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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Public Comment was to gather feedback from faculty on proposed revisions 

to the 2016 Faculty Manual. The Public Comment period lasted 30 days, starting on January 23 

and closing on February 21. Faculty had two options for participation – small group gathering 

(group discussion) and/or structured survey (individual written). The results from the public 

comment are provided in summary form in this section. Detailed results follow.  

Participation  

The total number of participants in the public comment was 79. Among the 79, 47 participated in 

the survey and 32 in the small group gatherings. If the total number of full-time faculty is 

approximately 243, the overall response rate was 33%. See Table 1 for a breakdown of 

participants by unit and rank.  

Level of Support  

Among survey respondents (n=48), faculty indicated varying levels of support for the proposed 

changes (i.e. voted ‘yes’). Here are the general findings (see detailed breakdown in Table 2):  

o At least 70% of respondents favored changes in the: 

 Table of Contents (72%) 

 Preamble (78%) 

 Foreword (85%) 

 Mission/Vision/Values (88%) 

 Chapter 4 Faculty Responsibilities (75%) 

 Chapter 5 Review –  

 reorganization of chapter (82%) 

 a single review form and calendar (74%) 

 file preparation guidelines (84%) 

 accountability measures (83%) 

 Chapter 6 Grievance (94%) 

 Chapter 7 Termination (83%) 

 

o A majority favored changes in: 

 Chapter 1 Faculty Organization (63%) 

 Chapter 2 Faculty Governance (64%) 

 Chapter 3 Faculty Employment (66%) 

 Chapter 5 Review 

 the post-tenure review (58%) 

 redefine role of the P&T Committee (57%) 

 Appendices (64%) 
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o A plurality favored changes in:  

 Chapter 5 Review 

 annual review (43%) 

 a single 3rd year review (45%)  

 

o Regarding changes to the Peer Review Committee, 31% favored, 33% opposed 

and 36% were undecided.  

 

Comments  

Faculty also raised many concerns and questions in the written comment section of the survey. 

The comments covered nearly every section of the manual, and varied in character from editorial 

to substantive. For common questions and concerns, see Table 2. The full set of written feedback 

follows Table 2.  

Recommendations 

The Faculty Advisory Committee reviewed the data and agreed on the following changes to be 

incorporated into the final draft of the Faculty Manual (some of the other issues and questions 

indicated in Table 2, which can be addressed in other ways, are marked in red): 

o Preamble –  

 Add language in Preamble to address concern about materials being 

placed in the Appendix without faculty approval 

 

o Chapter 1 –  

 Take out references to ‘clinical/research professors’ 

 Insert wording to include mention of Assistant and Associate Deans and 

Chairs and describe their appointment by Deans and Chairs 

 Move last section after statement on Academic Freedom to grievance 

chapter 

 Ensure division and department chairs have a right to vote as general 

faculty 

 

o Chapter 2 –  

 Take out ‘library is optional’ on some committees 

 Adjust language about service on committees to be less restrictive (i.e. 

allow members and chairs to serve more than 1 term) 

 Adjust language about committee meeting schedule to be more realistic 

 

o Chapter 3 

 Include all full-time faculty (including instructors) as eligible for modified 

duties, adjust wording (‘maternity’) to be more inclusive  

 Adjust Fulbright policy to allow for other comparable grants 

 Include the Ombudsperson as a faculty benefit/resource 
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 Put in opening statement about Upstate aspiring to be a workplace of 

choice (i.e. align with strategic plan) with an emphasis on equity, 

inclusion, diversity, civility, and wellness 

 Take out search procedures for part-time/adjunct faculty 

 

o Chapter 4 

 Maintain requirement for 5 office hours in-person on campus 

 Include statements about public scholarship, community engagement and 

distance education guidelines at a later date, once clearly formulated 

 

o Chapter 5 

 Leave the chapter as is, due to its complexity; vote on it separately from 

the rest of the manual, and vote on individual changes within chapter 

 

o Appendices 

 Insert materials where possible and eliminate empty appendices  

 

o General 

 Edit entire document for errors 

 Be consistent in referring to ‘Provost’ 

