENTS FOR CURRENT FACULTY 

To create an additional budgeted appointment in another unit for a current faculty 
member, the executive officers of the units involved must write a joint letter to the 
dean(s) requesting the additional appointment.  That letter must describe the terms of the 
appointment, the individualÕs responsibilities in each unit (e.g., instructional load, 
advising, committee service), and certify the faculty memberÕs acceptance of the 
proposed additional appointment and division of responsibilities between the units.  The 
letter must also describe any financial arrangements the units have agreed to (e.g., a 
transfer of recurring funds from the new appointing unit to the currently appointing unit) 
concerning the proposed additional appointment. 

If the appointing units are housed in different colleges, the deans of the colleges involved 
must approve the proposed additional appointment.  

II.  Mentoring  

A. BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS MENTORING 

The designated home unit will initiate the formation of a mentoring committee.  The 
mentoring committee will involve the participation of and will represent the views of all 
appointing units.  Either of the following procedures may be used, although the 
procedure for collaborative mentoring is preferred.   

SEPARATE UNIT MENTORING 

Each appointing unit appoints a mentoring committee in consultation with the faculty 
member following its own procedures for mentoring faculty.  The mentors from each 
unit will share with each other the mentoring provided to the faculty member.   

COLLABORATIVE MENTORING COMMITTEE 

I t is preferred that the units appoint a collaborative mentoring committee in 
consultation with the faculty member, employing a committee comprised of members 
from all appointing units and jointly charged by the unit executive officers according 
to an agreed upon procedure for mentoring.   
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B. SINGLE UNIT APPOINTMENT FACULTY MEMBERS WORKING IN AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA 

The appointing unit will initiate the formation of a mentoring committee in 
consultation with the faculty member following its own procedures for reviewing 
faculty.  I f agreed by the executive officer of the appointing unit and the faculty 
member, the mentoring committee could involve the participation of and could 
represent the views of both the appointing unit and faculty members in units that the 
interdisciplinary scholarship spans.    

III. [II] Third-Year Review  

A. BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS 

The designated home unit will initiate the third-year review.  The review will involve the 
participation of and will represent the views of all appointing units.  Either of the 
following procedures may be used, although the procedure for collaborative review is 
preferred.  Regardless of which procedure is used, the report of the third-year review 
must be approved by the dean(s) before it is transmitted to the faculty member (see 
Communication No. 13). 

SEPARATE UNIT REVIEWS 

Each appointing unit conducts a review following its own procedures for reviewing 
faculty.  The units will share with each other the results of their separate reviews and will 
confer about the report(s) to be issued.  Every effort should be made to provide 
consistent advice to the faculty member. The units may send to the dean(s) for approval 
and subsequent transmittal to the faculty member either separate reports or a joint report 
signed by both executive officers. Where considerable discrepancies exist in the 
evaluative reports at this stage of a faculty memberÕs career, the possibility of 
restructuring the joint appointment should be considered.   

COLLABORATIVE REVIEW 

It is preferred that the units conduct a collaborative review, employing a committee 
comprised of members from all appointing units and jointly charged by the unit executive 
officers.  The findings of the joint committee will be sent to the units for evaluation, and 
the units will confer about the kind of report(s) to be issued.  Depending on the final 
evaluations, the units may prepare and send to the dean(s) for approval and transmittal to 
the faculty member either a single joint report signed by the executive officers or separate 
reports from each executive officer reflecting the different views of each unit.  

When separate reports are issued, each will be copied to the other appointing unit.  When 
a joint report is issued, observations and recommendations that are relevant to one unit 
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and not the other or differences in assessment between units should be articulated 
carefully so that the faculty member is informed of opinions that are held by both units 
and those that are important to each of the units separately.  

Where considerable discrepancies exist in the evaluations of appointing units at this 
stage of a faculty memberÕs career, the possibility of restructuring the joint 
appointment should be considered.   

B. SINGLE UNIT APPOINTMENTED FACULTY MEMBERS WORKING IN AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA 

The appointing unit will initiate the third-year review following its own procedures for 
reviewing faculty.  I f agreed by the executive officer of the appointing unit and the 
faculty member, the review could involve input from both the appointing unit and 
faculty members in units that the interdisciplinary scholarship spans. The report of the 
third-year review must be approved by the dean(s) before it is transmitted to the faculty 
member (see Communication No. 13). 

