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Context

On October 4, 2002, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) ratified a new version of Article 18 of the collective bargaining agreement (CBA).  Article 18 deals with fixed-term instructional and research faculty.  Section 3 of this article outlines requirements for the regular review of fixed-term instructional and research faculty and requires that all departments put in place approved guidelines for the reviews.  This document provides example guidelines to help departments develop their own guidelines.  Departments are free to develop different guidelines as long as they adhere to the principles outlined in Article 18, Section 3 of the CBA and as long as they are approved by the responsible dean and the provost.

The example guidelines include commentary and options to help inform departmental discussion and decision making.  Comments and options are typeset in curly brackets using italic type, e.g., {This is a comment}.  Simply deleting the comments is the simplest way for a department to create guidelines, but departments will probably wish to adapt the example to better match their situation.  Note that while the example guidelines use the terms “department” and “department chair,” the appropriate unit and unit supervisor may be substituted.  Some schools and colleges may wish to do reviews at the school/college level.  In any case, the guidelines should be approved by the unit faculty, the unit chair, the dean/vice provost, and the provost.

The University and AAUP agree that reviews are meant to be developmental, i.e., that the reviews are meant to help our fixed-term faculty members develop their full potential, and are not meant as part of an “up-or-out” decision making process.  The University feels that we must fully develop the talent of all of our faculty members to be able to provide the best possible service to our students and research partners.  Both the University and AAUP want to develop review processes that meet these goals without creating a burdensome new workload on departments or on faculty members under review.

As a reminder, all departments must forward guidelines to the responsible dean/vice provost and provost for approval by December 15, 2002.  The guidelines for review must be in place by February 1, 2003.  

Once departmental guidelines are approved, reviews of eligible fixed-term faculty members following the departmental guidelines are to be completed by March 15, 2003.

The example guidelines purposely do not deal with university or unit policies for making multi-year appointments.  Statements regarding such policies are not appropriate for departmental guidelines.

Article 18, Section 3 also instructs departments to develop criteria for promotion from Instructor to Senior Instructor and from Senior Instructor to Assistant Professor, where appropriate and where they do not already exist.

An electronic version of this document can be found at www.oaa.pdx.edu under Reference Documents.  If you have any questions or comments, please contact me by phone (5-3419) or e-mail (driscollm@pdx.edu).

Guidelines for the Review of Fixed-Term
Instructional and Research Faculty
Department of XX
Adopted MONTH DAY, 2002

Introduction

{I’ve taken these ideas from Article 18, sections 1 and 3.  A department could choose not to have such a statement or speak more specifically to the departmental context.}
The work of fixed-term instructional and research faculty improves the quality of our department’s efforts and is a key factor in our ongoing success.  The review process detailed here is meant to recognize the good work of our fixed-term colleagues and to help them develop and improve their abilities.

Selection of the Departmental Review Committee

The departmental review committee will be elected by a vote of the departmental faculty during fall quarter of each year.

{The committee might be appointed by the department chair.  Article 18, Section 3 specifically allows, but does not require, the fixed-term faculty member to be appointed by the chair.  The committee might be elected or appointed at a different time of year, e.g., in the spring for reviews in the following year.  A department may wish to use its promotion and tenure committee, suitably augmented with fixed-term faculty member(s), as the review committee.

For fixed-term faculty with responsibilities in more than one department, a single department should be designated, in writing, as the lead department and the process should provide opportunity for input from the other units.}
The departmental review committee consists of three faculty members.  The department chair may not be a member of the committee.  At least one member will be a fixed-term departmental faculty member.  The committee will elect its own chair.  The committee will include one non-voting student member selected by the committee.  If a fixed-term faculty member on the committee will be reviewed by the committee during the year, the department chair will appoint an alternate fixed-term faculty member who will participate in the review of the elected faculty member.

{Different committees may be used for instructional faculty and research faculty.  Small departments or departments with few fixed-term faculty members might include faculty members from other departments to insure a reasonable committee size.  

Article 18 does not specifically exclude the department chair as a member of the committee, but departmental guidelines should probably exclude the chair since the committee will provide its report/recommendations to the chair.  Note that Article 18, Section 3 refers to department chairs, but departments and research units should interpret that to mean “unit supervisors.”  Some research units, for example, are headed by fixed-term faculty who act in a supervisory capacity for other fixed-term faculty.  These supervisors should not be on the committee and should be the recipient of the committee’s report.  Departments facing such issues should adjust the language of their guidelines to handle this issue.

