Call for Preliminary Testimony 

The Committee on Faculty Affairs invites testimony to inform the development of our Preliminary Recommendation in response to the following charge from the Steering Committee. You are being asked for this testimony because you are an academic leader, a union leader, a former Chair of the College Promotions Committee, or Chair of a Departmental Personnel or Promotions Committee (note: if you are a Department Chair or Program Coordinator please pass a copy of this on to your Personnel and Promotions Committees Chairs).
___________________________________________________________________

Charge to Committee on Faculty Affairs 
On Re-Examination of Promotions Document
In 2001, a reappointment/tenure document, representing the most current thinking on campus about process and procedures, was approved with broad campus input.  In contrast, the 1997 promotions document, although it also promotes the ideal of the “teacher-scholar” that is valued at The College of New Jersey, presents standards and characteristics in different ways and uses different language.  The Steering Committee, with input from the Promotions Committee, believes that it is time for a re-examination of the promotions document.  It already has charged the Committee on Faculty Affairs with recommending changes in the composition of the College Promotions Committee.  Now the CFA also is being asked to make additional recommendations about the promotions document including, but not necessarily limited to, the following: 

1) Alignment of the Promotions Document to the Reappointment/Tenure Document.   The Committee on Faculty Affairs should make recommendations that bring the promotion document into alignment with the reappointment/tenure document.  Those recommendations should include language, standards, and any other issues necessary to assure consistency in the two documents and the processes which they inform.  Not only will such an alignment bring together two processes based upon common expectations of faculty, but it also will facilitate a faculty member’s transition from the reappointment/tenure to the promotion process. 

2) External Evaluators.  Last year’s Promotions Committee has recommended that the methods for selecting external peer evaluators be changed.  Currently, only the candidate provides a list of six potential evaluators from which the Departmental Promotions Committee selects two.  This process does not give other parties (e.g., the departmental committee) an opportunity to expand the pool of potential reviewers.  In addition, rather than leave nomination of external reviews to either the candidate or the department committee, the Promotions Committee has suggested that a system be used with multiple inputs (e.g., lists being developed by both the candidate and the departmental committee and a third party, such as the dean, selecting a reviewer from each list.)  The Committee on Faculty Affairs should consider this and other methods for selecting external evaluators and make a recommendation for new selection method. 

3)  Voting Procedures.  Questions have been raised about the voting process being used.  For example, according to current voting procedures, candidates receiving seven or more votes (out of the total of ten) are recommended for promotion. Candidates with six votes may be recalled by one committee member.  However, this does not necessarily allow reconsideration of candidates in whom there remains serious interest, but who have received five or fewer votes. The Committee on Faculty Affairs should review the entire voting process to assure that it is both fair and flexible.

________________________________________________________________________


  To have your views considered for our Preliminary Recommendation we ask that you respond to our questionnaire in writing, no later than Monday December 20. Please insert your answers into this Word file and the email it back to the CFA Chair, Janet Morrison (morrisja@tcnj.edu), with the subject line containing CFA Questionnaire. You may also speak to Janet if you like (x3091). We are interested in your responses to all of the questions, but you may choose to answer only certain questions if you prefer. After we have posted our Preliminary Recommendation we will hold open meetings for discussion to inform our Final Recommendation. 

Your name_________________________ Position_________________________

1.   What is your opinion about the usefulness of external evaluation in the promotion process? What has the practice been in your unit, and how well has it worked?  Do you think  external review should remain optional or be required? Should reviewers be compensated financially? 
2.   Should the bases and standards for tenure, promotion to Associate, and promotion to Full Professor differ and if so, in what ways? Should the standard for promotion be just more of what one did for tenure, or are there qualitative differences in the work required for promotion?

3. The current Promotions document states that “high quality teaching . . . at each rank carries greater weight than scholarship or service.” Please comment.

4.  A current requirement for promotion is the Summary Form for Student Evaluations with results from the official TCNJ student evaluations for the last three years of teaching prior to the application. Can you suggest other forms of student evaluation that would be useful in the tenure and promotions processes? 

5. Should there be a college-wide form for peer evaluation beyond the written “Procedures for Peer Observation and Evaluation of Teaching” found in Appendix II of the current promotions document?

6.  In both the tenure and promotions processes, what should be the relative importance of peer vs. student evaluations?

7.   Now that transformed courses have learning goals, should we be designing student evaluations that ask questions about how well a course met those goals?  Should

that be part of the teaching evaluation for tenure/promotion?

8.  Can we distinguish between grant-writing that is scholarship and grant-writing that is service, and if so, how? How much weight should grant-writing have compared to publications?
9. Extraordinary service, for example serving as a Department Chair, often  substantially reduces the time a faculty member spends in teaching and research thus negatively affecting chances for promotion. How much weight should be placed on such service relative to teaching and scholarship?
10. Provide anonymous examples in which the current promotion process worked especially well. What features of the process were responsible for this success?

11.  Provide anonymous examples in which the current promotions process worked poorly. What features of the process were responsible for this failure?

 12.  Provide any additional comments.
Thank you very much for your participation.

-- The Committee on Faculty Affairs