 

IV. [III] Annual Reviews and Salary Recommendations 

A. BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS 

Each appointing unit should conduct an annual review of the performance of the faculty 
member using its regular evaluative procedures.  The executive officers of the units 
should then discuss the results of the reviews in order to ensure that pertinent information 
about performance in each unit is shared across the units. Each unit should convey their 
assessments to the faculty member, again, using their regular procedures.  Each executive 
office should provide a recommended salary increment that is appropriate for the 
performance within their unit. While units should discuss the increment, it is not required 
that they reach agreement. If the units do not agree on the salary increment, one unit may 
provide a higher increment to be applied at the appropriate percentage with the 
understanding that the underlying percentage split in the appointment will not be 
changed.  The unit providing the higher increment will continue to be responsible for the 
additional increment at such time as the facultyÕs joint appointment ends unless some 
other agreement is made between the units.  

B. SINGLE UNIT APPOINTMENTED FACULTY MEMBERS WORKING IN AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA  

The appointing unit should conduct an annual review of the performance of the 
faculty member using its regular evaluative procedures. I f agreed by the executive 
officer of the appointing unit and the faculty member, the review could involve the 
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participation of and could represent the views of both the appointing unit and faculty 
members in units that the interdisciplinary scholarship spans. The executive officers of 
the appointing unit should provide a recommended salary increment that is appropriate 
for the faculty performance. The executive officer of the appointing unit will make the 
final determination on salary taking into consideration any input received from the 
other units, while assuring the faculty memberÕs contributions are recognized in a 
manner consistent with the home unit procedures.   

V. [IV] Promotion and Tenure Recommendations  

A. BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS 

The recommended guidelines for promotion and tenure review procedures parallel those 
of the third-year review.  The designated home unit has the primary responsibility for 
initiating and overseeing the review process, but the review should involve the 
participation and represent the views of all appointing units.  In developing their 
assessment, units must cooperate in securing external evaluations.  Internally, the units 
may use their respective regular procedures for promotion reviews, or the units may 
construct an ad hoc joint review procedure that uses a committee comprised of members 
from all appointing units and jointly charged by the executive officers. 

The appointing units then make their recommendations to the dean(s), jointly if they are 
in agreement and separately if they are not. Every effort should be made to come to a 
joint position by all units taking account of each otherÕs assessments. If there is a 
recommendation for promotion, or for promotion and the awarding of indefinite tenure, 
the designated home unit will have the primary responsibility for preparing the dossier, in 
consultation with and representing the views of all appointing units.  A joint 
recommendation to the dean(s) will be signed by all executive officers of the appointing 
units and will report the separate votes of the review committees in each unit.  The final 
section of the dossier, ÒSpecial Comments by the Unit Executive Officer,Ó may take the 
form of individual statements prepared by each executive officer or a joint statement 
prepared collaboratively by the executive officers.  In either case, authorship of the 
section must be clearly identified. 

If the units making the recommendation are housed in different colleges, their 
recommendation must be acted on separately by each college following its normal 
procedures for promotion and tenure recommendations.  

The deanÕs letter of transmission to the Provost should be attached to the promotion 
dossier.   If the faculty member is appointed in different colleges, the deans should write 
a joint letter of transmission.  The letter should address any substantive difference of 
opinion among the appointing units and/or colleges. 
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Any change in appointment that might arise as a result of differential evaluations of a 
faculty memberÕs contributions should be accomplished, if at all possible, prior to the 
formal preparation of a recommendation for promotion and tenure.   

B. SINGLE UNIT APPOINTMENTED FACULTY MEMBERS WORKING IN AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA  

The recommended guidelines for promotion and tenure review procedures parallel 
those of the third-year review.  The appointing unit has the primary responsibility for 
initiating and overseeing the review process. I f agreed by the executive officer of the 
appointing unit and the faculty member, the review could involve the participation of 
and could represent the views of both the appointing unit and faculty members in units 
that the interdisciplinary scholarship spans.  

The appointing unit makes its recommendation to the dean. I f there is a 
recommendation for promotion, or for promotion and the awarding of indefinite 
tenure, the appointing unit will have the responsibility for preparing the dossier. A 
recommendation to the dean will be signed by the executive officer of the appointing 
unit and will report the votes of the review committees in the unit.  The final section of 
the dossier, ÒSpecial Comments by the Unit Executive Officer,Ó should take the form of 
an individual statement prepared by the appointing unit executive officer indicating 
any participation of other units in the review process.   

 

VI. [V] Leaves 

A. BUDGETED JOINT APPOINTMENTS 

Each appointing unit will review for eligibility and approval any request for a leave, e.g., 
sabbatical, educational, or personal, unless that approval has been delegated to the 
designated home unit.   

B. SINGLE UNIT APPOINTMENTED FACULTY MEMBERS WORKING IN AN 
INTERDISCIPLINARY SCHOLARSHIP AREA  

The appointing unit will review for eligibility and approval any request for a leave, e.g., 
sabbatical, educational, or personal. Where interdisciplinary or collaborative teaching 
may be impacted relevant executive officers should be consulted by the faculty member 
prior to formally requesting a leave. Any concerns of the executive officers consulted 
should be discussed with the executive officer in the appointing unit and the faculty 
member.  
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Assistance 
Questions regarding this policy should be addressed to the Office of the Provost, 333-6677. 
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APPENDIX C. 

