Proposed Amendments to Tenure and Promotion Manual for February 20 Senate Meeting 

Throughout this document the text is that distributed to the faculty by the Provost on Friday, February 9 (and posted on both the Provost’s and Senate websites) with additions underlined and deletions struck through.  

(1) “Consensus Amendments:” these three amendments consist of relatively “minor changes” and they are acceptable to the Administration: 

(I) [Senator Bruce Hauptli] to p. 18: in II, B “Clinical/Professional Practice/Research Faculty:” 

Each college/unit making clinical/professional practice/research appointments should must develop appointment and promotion guidelines through a college/unit faculty committee.  The guidelines should must be approved by the college/unit faculty governance body, the dean, and the Faculty Senate prior to final approval by the Provost.  

(II) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 17: II, “Academic Ranks,” in both the Associate, and Full Professor passages in subsection (iv): 

Service: a record of substantial professional service including, for example, leadership in regional, national or international professional societies, organizing conferences, serving on editorial boards; service to schools, agencies, companies, and community organizations; and evidence of service to the department, college or university, including participation in collegial governance. 

(III) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 21: III, A “General Appearance and Integrity of the File” add paragraph: 

7. Candidates are allowed to update the file anytime during the process; however, these documents will be reviewed only at the stages following the modifications without requiring adjustments to the timetable.  

(2) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 2: in I, Responsibilities of the Participants, add a new section, “Time Line,” between “Nomenclature” and “College/Unit Guidelines:” 

The University will announce the schedule of the tenure and promotion process to the faculty for the next year at least two weeks before the end of the Spring semester.  

(3) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 11: in I, F “Responsibilities of the Provost and Executive Vice President: the addition of an additional bullet at the end: 

In instances where there is agreement among the departmental faculty, chairpersons, college committees, and the deans, the Provost shall affirm that decision in his/her review except when (a) one of these bodies or individuals has failed to follow the policies and procedures set out in the Tenure and Promotion Manual; and/or (b) such decisions are either arbitrary or unreasonable, and are thus clearly and decisively against the weight of the evidence.  In such cases the Provost must provide a detailed written statement explaining her or his recommendation.  

(4) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 11: in I, F “Responsibilities of the Provost and Executive Vice President:” the addition of another additional bullet at the end (after (3) above if it is approved) [Notice: this amendment and the one which immediately follows are, effectively, alternative proposals—rationally Senators would either favor one or the other, or be opposed to both (those proposing them do not recommend support of both]: 

In instances where there are different decisions among the department faculty, chairperson, college committees, and the dean, or if the Provost is considering reversal of a dean’s decision, he/she shall consult with and receive the advice of the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee.  

(5) [Senator Leslie Frazier] to p. 11: in I, F “Responsibilities of the Provost and Executive Vice President:” the addition of an another additional bullet at the end (after (3) above if it is approved) [Notice: this amendment and the one immediately above are, effectively, alternative proposals—rationally Senators would either favor one or the other, or be opposed to both (those proposing them do not recommend support of both]: 

In instances where there are differing decisions among the department faculty, the department chairperson, the college committees, and the Dean or if the Provost is considering a reversal of the Dean’s decision, he/she shall consult with and receive the advice of a committee comprised of: the chairperson or representative of the department tenure and promotion committee, the department chairperson, the chair or a representative of the college tenure and promotion committee, and the Dean of the college.  The meeting must take place before the published deadline for the Provost’s decision.  

(6) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 11: in I, G “Responsibilities of the President:” the addition of an additional paragraphs between the current two 

In instances where there is agreement among the departmental faculty, chairpersons, college committees, the deans, and the Provost, the President shall affirm that decision in his/her review except when (a) one of these bodies or individuals has failed to follow the policies and procedures set out in the Tenure and Promotion Manual; and/or (b) such decisions are either arbitrary or unreasonable, and are thus clearly and decisively against the weight of the evidence.  In such cases the President must provide a detailed written statement explaining her or his recommendation.  

(7) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 11: in I, G “Responsibilities of the President:” the addition of an additional paragraph immediately following the previous one (if it is approved): 

In instances where there are differing decisions among the department faculty, chairperson, college committees, deans, and the Provost, or if the President is considering reversal of the Provost’s decision, he/she shall review the advice of and may consult with the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee.  

