

		Cir. E35-a-10
		Explanation of Revisions to P & T and Bylaws
Indiana University East
Faculty Affairs Committee
Explanation for the changes to Promotion and Tenure Policy and IU East Faculty By-Laws
February 24, 2010

The proposed changes to P&T policy and bylaws are in response to UFC Resolution U8-2009. This resolution attempts to bring consistency to the promotion and tenure process among all IU campuses. In the years (!) leading up to passage of U8-2009, faculty and administrators from all IU campuses held lengthy discussions about what aspects a fair and meaningful P&T process should have. The points 1-8 of the resolution summarize the outcome of these deliberations. Item 9 was added in response to a request from President McRobbie. 

The items of Resolution U8-2009 are listed in bold face font below. A proposed resolution to each item is provided below. The Faculty Affairs Committee would like to point out that requirements listed in U8-2009 are not negotiable. What is negotiable is the way the faculty at Indiana University East address the changes in its policies in response to the requirements. 

1. Faculty members without tenure do not vote on the award of tenure in promotion and tenure review committees.

Indiana University’s Bylaws in its current form state that only tenured faculty are eligible to serve on the Promotion and Tenure Committee. No revisions to the Bylaws or P&T policy are needed. 

2. To the extent feasible, faculty members who do not hold the rank being applied for or higher do not vote on the award of that rank in review committees.

Currently, Indiana University East has nine faculty who hold the rank of professor. Of these, two are deans. We therefore deemed it not feasible to require that promotion and tenure committees at all levels hold the rank to which a candidate aspires. The language “to the extent feasible” in resolution U8-2009 acknowledges that small campuses may not be able to meet this requirement. Nevertheless, we propose the following changes to the Bylaws.

The current text of the Bylaws states that every year one of the three members who are elected to the Promotion and Tenure committee must hold the rank of professor. The intent of this statement is to guarantee that the P&T committee must have at least two professors at any given time, and that these two serve staggered terms. However, resignations and by-elections may upset this rhythm of staggered terms and eventually the composition of the committee. The proposed changes to the Bylaws make the rank-distribution requirement explicit: Under part (a) of the proposed bylaws-change, we propose to insert the sentence: 

“At any time, at least two (2) of the members must hold the rank of Professor.” 

The requirement of a representation of at least three schools on the P&T committee should be secondary to the requirement of rank-representation. Therefore, we recommend replacing a “must” with a “should” in the following phrase:

“The Committee must should contain representatives from at least three different Schools of the University. For the purposes of membership on this Committee, the Library shall be considered a School.”

Further, we require that the election process of replacements to the P&T committee be held in such a way as to ensure that the terms of the Professors on the committee remains staggered. This is expressed in item (d)(iii) of the proposed bylaws change:

“(iii)	 By-elections to fill vacancies. 
Should a member of the promotion and tenure committee resign, become ineligible to serve, or otherwise unable to fulfill the term the Nominating Committee shall hold a special election to replace the vacancies. No election needs to be held in cases where there is no business for the committee.  The Nominating Committee shall choose an election processes that ensure continued compliance of the committee with respect to the composition requirements. In particular, replacements must be chosen so that at least one (full) professor’s term ends at the end of each academic year.”


3. Faculty members and administrators do not vote on promotion or tenure in review committees without fully participating in committee deliberations. There should be no proxy voting on promotion and tenure cases at any level.

While proxy or absentee voting has not been practice at IU East, the policy did not specifically disallow this. The following proposed changes to the Promotion and Tenure Policy will address this issue. Three sentences are inserted in the paragraph “Role of the P&T Committee” (lines 275 ff.)

“Meetings of the committee shall be in executive session. Members of the committee may not participate or vote by proxy.” (line 224 ff)

“Only members who fully participated in the committee deliberations are eligible to vote.“ (line 229 f)

Additionally, similar language is proposed for the School’s Promotion and Tenure Committee (lines 222 ff.)

The Faculty Affairs Committee believes that the wording of the current policy is such that the administrators (Dean and EVCAA) have access to a full dossier and must write independent reports. We therefore do not recommend any additional changes in the sections on the role of the Dean or the EVCAA. 

4. Faculty members and administrators who participate in the promotion and tenure process have full access to all materials in the candidate’s dossier and to assessments at all previous levels of review.

It has been practice at IU East to give each member of all P&T committees full access to all dossiers. However, this has not been codified. The following two sentences are inserted in the paragraph “Role of the P&T Committee” (lines 275 ff.)

“All members of the Promotion and Tenure committee must have access to the entire dossier.” (line 224).

Additionally, similar language is proposed for the School’s Promotion and Tenure Committee (lines 222 ff.)

5. Except for reconsideration of prior decisions, each faculty member and administrator who participates in the promotion and tenure process votes only once in any particular case.