 Arrange faculty ranks in order when listed 
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Table 1 - Participation 

 

 

MODE OF PARTICIPATION 

 

 

NUMBER OF 

PARTICIPANTS 

 

Small Group Gathering (7 sessions) 

 

 

32 

 

Structured Survey 

 

 

47 

 

Survey Participation By Rank: 

 

Instructor/Senior Instructor - 4 

Assistant Professor/Librarian - 10 

Associate Professor/Librarian - 21 

Full Professor/Librarian - 12 

 

 

 

Survey - Faculty Administrator 

 

Chair - 7 

Assistant Chair - 1 

Dean - 2 

Assistant/Associate Dean - 3 

 

 

Survey By College/School 

 

JCBE - 1 

SOEHPH - 9 

Nursing - 2 

Library - 3 

CAHSS - 21 

CST - 11 

 

 

 

 

TOTAL 

 

 

79 
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Table 2 – Votes and Concerns 

This table includes the survey question, votes, and principal issues raised for each set of 

proposed changes: 

 
 

 

FACULTY MANUAL REVISIONS  

BY SECTION/CHAPTER 

 

 

LEVEL OF 

SUPPORT 

Do you 

generally 

support these 

changes? 

Y = yes 

N = no 

U = undecided/ 

unsure 

 

 

 

CONCERNS AND QUESTIONS 

 

 

Table of Contents 

The revised Table of Contents functions as 

the overarching framework for the new 

manual, with each section serving a certain 

purpose and/or covering an area of faculty 

employment. It differs from the current 

manual (FM16) in that it includes the 

creation of new sections, collapsing of two 

chapters into one, breaking single chapters 

into two, and renaming chapters. This 

altered TOC is meant to increase coherence 

and ease of use, and to make it more of an 

‘Upstate’ manual.   

 

 

Y - 34 

N - 8 

U – 5 

 

 

 

Preamble 

The new Preamble describes the nature and 

purpose of a faculty manual, and recognizes 

the USC Board of Trustee as the ultimate 

authority. It also distinguishes the content in 

the core manual from other relevant but 

secondary information suited for the 

Appendix. The text was modeled on the 

USC Columbia faculty manual. While the 

core manual requires approval of the Board, 

the Appendix needs only university faculty 

approval. This distinction provides greater 

flexibility for future policy or procedural 

changes. 

 

 

Y - 32 

N - 5 

U – 4 

 

 

 Main concern was about last sentence in the 

Preamble which allows the Appendices to be 

amended without faculty approval  

 

  

 

Foreword 

The new Foreword, also modeled on the 

USC Columbia manual, shows formal 

endorsement of the document from the 

 

Y – 34 

N – 4 

U – 2 

 

 

 Main concern was about last paragraph and the 

lack of clarity about the process for making 

changes in the Manual 
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administration, which should help expedite 

the process of Board approval. 

 

 

Mission/Vision/Values 

The new Mission/Vision/Values section, 

also inspired by the USC Columbia manual, 

is the text from the current USC Upstate 

mission/vision/values statement. The core 

values create a framework of principles for 

the specific policies and procedures laid out 

in the chapters. This section emphasizes our 

Upstate identity. 

 

 

 

 

Y – 36 

N – 2 

U – 3 

 

 

 Question – can we put in the new strategic 

priorities? Will do once the University redoes the 

mission statement next year 

 

Chapter 1 – Faculty Organization 

Chapter 1 defines the faculty. It differs from 

the current manual in that it contains only 

information on how the faculty is organized 

into different roles, ranks and key 

leadership positions. In FM16, faculty 

organization and powers (i.e. governance) 

are combined in Chapter 2. The revised 

manual gives faculty governance/powers its 

own chapter 2. A major change in Chapter 1 

is bringing USC Upstate Faculty to the 

foreground (while shifting information 

about USC system positions and authority 

to the Appendix). The other change is in 

defining and clarifying faculty 

administrative positions. 