(8) [Steering Committee motion] to pp. 23-24: in III, B, 11, (a) (i) “Procedure Used To Solicit Letters of Evaluation:” 

This section of the file must contain a minimum of five letters which must be from external reviewers who are in a position to provide an evaluation of the candidate's scholarly and professional activities.  The candidate is allowed to provide names of potential evaluators and to exclude names, if there exists a professional or personal conflict with any potential reviewer.  The dean or department chairperson in consultation with some or all members of the departmental Tenure and Promotion committee, will decide from whom to request letters and will make the formal request for letters.  The individuals solicited for letters may or may not be on the list provided by the candidate but will not include individuals the candidate requests be excluded.  No more than two At least three outside letters may must come from the list provided by the candidate.  Outside letters are intended to be an independent, professional evaluation.  Letters should not be solicited from former mentors, mentees, co-authors, co-editors, or anyone who has been associated with the candidate closely enough so that there would be reason to question the impartiality of the evaluation.  

(9) [Steering Committee motion] also to pp. 23-24 in III, B, 11, (a) (i) “Procedure Used To Solicit Letters of Evaluation:” 

This section of the file must contain a minimum of five letters which must be from external reviewers who are in a position to provide an evaluation of the candidate's scholarly and professional activities.  The candidate is allowed to provide names of potential evaluators and to exclude names, if there exists a professional or personal conflict with any potential reviewer.  The dean or department chairperson in consultation with some or all members of the departmental Tenure and Promotion committee, will decide from whom to request letters and will make the formal request for letters.  The individuals solicited for letters may or may not be on the list provided by the candidate but will not include individuals the candidate requests be excluded. No more than two outside letters may come from the list provided by the candidate.  Outside letters are intended to be an independent, professional evaluation.  Letters Normally, letters should not be solicited from former mentors, mentees, co-authors, co-editors, or anyone who has been associated with the candidate closely enough so that there would be reason to question the impartiality of the evaluation.  Exceptions must be accompanied by an explanation in the dossier.  

(10) [Senator Cesar Levy] also to pp. 23-24 in III, B, 11, (a) (i) “Procedure Used To Solicit Letters of Evaluation:” 

This section of the file must contain a minimum of five letters which must be from external reviewers who are in a position to provide an evaluation of the candidate's scholarly and professional activities.  The candidate is allowed to provide names of potential evaluators and to exclude names, if there exists a professional or personal conflict with any potential reviewer.  The dean or department chairperson in consultation with some or all members of the departmental Tenure and Promotion committee, will decide from whom to request letters and will make the formal request for letters.  The candidate will be provided with the list of reviewers chosen and the name of the individual who proposed the reviewer.  The individuals solicited for letters may or may not be on the list provided by the candidate but will not include individuals the candidate requests be excluded.  The candidate is allowed to exclude names, if there exists a professional or personal conflict with any potential reviewer or with the reviewer suggested by any individual member who shaped the evaluator list with whom there exists a professional or personal conflict.  No more than two outside letters may come from the list provided by the candidate.  Outside letters are intended to be an independent, professional evaluation.  Letters should not be solicited from former mentors, mentees, co-authors, co-editors, or anyone who has been associated with the candidate, the dean, department chairperson, or any members of the departmental Tenure and Promotion committee consulted, closely enough so that there would be reason to question the impartiality of the evaluation.  

(11) [Steering Committee motion] to p. 16: Academic Ranks, Assistant Professor (vi): 

Service: should include professional service at a satisfactory level of performance and service to the department and college, including participation in collegial governance.  Professional service should receive regional and national recognition.  

(12) [Steering Committee motion] to pp. 16 and 17: II, “Academic Ranks,” in both the Associate Professor and the Professor subsections (ii): 

Teaching: demonstrated strong commitment to excellence and creativity in teaching and student learning.  Qualifications and experience for teaching a variety of courses, including graduate courses where appropriate, at an above satisfactory level of performance.  Some indicators of a commitment to teaching include the successful use of appropriate pedagogies and modes of teaching and learning, guiding and advising students, and providing opportunities for involvement in research projects.  In departments with graduate programs, teaching also includes mentoring of master’s students and doctoral and postdoctoral students as reflected, for example, in time to degree, publications or other creative output by students, and placement of students in their professional field.  

(13) [Senator Ibrahim Tansel] to p. 24: III, B, 11, b, ii, 1: “Solicited Letters of Evaluation: 

Status of FIU as a Carnegie Research University/High Research Activity and a university with the expectation of moving into the ranks of Research University/Very High Research Activity Candidate should be allowed to write a paragraph about the critical facts and historical changes at the department since he joined to the university.  This paragraph may include the variation of the number of the faculty members in the department, when the accreditation was obtained, when various programs (BS, MS, PhD) started, the year of the initiation of graduate faculty and dissertation adviser status, and the number of graduate students in the program.   The status, classification or ranking of the university, college or the department will be written only if the candidate and the chairman agree to include it/them to the letter by considering the characteristics of the reviewers 
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