Departments may not want to include students, may want to include students only on the reviews of instructional and not research faculty, may want to be more specific (e.g., one undergraduate and one graduate students), may want to have students selected in a different manner, and may want the student(s) to be voting members.  A determination of whether or not to include student member(s) and in what fashion should be determined by departmental culture and governance and the principle of keeping workload for the reviews at a manageable level.

A department might choose to have an alternate fixed-term member elected by the faculty instead of appointed by the department chair.}

Eligibility/Requirement for Review

During the first six annual appointments, a faculty member must be reviewed each year, either through these guidelines or via departmental and university guidelines for promotion.

{The requirement is straight from Article 18, Section 3.}

During the sixth year of continuous service, fixed-term faculty shall be reviewed for eligibility for multi-year appointments.  The faculty member may choose to defer the review for eligibility for multi-year appointments.  The review for eligibility for multi-year appointments is a cumulative review, but is otherwise identical to the regular, periodic review.  Regardless of the decision regarding eligibility for multi-year appointments, the review should remain developmental in nature.

{This comes straight from Article 18, Section 3, paragraph (b).  Note that this language indicates that faculty members may choose to defer being reviewed for eligibility for multi-year appointments.  They may not choose to not participate in the regular review, unless they are pursuing the path outlined in the next paragraph.}

A faculty member may choose to be considered for promotion under Article 14 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement with the AAUP and thus need not be reviewed under these guidelines in that year.

Faculty members with more than six years of continuous service who have been declared as eligible for multi-year appointments shall be reviewed at least every three years.  A faculty member may request more frequent reviews.  Faculty members currently on multi-year appointments must be reviewed in the final year of their current appointment.  Note that a fixed-term faculty member promoted under the departmental and university promotion and tenure guidelines is automatically eligible for multi-year appointments and need not be reviewed under these guidelines to establish eligibility for multi-year appointments.

{These requirements are straight from Article 18, Section 3.  In practice, faculty will be reviewed at least every two years because multi-year appointments cannot be longer than two years.}

Materials to be used in the Review

{While some of the material to be used is required by the CBA and/or is obvious, there is lots of potential for departments to allow a range of materials.  Remember that materials should be related to the faculty member’s duties as outlined in his/her position description.  Departments may wish to be guided by the principle of “peer” review of activities and work products.  I use “peer” here to be broadly inclusive of students, research partners, community partners, etc., as appropriate to the duties in the faculty member’s position description.  Departments should also take steps to keep workload for the reviews within reason.  A department that normally performs in-classroom observation of teaching might use results from those observations in the review process for those faculty members whose position description includes teaching as a duty.  A department not currently performing these reviews might find the additional workload excessive relative to the value of the information they provide.}

A faculty member being reviewed must submit the following material as a minimum:

· A current curriculum vitae in the format specified in the PSU Promotion and Tenure Guidelines.

{Other formats could be used, of course.  It may be simpler to stay with one standard.}
· A report summarizing key activities in the previous year or since the last review.

· A personal narrative and self-evaluation of progress made in the previous year or since the last review.

In addition to the material required of all faculty members listed above, fixed-term faculty with instructional duties specified in their position description must submit:  

{I view these as required by Article 18, Section 3, paragraph (a) 2.}
· Quantitative summaries of student teaching evaluations.

· Narrative reviews of teaching and course materials made by departmental or other appropriate faculty members.

{A department might require a statement from the tenure-track faculty member overseeing a particular course or course sequence or an area committee if that is how the department is organized.}
In addition to the material required of all faculty members above, fixed-term faculty with research duties specified in their position description must submit:

· A narrative review of work provided by the principal research supervisor.  In the case where a fixed-term faculty member is deemed to have substantial research responsibility, e.g., is the principal investigator for funded research, the Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies or his/her designee will name a reviewer (who may be in the department or elsewhere on campus) to provide the narrative review.

{I view the narrative as required by Article 18, Section 3, paragraph (a) 2.  Note that providing a narrative from the principal research supervisor is a challenge for some research faculty.  I’ve taken a stab at using our research infrastructure to name someone else to provide the review.  There may be a better, brilliant idea out there waiting to be discovered.}
· Copies of publications and other creative activities for the period since the last review, if publications or other creative activities are among the duties in the faculty member’s position description.