 
Changes to Provost Communication #9  

Recommended by the 
2004 by the Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for  

Promotion and Tenure 
 
 

(Note that recommended suggested changes are in bold type) 
 
(Page 6Ðfirst full paragraph)  Put another way, a recommendation for tenure should be 
based upon an agreement that the candidate has made contributions of an appropriate 
magnitude and quality in research, teaching and public engagement, and has 
demonstrated a high likelihood of sustaining contributions in the field and to the 
department, so that granting indefinite tenure is in the best interest of the University of 
Illinois. 
 
(Page 6Ðthird full paragraph)  The three primary components of faculty memberÕs work 
are teaching, research, and public engagement. 
 
(Page 7Ðtop of the page)  This university is committed to excellence in all of these areas, 
but we recognize that equal excellence in each of them in individual cases is rare.  
Promotion and tenure will generally be awarded only if the evidence shows that a 
candidateÕs research accomplishments are excellent and the candidateÕs teaching and/or 
public engagement record are also strong, or if a candidateÕs teaching or public 
engagement accomplishments are excellent and the candidateÕs research 
accomplishments are also sufficiently strong to meet the requirements for promotion.  It 
will be unusual and exceptional to award promotion and tenure merely on the basis of 
strong performance in only one of these areas.  In every instance, the record of teaching, 
public engagement, and scholarship should be thoroughly documented, with due 
deference to the college and the UIUC definition of what constitutes high quality in each 
category.  Several methods of evaluation should be used, and the record should be 
thorough enough to indicate not just past performance, but a high likelihood of continued 
excellence. 
 
There are cer tain faculty roles where the weighting of cr iter ia for measur ing 
excellence in research, teaching, and service may be appropr iately different, such as 
in some forms of public engagement.  When teaching is a primary part of public 
engagement such as in continuing and executive education, the activity should be 
judged according to criteria adopted from the evaluation of resident instruction.  When 
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research is a primary part of public engagement such as in community development, 
school reform, and Òaction-research,Ó the activity should be judged according to 
criteria adopted from the evaluation of research and scholarship discussed above 
recognizing that such research may well be more applied and field-based. 
 
Faculty members who are in positions that are primarily public engagement oriented 
should be evaluated with heavy weight on the quality of the performance in the activities 
provided.  Activities should share the following three distinguishing characteristics: 
 

They contribute to the public welfare or the common good. 
 

They call upon the faculty memberÕs academic, professional, or 
creative expertise. 

 
They directly address or respond to societal problems, issues, 

interests, or concerns. 
 
There are some public engagement activities that meet these three character istics 
but are considered to be neither  teaching nor  research.  The public engagement 
activities of such faculty members should be evaluated thoroughly by both inside and 
outside evaluators. 
 
The appropriate evidence of excellence and the procedures for making judgments will 
vary among fields of study and with the mix of research, resident instruction, and public 
engagement.  Some flexibility must be maintained in applying the standards. 
 
(Page 8Ðfirst sentence)  In summary, scholarship, resident instruction, and public 
engagement are all to be considered at the time of promotion. 
 
(Page 12) 
 
Evaluation of Service 
 
A description and evaluation of the faculty memberÕs service is required.  The Senate 
Committee on Public Engagement (formerly the Senate Committee on Continuing 
Education and Public Service) has created a faculty guide for planning and evaluating 
public engagement activities.  The faculty guide is intended to assist faculty members in 
evaluating the excellence, innovation, and impact of their  public engagement efforts.  
In general, procedures of the same rigor as those used for outside review of research 
should be applied to the review of public engagement, when public engagement is the 
primary criterion for promotion and has been so specified at the time of appointment. 
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The standards used to evaluate public engagement should be similar to the ones 
used in the areas of research and teaching. 
 
The dossier  for public engagement activities should include evidence of excellence 
provided by the candidate, evidence of peer  review provided by the appropr iate 
executive officer , letters from external evaluators, and an evaluation provided by 
the executive officer . 
 
(Page 12Ðbottom of page)  If teaching or public engagement is the primary basis for the 
recommended promotion, the statement should reflect accomplishments and future plans 
in teaching or public engagement and how they relate to research. 
 
(Page 13) 
 
Outside Evaluation of Research, Scholarship, Teaching, Public Engagement, and 
Creative Activity 
 
The COVER PAGE to the promotion and tenure dossier would add a new section. 
 

Professional/Disciplinary and University Service Activities 
_____% 

 
Public Engagement Activities _____% 

 
Public Engagement dimensions, as appropriate, would also be added to the following 
current sections of the promotion and tenure dossier: 
 
Section I . D.  Honors Recognitions, and Outstanding AchievementsÉt hat indicate 
national to international stature in engagement appropr iate to the rank sought. 
 