 

 

 

 

 

Y – 25 

N – 5 

U – 10 

 

 

 Common concern about reference to 

‘clinical/research professors’ and potential for 

division/inequity among teaching vs research 

faculty  

 

 Strong opposition to excluding Chairs from voting 

in the general faculty 

 

 Question about how to treat adjunct faculty – how 

to refer to them, whether to include them here or 

separate manual – references to adjunct faculty 

will be taken out and put into a separate manual 

for adjuncts, to be worked on next year 

 

 Concern about not including other faculty 

administrator positions (Associate and Assistant 

Deans, Assistant Chairs, Directors, Coordinators, 

etc.) 

 

 Need more for description of Chair? 

 

 Include Ombuds for complaints about breaches of 

academic freedom? 

 

 

Chapter 2 – Faculty Governance 

Chapter 2 describes our system of faculty 

governance, including the Senate and 

Standing Committees. In the FM16, faculty 

governance is covered in Chapter 2 Faculty 

Powers and Organization. The main change 

is in the formula for faculty representation 

on some committees. This is meant to 

accommodate the recent reorganization 

which resulted in new colleges and 

departments. Also, the Academic, Budget 

and Facilities Planning Committee has been 

eliminated. 

 

Y – 25 

N – 6 

U – 8 

 

 

 Section needs a statement defining and 

highlighting importance of active faculty 

participation 

 

 Language about committee service emphasizes 

limits and restrictions 

 

 Clarify Department/Division chairs – they should 

be able to vote in general faculty, but not vote or 

serve in Senate or Committees 

 

 Take out ‘optional’ for Library – either in or out 
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  Need to clarify description of Faculty Chair 4 year 

term 

 

 Student Services Committee – either change name 

to Admissions and Petitions, or get committee to 

follow charge 

 

 Should we have contingent faculty representation 

on Senate? 

 

 Define expectations of service for faculty? 

 

  

 

Chapter 3 – Faculty Employment 

Chapter 3 describes policies and procedures 

related to faculty employment at USC 

Upstate. This manual differs from the FM16 

in that it combines two chapters -- 

employment and benefits (Chapter 4) and 

selection and appointment (Chapter 5) – 

into a single chapter on Employment. This 

creates coherence in that it keeps the 

employment-related steps together 

(search/selection, appointment, rules and 

benefits). Many of the changes in this 

chapter are designed to bring the manual in 

line with current university or system 

policies. Other changes include retaining 

only policies and benefits related to faculty, 

while referring to HR for general policies 

and benefits for all employees. In several 

places, the chapter directs the reader to the 

Appendix for more detailed 

polices/guidelines.  

 

 

Y – 25 

N – 5 

U – 8 

 

 

 Put in general statement about faculty 

employment, perhaps to include something about 

performance, professionalism, equity, inclusion, 

wellness, civility, work-life balance, etc. 

 

 Include information about ombudsperson as 

resource/benefit 

 

 Sabbatical policy – is 7 necessary, arbitrary? 

 

 Fulbright policy should apply to other comparable 

grants  

 

 Phrase about ‘bona fide exceptions’ in equal 

opportunity statement isn’t applicable – this is 

system policy wording (see ACAF 1.0) 

 

 In modified duties policy, change ‘maternity’ to 

more inclusive terminology – will  

 

 Including dates of reporting is inflexible – this is 

case of making policy more explicit, can adjust 

wording to ensure availability not necessarily 

physical presence on campus 

 

 

 

Chapter 4 – Faculty Responsibilities 

Chapter 4 focuses on the three core areas of 

faculty responsibility (teaching, scholarship, 

service). It was chapter 3 in FM16. An 

important change in the section on teaching 

was to integrate recommendations made by 

the Distance Education Task Force in order 

to make it more applicable to other modes 

of instruction beyond the traditional 

classroom. The DETF report is included in 

the Appendix. The chapter likely needs 

input and updates in the areas of scholarship 

and service as well. 

 

 

Y – 27 

N – 4 

U – 5 

 

 

 Put in requirement to report midterm grades and 

absences 

 

 Requirements for office hours – we need to have 

minimum on campus presence 

 

 Put in a general statement about service linked to 

strategic plan? 