IU East’s Bylaws did not fully specify that a conflict may arise when a faculty member is both on a School and on the Campus’ Promotion and Tenure Committee. The proposed change in item 7(b) of the Bylaws seeks to clarify the rules for ineligibility. The paragraph begins with the general statement: 

“Except in cases of reconsideration of prior decisions, each faculty member and/or administrator may participate only once in any given case.”

Specific consequences are listed below. Chancellor and Executive Vice Chancellor are ineligible to serve (this is already stated in the current version of the Bylaws. Likewise, the rules for Deans (or other immediate supervisors) are only rephrased:

“Deans (or immediate supervisors) of candidates are ineligible to serve during years when such a candidate is being considered for promotion or tenure.” 

The role of faculty members who are also on school P&T committees is also stated:

“Members of School (or departmental) promotion and tenure committees are eligible to serve during years when a candidate from their school (or department) is considered, but may not vote on cases on which they had previously voted.”  

Finally, we decided to allow members of the Faculty Board of Review to be eligible for election to the P&T committee, provided that they resign if elected. This rule will increase the number of faculty eligible to be elected to the P&T committee without jeopardizing the functioning of the FBR. By-election for vacancies to the FBR can be held in August, and the P&T committee’s term begins also in August.   

“Members of the faculty Board of Review must resign from the Board upon beginning the term to the Promotion and Tenure committee.”

6. Promotion and tenure dossiers are expected to have at least four external review letters from qualified individuals who are not from the candidate’s home campus. Individual campuses may require more than four external letters and may require that external reviewers come from outside Indiana University.

Indiana University East’s Promotion and Tenure Policy (in its current version) specifies that four external reviewers will be sought for each candidate’s dossier. (line 247f.) No changes are proposed.

7. External reviewers should not have a significant relationship with the candidate (such as thesis advisor, post‐doctoral mentor, co‐author, or former colleague or classmate, or personal relationship). At a minimum, any such relationship must be clearly disclosed by the reviewer or the candidate.

The proposed change to Promotion and Tenure Policy inserts the requested language into the description of the Role of the External Reviewers (line 252 ff).

“External reviewers should not have a significant relationship with the candidate (such as thesis-advisor, post-doctoral mentor, co-author, or former colleague or classmate, or personal relationship). At a minimum, such relationship must be clearly disclosed by the candidate or the reviewer.”

8. All assessments by review committees or administrators must clearly describe the candidate’s performance by reference to the terminology in the IU Academic Handbook (“excellent,” “satisfactory,” or “unsatisfactory”), even if additional categories or alternative terminology is also used.

The proposed changes to the Promotion and Tenure Policy clarify the expectation at all stages of the review. It also addresses an expectation of making a recommendation for a balanced case. The language below is inserted in the paragraphs on the roles of the Dean (line 202ff), the School’s Promotion and Tenure Committee (line 233ff), the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs (line 307 ff) and the Chancellor (line 319ff). The language in the paragraph on the role of the Campus Promotion and Tenure Committee has been adjusted to account for the balanced case scenario (line 290ff).

“In cases of promotion, the evaluation must specifically indicate whether performance is ‘excellent’, ‘satisfactory’ or ‘unsatisfactory’ in teaching, service and research and creative work. For candidates who seek promotion based on a balanced-case argument the evaluation shall also state whether promotion based on a balanced case is justified.”

9. Since tenure at Indiana University is campus‐specific, Presidential recommendations to the Trustees must reflect consideration of both the interests of the entire University and the interests of specific campuses as reflected in the judgments of faculty, committees and administrators on those campuses. During 2008‐2010, the procedure for reaching a Presidential decision to be forwarded to the Trustees shall be as outlined in President McRobbie's December 5, 2008 memorandum to Chancellors concerning promotion and tenure notification procedures (attached).

Because the matter of executive review is not settled, the committee does not propose a change in the role of the chancellor in the IU East Promotion and Tenure Policy. We therefore suggest a severability clause at the end of the document (line 1003 ff). This clause ensures continued validity of those portions of the policy that can be given effect even if other provisions of the policy (e.g., the role of the chancellor) are not in compliance with state or federal laws, IU Policy or presidential decrees. 

“D. Severability
If a provision of this policy is held in violation of state or federal laws and regulations, or contrary to Indiana University policy, or otherwise invalid, only the affected part shall be void. This invalidity shall not affect other provisions of this policy which can be given effect without the invalid provisions. To this end, the provisions of this policy are severable.”


Additional proposed changes: 

Continued discussion of Promotion and Tenure procedures has shown that it is desirable that candidates for promotion specifically indicate in which area they seek to be judged as “excellent” and in which area they seek to be judged as “satisfactory”.  The proposed change to the paragraph on the role of the candidate (line 157ff) in the P&T policy makes this a requirement: 

“In cases of promotion, the candidate must specifically indicate whether their own performance is ’excellent’ or ‘satisfactory’ in teaching, service and research and creative work, or whether a balanced case is sought.”
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