Section I . E.  Invited Lectures and Conference PresentationsÉt hat indicate national 
to international stature in public engagement, appropr iate to the rank sought. 
 
Section I . H.  External Funding Received Since Last PromotionÉ that document a 
sustained and high impact program of public engagement commensurate with effort 
allocation/percentage of time devoted to these activities. 
 
Section I I .  Publications and Creative WorksÉt hat document a sustained and high 
impact program of public engagement commensurate with effort 
allocation/percentage of time. 
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Section I I I .  Resident InstructionÐNo Changes Recommended  (Note:  faculty 
engaged in service learning/community-based learning initiatives should provide 
documentation of excellence in this section.) 
 
Section IV.  Service (Public Engagement, Professional/Disciplinary, and University) 
No Changes in the professional/disciplinary and university dimensions. 
 
Section V.  Research DocumentÉr esearch programs involving public engagement 
(e.g., action research, research undertaken with an external partner) or resulting 
from public engagement as defined above. 
 
(Page 30) 
 
V.  Research 
 

CandidateÕs Statement of Research Goals and Accomplishments 
 

If teaching or public engagement is the primary basis for the 
recommended promotion, the statement must reflect 
accomplishments and future plans in teaching or public 
engagement and how they relate to the research activity. 

 
(Page 38) 
 

Service (Public Engagement, Professional/Disciplinary, University) 
 

A. Summary of Service 
 

1. Public Engagement 
 

Definition:  Public engagement is the application for the public good of 
the knowledge and expertise of a faculty or staff member to issues of 
societal importance.  Typically, this activity is done in collaboration 
with others inside and outside the university.  The activity may enr ich 
research and teaching as well as lead to new directions within the 
university.  Public engagement falls under the service mission of the 
university. 

 
a. CandidateÕs Statement of Public Engagement Goals and 

Accomplishments 
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∞ The candidate must provide (in three pages or fewer) a statement 

of public engagement goals and accomplishments.  I f the 
recommendation is for promotion to associate professor, the 
statement should include public engagement accomplishments 
since appointment as assistant professor (may include work as an 
assistant professor at another institution).  For recommended 
promotion from associate to professor, the statement should 
include public engagement accomplishments since the last 
promotion. 

 
∞ The statement should tie together past public engagement and how 

it relates to future public engagement plans and to 
research/teaching duties. 

 
∞ The statement should provide evidence that the public engagement 

activities or programs have had a significant impact on and been 
of mutual benefit to the UI and to the partner(s).  I t should also 
indicate how the activity is being sustained over time. 

 
∞ The statement should reflect how these activities relate to teaching 

and research. 
 

b. Departmental Evaluation of Public Engagement Activities 
 

This evaluation should be based on peer  observation, standardized 
evaluation metr ics completed by client groups (as appropr iate), 
evaluative interviews with clients, focus groups of clients convened 
for the purpose of evaluation, and up to three letters of evaluation 
from qualified academic and non-academic authorities (see the 
Faculty Handbook for fur ther discussion of possible evaluation 
procedures and methods). 
This portion of the dossier  must include independent, ver ifiable, and 
specific evidence of excellence and impact.  This evidence may point 
to:  documented changes in organizational or individual practices in 
the client/partner  organization; change(s) in human behavior, 
specific economic benefits, specific improvements in the human 
condition and/or organizational practices (e.g., health, safety, 
quality of life, organizational environment, best practices), and/or 
specific environmental benefits. 
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c. Departmental Evaluation for Future Potential 
 

Please provide the name of the individual who developed 
the evaluation. 

 
Evaluate the candidateÕs strategy for developing his or 

her public engagement beyond recent 
accomplishments. 

 
Assess, in realistic terms, the probable impact of the 

candidate in his or her public engagement activities 
five years from now. 

 
B. Service to Disciplinary and Professional Societies or Associations 

 
List here and in Section I. Personal History and Professional Experience.  Use 
Section B below to indicate the impact of your service. 

 
C. University/Campus Service 

 
Indicate service on departmental, college, campus and university committees as 
well as administrative assignments. 

 
D. Evaluation of Disciplinary and University Service 

 
1. Service to Disciplinary and Professional Societies or Associations (same 

as on page 30). 
 

2. University/Campus Service (same as on page 30). 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 

I . Surveys sent to Unit Executive Officers and to Selected Faculty Members 
 
I I . March 17, 2004 Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for 

Promotion and Tenure letter  to Richard Herman 
 
I I I . Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluating Public Service for Promotion and Tenure 

suggested revisions to the Faculty Guide for Relating Public Service to the 
Promotion and Tenure Review Process 

 
 
 
 
 

 


