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Overview of Promotion and Tenure

· When a candidate is hired, he or she is assigned a mentor. Each year, the candidate writes an annual activity report and provides an updated copy of his or her CV to the Director. The candidate receives a collegial evaluation of teaching annually. The candidate is reviewed by faculty senior in rank yearly for merit. At this meeting the record of the candidate and their progress toward tenure is also discussed. The candidate has a yearly meeting with the Director, in which goal achievement from the previous year and goal setting for the following year are discussed. This meeting will occur after the annual merit salary review but before the end of the spring term, and will be carried out as specified in Section 24-57C of Volume 2 of the UW Handbook. This meeting is documented with a letter to the faculty member indicating that the meeting occurred and what was discussed (24-57D). Section 24-57D details the appeal procedure if there is disagreement about the letter by the faculty member.
· Prior to the expiration of the initial 3-year contract, there is a 3-year review of the candidate by faculty senior in rank, at which time a vote is taken to renew the contract for another 3-year term. At the end of year 5, the candidate and the Director determine a review committee for promotion and tenure. This committee advises the candidate on compiling his or her file and selects and solicits external letters of review. At the start of year 6, after reviewing the candidate's file, the committee writes a recommendation for or against tenure and promotion. The committee's recommendation is added to the
candidate's file, and the faculty senior in rank vote. This vote is communicated to the Director, who makes his or her own recommendation. This recommendation is then reviewed by the campus P&T committee, the Vice Chancellor and Chancellor, and the Provost in Seattle.
The open questions:

· What is our permanent collegial evaluation of teaching process?

· What is the role of the mentor?

· Should we resurrect rank-based 2-person annual review committees?

· Alternatively, these could be done "blind."

· When does the 3rd year review happen?

· What is our 3-year review process? What documentation is required of the candidate? Should external letters be solicited?

· Do we have any general recommendations or shared beliefs about the composition of the review committee and the external reviewers? How important is it to have people on the review committee with disciplinary expertise? How important is it to have external reviewers from the same research community?

· How is research evaluated? How is teaching evaluated? How is service evaluated?

· What is the definition of “fit” (Section 24-57 footnote) in the program?

· What is the consensus of the faculty about what constitutes “collegiality,” and how does this factor into the promotion and tenure decision?




































