In addition to the material required of all faculty members above, fixed-term faculty with university and/or professional service duties specified in their position description may submit letters of reference from university and/or professional colleagues that evaluate the quality and extent of the faculty member’s work. 

{This could be a requirement for faculty members with these duties specified in their position description.  Departments could, instead, choose to require external references from all faculty to be reviewed, but this may be overly time-intensive.  In any case, some evidence of performance should be required for faculty members whose position descriptions includes duties related to university and/or professional service.}
The faculty member may provide any additional information viewed as useful for the review.  The review committee may request from the faculty member additional information related to the faculty member’s duties as specified in his/her position description needed to complete their report.

The department secretary will also provide the review committee with a copy of the faculty member’s position description.

Review Schedule and Procedure

{Departments may use deadlines and a schedule differing from these, remembering that all reviews must be completed by March 15.  It may help to complete the reviews in winter quarter, leaving fall quarter for the bulk of P&T work and the spring for academic professional reviews, but other choices are possible.}

All fixed-term faculty members eligible or required to be reviewed in a particular academic year will be so notified in writing by the department chair by December 1 of the academic year of the review.  

Note that a faculty member may have already chosen to be considered for promotion under Article 14 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement with the AAUP and thus need not be reviewed under these guidelines in that year.  

In cases where the review for eligibility for multi-year appointments is possible, notified faculty members must respond to the department chair by January 8 indicating whether or not they wish to defer the review for eligibility for multi-year appointments.

{Pam Babb, Associate Director of HR, indicates that HR will be able to provide units with lists of faculty to be reviewed before this date each year.  Thanks, Pam!}

A faculty member being reviewed under these guidelines will submit to the review committee all materials related to his/her review not later than January 22 of the academic year of the review.

The review committee will review the material submitted by the faculty member being reviewed and provide a report to the department chair, with a copy to the faculty member, by February 15 of the academic year of the review.  The report should identify specific areas of strengths and areas needing improvement, suggest possible steps to aid the faculty member in making improvement, and should recommend, where appropriate, whether or not the faculty member should be eligible for multi-year appointments.  In all cases, the report will be tied to the duties specified in the faculty member’s position description.  These duties may include instruction, research/scholarship, university service, and professional service.

{It is particularly important that fixed-term faculty be reviewed relative to the duties specified in their position descriptions and not the entire range of duties a group of fixed-term faculty might be asked to perform.  Departments might wish to allow the faculty member the option of discussing the report with the committee before it goes to the department chair, but this will lengthen the review process.  Given the desire of both the University and AAUP to control the workload of the review process, departments may wish to keep reviews brief and could indicate so in their guidelines, e.g., “The committee’s recommendation will typically be one to two pages in length.”}
Within one week, the faculty member being reviewed may submit to the department chair a written response to the committee’s report.  

By March 1 of the academic year of the review, the department chair will provide the faculty member being reviewed with a draft written review based on the faculty member’s materials, the review committee’s report, and any response submitted by the faculty member.  The department chair’s report should identify specific areas of strengths and areas needing improvement, should spell out any steps to be taken to aid the faculty member in making improvement, and should indicate, where appropriate, whether or not the faculty member is eligible to be considered for multi-year appointments.  In all cases, the report will be tied to the duties specified in the faculty member’s position description.  These duties may include instruction, research/scholarship, university service, and professional service.

By March 8 of the academic year of the review, the department chair will meet with the faculty member to discuss the draft review.  The department chair will then provide a final, written copy of the department chair’s review and the committee’s report to the faculty member, to the responsible dean, and to the faculty member’s file by March 15 of the academic year of the review.  The faculty member may add his/her own written response to the department chair’s submission within one week of receiving the report.

{Departments and deans may wish to use a slightly different reporting and filing path or may wish the dean to have a more active role in the review, e.g., by having the dean add a review to that of the chair.  I have not included the provost in the example guidelines and don’t see that as a necessity.  I’d be willing to reconsider that approach if presented with compelling reasons.}
Approved by Department of XX _____________________  on ___________________

                                                     {Chair or other signature}      {date}

Approved by College/School ________________________ on ____________________

                                               {Dean or equivalent signature}    {date}
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