 

 If public scholarship is included, needs to be 

clearly defined 

 

 Statement making distinction between paid and 

unpaid service privileges paid 
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 Clarify expectations about advising load (and 

where it counts) 

 

 Don’t include Distance Ed Report in Appendix – 

plan to have guidelines for distance education in 

appendix in the future 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-1) 

Chapter 5 describes the system of faculty 

review. It proposes many changes to our 

current system of review. The changes are 

meant to address problems with our current 

review system and to improve the overall 

quality and experience of doing reviews. 

Some of the problems include a lack of 

alignment, especially between peer and 

annual reviews; lack of clear and uniform 

review guidelines; and the enormous 

amount of time and energy in producing and 

reviewing files. These problems lead to 

confusion, frustration and stress, and 

diminished focus on our core 

responsibilities. Our system also lacks 

accountability measures and incentives for 

good performance after tenure and 

promotion. Some of the proposed changes 

are organizational, some alter the different 

types of review or the committees doing the 

review, still others are measures for 

streamlining the system. It is important to 

note that while the chapter proposes many 

changes in how faculty are reviewed, it 

does not alter in any way the unit criteria 

by which faculty are evaluated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-2) 

The main structural-organizational change 

in Chapter 5 is in combining 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. 

Doing it this way brings coherence and 

alignment to the system. 

 

 

 

Y – 32 

N – 6 

U – 1 

 

 

 Need information for review of Instructors and 

promotion to Senior Instructor – will do 
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Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-3) 

Chapter 5 proposes substantive changes in 

the different types of review faculty 

undergo. First, 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. 

 

 

Y – 17 

N – 12 

U – 11 

 

 

 Annual review for everyone is extra burden on 

faculty, chairs and deans; it is excessive for 

tenured faculty, busy work, undermines tenure 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-4) 

Second, the chapter proposes replacing the 

2nd and 4th year peer reviews with a single 

3rd year peer review. This is meant 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. 

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). 

 

 

 

Y – 18 

N – 15 

U -7 

 

 

 Two pre-tenure reviews provide more feedback to 

junior faculty 

 

 Only 1 review gives too much power to 

administrators 

 

 3rd year too late to fix deficits 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-5) 

Thirdly, Chapter 5 proposes that the 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. 

 

 

Y – 23 

N – 9 

U – 8 

 

 

 Policy in manual is not what salary committee 

recommended – will take out footnote reference to 

committee 

 

 Would prefer to make the post-tenure review 

optional 

 

 Instructors should be included to get additional 

compensation 

 

 Policy is too punitive, forces redo of tenure, 

undermines tenure, goes against AAUP 

 

 Need clarity on what constitutes ‘excellent’ and 

‘effective’ – corresponds to unit criteria 
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Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-6) 

Chapter 5 also proposes changes in the 

committees conducting reviews. First, it 

proposes shifting the Peer Review 

Committee from the unit to the 

College/School level. The PRC would 

conduct all peer-based reviews (3rd, 

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, and the number of tenure-

track/tenured faculty members. 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). Also, the 

review schedule would be set up to spread 

the various peer reviews throughout the 

year. 

 

 

Y – 12 

N – 13 

U – 14 

 

 

 Increased burden on faculty to review so many 

more files at college level 

 

 The process/procedure for the department vote is 

unclear – can take this out 

 

 Faculty in unit best suited to evaluate, those 

outside won’t understand  

 

 Unit criteria are too different, need appropriate 

expertise at unit level 

 

 Peer review committees should have an outside 

person to reduce bias 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-7) 

Second, the chapter proposes to redefine the 

role of the Promotion and Tenure 

Committee during the P&T process, to ‘as 

needed’. The new P&T review process 

would let files with positive consensus go 

from PRC and Dean to Provost, with the 

Provost having the option of sending 

contested files to P&T for additional 

review. This would reduce the number of 

files P&T reviews and give them more time 

to consider complicated files. The P&T 

Committee would retain their role as the 

source of guidance and information about 

other review-related matters such as 

approving unit criteria and file preparation 

guidelines. 

