
SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO CHAPTER 5 FACULTY REVIEW SYSTEM 

 

 Chapter 5 combines two chapters (Chapter 6 Faculty Review Procedures and Chapter 7 

Promotion and Tenure) into a single chapter covering the system of review. The chapter 

starts with a description of basic principles and procedures applicable to all types of 

review and then describes each individual type of review (annual, 3rd year, promotion and 

tenure, post-tenure). Doing it this way brings coherence and alignment to the system.  

 

 Creates a fifth evaluative term ‘ineffective’ for all reviews. Having 5 terms instead of 4 

puts ‘effective’ right in the middle instead of in the lower half of the scale.  

 

 The Administrative/Annual review would be called the ‘annual review’ and would be 

conducted every year for all full-time faculty, even beyond tenure. In addition to being 

evaluated by the administrator/chair, candidate files would also be reviewed by the Dean, 

and then sent to the Provost. Adding the extra oversight helps ensure consistency, validity 

and quality in these reviews. Beyond tenure, they are an important basis for post-tenure 

reviews and compensation.  

 

 The Peer Review Committee shifts from the unit to the College/School level. The PRC 

would conduct all peer-based reviews (3rd yr, promotion and tenure, post-tenure) from 

that College or School. The exact number and formula for representation on the 

committee should reflect the size and number of departments in each College/School. 

Moving the PRC away from the unit would create an evaluation team that is more 

disinterested and less biased. It would also eliminate the conflict of interest that currently 

exists where the PRC provides both recommendations for improvement and evaluation. 

Recognizing the need for mentoring and guidance for junior colleagues, units would set 

up structures to provide that (e.g. formal mentoring program, peer support committee). 

The review schedule would be set up to spread the various peer reviews (3rd, promotion 

and tenure, post-tenure) throughout the year.  

 

 A 3rd year peer review would replace the 2nd and 4th year peer reviews conducted 

currently. This is to reduce the amount of time and energy put into the review process 

(for both candidates and reviewers), and increase time for teaching, research and service. 

This is a best practice around the country, and part of the review system for universities 

in the USC system.  

 

 Redefines the Promotion and Tenure Committee during the P&T process, to ‘as 

needed’. New process would let files with positive consensus go from PRC and Dean to 

Provost. Provost can send contested files to P&T for additional review. P&T Committee 

would retain role as source of guidance and information about other review-related 

matters such as approving unit criteria and file preparation guidelines. This would reduce 

the number of files P&T reviews and give them more time to consider complicated files.   

 

 Post-tenure review will occur every 5 years (instead of 10) and will have monetary 

compensation attached to ‘effective’ (i.e. performing at rank) and ‘excellent’ (i.e. 



performing above rank) reviews. This new policy would require that all faculty go 

through annual review every year after tenure.   

 

 Accountability measures will be included to ensure that policies and procedures are 

followed appropriately for all types of reviews. Candidates may respond at any stage of 

review during any type of review with a formal written response in the file. Responses 

can address conclusions or procedural violations, or both. This way, the entire record is 

contained in the file.   

 

 Measures for better alignment will be included to streamline review processes. All 

faculty reviews (annual, 3rd, tenure and promotion, post) would use a single evaluation 

form. All reviews would be scheduled together on a single calendar.   

 

 A single set of file preparation guidelines for all reviews would be the responsibility of 

the P&T Committee and located in the Appendix. Those guidelines could mandate a 

much smaller file than is currently prepared for most reviews. For example, the 

guidelines could require a summary statement and a sample of supporting documents in a 

maximum of two binders.   


