


Implementation Guidance for CTF Promotion and Performance Review Policy
The notes below are DRAFT CONTENT ONLY:
Teaching:
Add content that ensures that faculty under performance review for research-informed teaching will be evaluated on course content only to the extent they have been given opportunity or latitude to create, add to, or modify the content they are teaching. Make a similar edit to the Teaching Rubric if possible.
Non-instructional expectations:
Implementation guidance needs to clearly state the COE relationship between non-instructional FTE and instructional FTE specifically, expectations around and between service, professional development, scholarship, and administrative duties that fall outside of the 80% instructional FTE expectation especially for instructional and how those activities become “applicable” or “allocated”. This policy will not suggest a specific FTE for any of these areas beyond the .2 (20%) already in place in the COE.  FTE for each of these areas will vary by individual CIF and will be considered in workload conversations with the faculty member’s department head. 
For the purposes of performance, Career instructional faculty are only evaluated on activities formally allocated and/or assigned in conjunction with discussions with their DH.  
Sample scenario: A faculty member may be assigned to support a single project which may touch on multiple areas (service, scholarship, professional development, administration). 
There are now four categories that are used to capture activities that fall outside of a career instructional faculty member’s instructional expectations. 
· Service refers to contributions that a faculty member engages in (either assigned or voluntarily) that serve to advance their disciplinary skillset and knowledge beyond their academic duties. Some service activities may have overlap with administrative duties, professional development, and scholarship activities. Clarification of service roles take place through discussion with their department head at the time of workload planning. 
· Scholarly activity in the COE, career instructional faculty are only evaluated on scholarly activity for the purposes of promotion if the activity is applicable to their role either through assigned FTE or through prior discussion with their department head approved at the time of workload planning. For career instructional faculty who are being evaluated on scholarly activity, no one form of inquiry or research method should be presumed to have greater weight than another. Faculty may not be penalized if FTE or allowance is not provided.
· Administrative duty in the COE, career instructional faculty are only evaluated on administrative duty for the purposes of promotion if the activity is applicable to their role either through assigned FTE or through prior discussion with their department head approved at the time of workload planning. Faculty may not be penalized if FTE or allowance is not provided.
· Professional Development All career instructional faculty are expected to identify activities from the performance period that, whether or not formally designated as professional development, may be identified as contributing to the maintenance and growth of the professional skills associated with their COE responsibilities.
Reviewers, Voters, and timing:
Specificity in terms of timing of reviews, and the reviewers, and voting at each stage is provided in the implementation guidance to be developed upon final approval of policy by OtP.  
Voting: There are no guidelines for voting by unit for promotion. Need to underscore that for research assistant promotion at any rank, Research Associate (any rank) and Research Professor (any rank) should be eligible to vote. This has been implemented incorrectly in the past. 
Career Research Faculty:
Faculty may not be penalized if FTE or allowance is not provided. While aligned to a position description, activities for CRF are also often strongly aligned with the currency and relevance of the research portfolio which might change more often than their position description. 
Limited Duration Faculty: 
Limited Duration faculty include different faculty status, each of which may have differing evaluation expectations.
· Pro-tem instructional and supervision faculty (informal reviews at the discretion of the department head and based on whether or not the individual will be returning to the role)
· Retired TTF or CTF faculty (based on their prior role and prior hired status)
· Funding contingent faculty (formalized and based on their role within their (typically research) unit)




Implementation Guidance for TTF Promotion and Performance Review Policy
The notes below are DRAFT CONTENT ONLY:
Performance beyond “meets”: Performance and promotion evaluations in this policy only describe the expectations necessary to meet expectations. Faculty may perform in manners that go beyond meets in any given area at any given time, and in the COE, this is typical. No specific expectation is listed in this policy regarding faculty performing beyond meets, but such service is valued and recognized internally. 
In the COE, activities that go far beyond meets and that are considered activities that are substantially beyond the meeting expectations, are recognized at the time of awarding merit. Merit in the COE is currently awarded to meritorious activity that falls substantially beyond meeting expectations. 
Scholarly activity:
1. May need additional information that explicates: how other scholarly activities beyond those required by the meets or does not meet criteria would be used in the evaluation. Address concerns about the language that implies there are still quality-based considerations that may be used in evaluation that are not made explicit via the language in this draft given the metaphoric language.

2. May need additional information that explicates how consideration will be given to...author order,  inclusion of students*, or colleagues as co-authors" - it is not clear exactly where the value is placed. Does this imply that having colleagues as co-authors is of higher value? Or having many colleagues as co-authors lessens the impact?
Where more article in journals with lesser impact may fit into evaluation status.

(*The way scholarship is written it seems we must include student authors. With changes to funding what happens if we are unable to mentor PhD students and teach in a field where master's students are not able to participate in research?
Given the unknown future of student funding, and program timelines in the CPSY doctoral program, I wonder if there can be a clause added that makes clear that these factors will be considered when evaluating student co-authors on publications.)

Mentorship:
Expectations for mentorship of students is provided in the professional responsibilities policy.
Service:
Differences by rank: Add specificity around how service may differ by rank for TTF faculty. 
Expectations around professional credentialling: Faculty who have and maintain special credentialling to support programs in the COE are encouraged to work with their department head to ensure that the expectations are captured in service 
 Promotion Process:
Need specificity around: what happens if there aren't sufficient experts in your field at AAU institutions. Having majority from AAU does this mean that in this instance this faculty will have a larger number of external reviewers than is typical to adjust? Whose letters will be weighted? What happens if experts endorse promotion but non-experts do not? How many external reviewers is "typical"? The policy indicates the majority of reviewers will come from the department head, but does not indicate how the candidate's list will be used. What are the procedures if there is a significant gap between department head field and candidate field and the department head is unsure of how to identify external reviewers that are truly experts? Is there a way for a candidate to indicate someone who might not be a fair reviewer even if they don't have a conflict of interest per se? 
AAU clarification (relationships with external reviewers)
Appeals:
Reference that appeals are possible through the OtP, but not the process (as that occurs at the OtP discretion and internal process case by case)
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