 

 

 

Y – 21 

N – 8 

U -8 

 

 

 Candidate should also have option to request 

review by P&T, not just provost – will be inserted 

 

 Need to define/clarify what a ‘complicated’ or 

‘contested’ file is – will insert wording such as 

‘where significant discrepancies exist about the 

file’ 

 

 University-wide P&T provides important check on 

peer review committee, promotes equity 
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Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-8) 

Chapter 5 also proposes new tools to help 

align and streamline the review system. All 

faculty reviews (annual, 3rd, tenure and 

promotion, post) would use a single 

evaluation form. That form would add a 

fifth evaluative term - ‘ineffective’. Having 

5 terms instead of 4 puts ‘effective’ right in 

the middle instead of in the lower half of the 

scale. Also, all reviews would be scheduled 

together on a single calendar.  

 

 

 

 

Y – 28 

N – 8 

U -2 

 

 

 Distinction between ‘less than effective’ and 

‘ineffective’ unclear, 5pt scale pushes scores to the 

middle  

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-9) 

Chapter 5 proposes that 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 would 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. 

 

 

Y – 31 

N – 2 

U – 4 

 

 

 Need to see these guidelines before deciding on 

other review issues – to be inserted 

 If hired with years of credit, is work done in those 

credited years counted? – yes, this is not 

negotiable or under faculty purview, it is system 

policy and a term of employment 

 

Chapter 5 – Faculty Review (5-10) 

Accountability measures will be included in 

the chapter to ensure that policies and 

procedures are followed appropriately for 

all types of reviews. Annual reviews require 

the Dean to review chair evaluations. 

Candidates may respond at any stage of 

review during any type of review with a 

formal written response to be placed in the 

file. Responses can address conclusions or 

procedural violations, or both. This way, the 

entire record is contained in the file.  

 

 

Y – 29 

N – 6 

U – 0 

 

 

 Need policy to deal with violations of review 

procedures, currently no sanctions or 

consequences – provision to be inserted about 

request for investigation  

 

 

 

Chapter 6 – Faculty Grievance Process 

Chapter 6 includes a description of the 

faculty grievance process. This version was 

supposed to go into the FM16. It was 

approved by the faculty and sent for 

approval by the BOT but was never 

included in the final version. As a result, the 

faculty senate approved the intended 

version again in 2017, which was ready to 

be incorporated into a newer manual.  

 

 

Y – 33 

N – 1 

U – 1 
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Chapter 7 – Faculty Termination 

Chapter 7 describes the process for 

terminating tenured faculty. Two types of 

termination are included, administrative 

termination and termination because of 

bona fide reduction in staff. No changes 

have been made to the FM16. 

 

Y – 29 

N – 3 

U – 2 

 

 

 

 

Appendices 

The Appendices section contains 

information that is relevant but secondary to 

the policies and procedures described in the 

core part of the Faculty Manual. Unlike the 

core, the Appendices do not need Board of 

Trustee approval. Each Appendix 

corresponds to one of the manual chapters 

and contains information specific to that 

area of faculty employment. Information in 

Appendix 1 was taken from the core part of 

the current manual. Information in 

Appendix 2 and 4 was taken from the 

Faculty Handbook. In fact, all of the 

remaining material from the current 

Handbook has been placed here, eliminating 

the need for the Handbook. Still other 

documents need to be inserted, such as the 

guidelines for review files.  

 

 

Y – 23 

N – 2 

U – 11 

 

 

Faculty Governance appendix (by-laws) should be placed in 

the main body of the manual 

 

Adjust Fulbright policy to include other types of grants 

 

Section on SOPs needs to be updated 

 

General Feedback 

  

General edits to make throughout: 

 

 Capitalize University, Chancellor, Provost 

 

 Replace SVCAA with Provost throughout 

 

 Arrange ranks in order, when listed 

 

 Change ‘adjunct’ and ‘part-time’ to ‘contingent’ 

 

 Capital letters for standing committees? 
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NARRATIVE FEEDBACK FROM SURVEY 

Included here is the entire set of written comments provided in the survey, by section.  

Table of Contents 

The revised Table of Contents functions as the overarching framework for the new manual, with each 

section serving a certain purpose and/or covering an area of faculty employment. It differs from the 

current manual (FM16) in that it includes the creation of new sections, collapsing of two chapters into 

one, breaking single chapters into two, and renaming chapters. This altered TOC is meant to increase 

coherence and ease of use, and to make it more of an ‘Upstate’ manual.   

I am not in favor of a single third year review for tenure track faculty.  I believe the current second and 

four year review is better for most individuals.  More feedback as candidates approach their penultimate 

year will be better. 

I think there should be a section for service learning under Appendix IV - in addition to statement on 

public scholarship.  Perhaps guidelines for service learning acknowledged credit 

Support changes other than Chapter 5. 

The overall structure of the manual is a definite improvement. I do have some reservations about some of 

the proposals and would like to see the missing sections fleshed out. 

There are ideas I agree with, but it would be difficult to vote on the manual in its entirety. I would prefer 

to vote by chapter with the possibility of certain controversial issues being voted on separately. 

 

Preamble 

The new Preamble describes the nature and purpose of a faculty manual, and recognizes the USC Board 

of Trustee as the ultimate authority. It also distinguishes the content in the core manual from other 

relevant but secondary information suited for the Appendix. The text was modeled on the USC Columbia 

faculty manual. While the core manual requires approval of the Board, the Appendix needs only 

university faculty approval. This distinction provides greater flexibility for future policy or procedural 

changes.   

The last line of the preamble indicates the the appendices can be altered without faculty approval when 

appropriate.  I can see some cases (HR stuff, etc.) in which these things must change, and thus it is indeed 

not appropriate for faculty to approve of such changes.  However, I think a clarification of what is and is 

not appropriate would make me feel more comfortable.  For instance, many changes in the review process 

as outlined in the proposed manual only make sense if they are accompanied by changes in the process 

that would be outlined in the appendices.  Is it appropriate for the university to change file preparation 

procedures without faculty approval, for example?  Maybe just giving examples of when it it appropriate 

would suffice. 

Capitalize University, Chancellor, Provost, etc. throughout the FM. 

I addressed this in the file I emailed to Dr. Zack.  

I am concerned that the appendices can be changed without faculty vote. There's a lot of important 

policies and procedures in the appendix.  
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I do not agree with the statement - "The appendices may be amended in appropriate cases by the 

University without faculty or trustee approval." Not needing trustee approval seems reasonable to me, and 

the reason we moved to the handbook in the first place, but the University being able to amend the 

document without faculty approval is troublesome. I recognize that it reads "in appropriate cases," but 

"appropriate" is a subjective term. While there exists content within the appendices that faculty have no 

control over, there are some sections that should be under faculty control. 

I think the appendix addition will be beneficial. 

Suggested at the 'talk' to define appropriate and generally. Amendments to the Faculty Manual are 

generally presented for the consideration and approval of the faculty and the administration before 

submission to the Board of Trustees. The appendices may be amended in appropriate cases by the 

University without faculty or trustee approval. 

The first sentence of the second paragraph is a little awkward and confusing: "Much information is of 

interest..." Consider rewording this for clarity, maybe. 

The phrase about the appendices:  "amended ...by the University" seems unclear.  Who will be changing 

the appendices?  I assume it will be the administrators, so shouldn't we simply say that?   

The statement that the "appendices may be amended in appropriate cases by the University without 

faculty or trustee approval" is too broad.   What are the "appropriate cases"?   

There are problems with this paragraph. "Much information is of interest and importance to the faculty 

that does not need to be included in the essential contract between the faculty and the University. Any 

additional information has been placed in the appendices of this edition of the Manual. The appendices 

may be amended in appropriate cases by the University without faculty or trustee approval." There are 

things in the appendices that should not be amended without faculty or trustee approval. First, it assumes 

that a single third year review for tenure candidates will be approved.  It should not be approved. The 

Faculty Governance section of the appendices should be placed in the main body of the text of the faculty 

manual.  It should not be part of the appendices. 

This wording makes it seem like the information put into the Appendix is less important and less binding 

than what is in the manual, and I don't feel that that is the case. "Much information is of interest and 

importance to the faculty that does not need to be included in the essential contract between the faculty 

and the University." I don't agree that information in the appendices can or should be change WITHOUT 

faculty approval. "Any additional information has been placed in the appendices of this edition of the 

Manual. The appendices may be amended in appropriate cases by the University without faculty or trustee 

approval." 

 

Foreword  

The new Foreword, also modeled on the USC Columbia manual, shows formal endorsement of the 

document from the administration, which should help expedite the process of Board approval.  

The following sentence is a little unclear, "Members of the faculty are invited to 

make suggestions and recommendations for the improvement of future editions of the Manual." 

I understand that individual faculty cannot make changes to the Manual, but the implication here is that 

changes to the Manual might not require a full faculty vote 
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See general comments at end. 

None. 

see questions in emailed file 

Please be sure the link to the current manual opens. 

 

I don't think the foreword adds anything of consequence, so it can be deleted without loss.  

 

Mission/Vision/Values 

The new Mission/Vision/Values section, also inspired by the USC Columbia manual, is the text from the 

current USC Upstate mission/vision/values statement. The core values create a framework of principles 

for the specific policies and procedures laid out in the chapters. This section emphasizes our Upstate 

identity.   

Will the Board of Trustees have to approve any changes to this section? Are any of these areas (strategic 

goals, for example) set by the administration at Upstate or are these all from Columbia?  I worry if they 

could be changed by our Chancellor or administrators, we may not want to have to run that change 

through the BOT. If they are generated from Columbia, there is no issue. 

Can these be adapted with revised mission/vision/values without going to the BOT? 

These are taken from the university website. It's irrelevant whether faculty agree.  

See general comments at end. 

Content is fine, but needs some editing.  The ellipsis (...) should be deleted and replaced with a 

comma.   The passive voice in the major paragraph (the one that begins "USC Upstate strives") needs to 

be changed in my opinion.  It begins with the active voice and then ends with "a broad range ...are 

provided"  etc.   

Shouldn't our strategic goals be updated to match the new strategic plan and its three pillars?  

At the Plan’s core is a significant truth—we create transformative opportunities. 

By Providing Rigorous, Career Relevant, and Accessible Education 

OBJECTIVES: 

* Offer innovative, career-relevant academic programs 

* Improve student retention toward graduation 

* Expand high-impact experiential learning 

* Prepare students for successful careers and lives through developing core competencies 

* Increase undergraduate and graduate enrollment 

By Enhancing the Quality of Life in 

Upstate South Carolina 
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OBJECTIVES: 

* Increase innovative, mutually beneficial community partnerships 

* Expand faculty engagement in public scholarship 

* Expand opportunities for K–12 students to engage with the institution 

* Increase our contribution to the diversity of the marketplace of ideas in the Upstate 

* Support economic growth through talent management and industry partnerships 

By Being the University of Choice for Faculty and Staff, Students, and the Community 

OBJECTIVES: 

* Increase institutional visibility in the region and beyond 

* Cultivate an inclusive campus environment that advances equity, wellness, and civility 

* Foster an environment that maximizes employee professional development 

* Increase philanthropic support 

* Operationalize quality control and continuous improvement 

 The best addition to the manual. I love it! 

 

Chapter 1 – Faculty Organization 

Chapter 1 defines the faculty. It differs from the current manual in that it contains only information on 

how the faculty is organized into different roles, ranks and key leadership positions. In FM16, faculty 

organization and powers (i.e. governance) are combined in Chapter 2. The revised manual gives faculty 

governance/powers its own chapter 2. A major change in Chapter 1 is bringing USC Upstate Faculty to 

the foreground (while shifting information about USC system positions and authority to the 

Appendix). The other change is in defining and clarifying faculty administrative positions.  

I am very opposed to mentioning membership that currently does not exist on our campus. 

The University faculty consists of the chancellor, provost, and deans; professors, associate professors, and 

assistant professors; librarians, associate librarians, and assistant librarians; full- time instructors, senior 

instructors and adjunct lecturers; clinical and research associate professors, and clinical and research 

assistant professors; visiting faculty and emeriti professors; and such other persons as the faculty chooses 

to elect to its ranks.2 

clinical and research associate professors, and clinical and research assistant professors 

By adding these categories is granting them to exist-- and thereby open the door to change the dynamics 

of the School of Education and Nursing. 

 

Place Senior Instructors before Full-time instructors. 

We propose--These include the chancellor, provost, and deans, as well as department or division 

chairs. In matters of faculty governance, those holding administrative positions shall refrain from voting. 

Since this list is not exhaustive i.e., directors, coordinators, etc. I propose that the list stop with Deans and 
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thus maintain the status of chairs as voting members--e.g., 

These include the chancellor, provost, and deans. In matters of faculty governance, those holding 

administrative positions shall refrain from voting. 

Add these 

These include the chancellor, provost, and deans. In matters of faculty governance, those holding these 

administrative positions shall refrain from voting. 

  

The Manual would have to change the beginning of the Department/Division Chairs. 

Department/Division Chairs are appointed following the prescribed procedures (see Chapter 3 

Employment). This is unless the intent the Deans determine the Chair after the search committee supplies 

the names? 

 

Dean of Library Services' description should appear before Chairs. 

 

Use titles consistently-- 

The Dean of Library Services is appointed by the Provost and Senior Chancellor for Academic Affairs 

and serves as the chief librarian of the University. The Library Dean reports to the Provost. 

We state, "Academic units generally rely on a combination of tenure-track professors, non-tenure-track 

instructors, and part-time faculty in staffing courses." 

It will become increasingly true that we also employ temporary and contingent full-time faculty and 

ideally post-docs and graduate assistants. Perhaps changing "part-time" to temporary or contingent faculty 

would cover more of the kinds of positions that are now and will be out there. 

We state, "Instructors typically maintain a higher teaching load than tenure-track faculty, and they are 

evaluated during annual review accordingly, with less weight given to scholarly and creative production 

and/or service."  I thought the salary committee had stated that instructor contracts must be 5-5 from now 

on? 

It would be very helpful to define and identify the teaching-based role of adjunct faculty members. Since 

they are governed by the academic freedom, faculty responsibilities, and other policies here, I feel that 

they should have their own paragraph, as well.  

Shouldn't we say something about associate/assistant deans and possibly about assistant chairs or about 

other directors and academic leadership roles either appointed at the level of academic affairs or the 

colleges/schools or managed entirely within units?  

Consistent ranking of faculty members, e.g., librarians, associate librarians, assistant librarians 

Delete all references to clinical and research professors. P. 7: regarding infringement on academic 

freedom, in addition to consulting with the Chancellor, the Faculty Welfare Committee should be 

mentioned 

I have two primary concerns regarding this chapter: 

1. In several places throughout this chapter it is noted that administrative faculty will no longer have 

voting rights. I do not fully agree with this change and would like to know the rationale for its inclusion. 

While I do agree that the Chancellor and Provost should not have faculty voting rights, I am uncertain 
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with respect to Deans, and I disagree entirely with disallowing chairs (I assume this would apply to 

assistant chairs and academic directors, even though they are not included in the verbiage) from voting. 

2. The following statement is unclear: "After six consecutive years of service, an Instructor or Instructor 

Librarian meeting the unit criteria for promotion may apply for promotion to the rank of Senior Instructor 

or Senior Instructor Librarian." Is this referring to our general unit criteria? If so, that would seem 

inappropriate with respect to instructors, as they do not have the same expectations regarding scholarship 

and service nor is there a well-defined set of guidelines regarding qualifications (i.e., standards with 

respect to effective, highly effective, excellent) for senior instructor. If not, does that mean that units 

(consisting primarily of tenure-track faculty) would create a separate set of criteria for promotion to 

senior instructor? I don't necessarily consider that to be an ideal situation either. In general, evaluative 

criteria with respect to instructors is even less well-defined then that for tenure-track faculty. While I 

realize this wording is present in the current Manual, it would seem to me that this is an appropriate time 

to clarify the review/promotion process for instructors. 

P.S. Having just read chapter 5, I understand that information regarding instructor review/promotion will 

be added to the Manual, but it is difficult to comment fully without having that information. 

The list of faculty ranks is out of order. 

"The University faculty consists of the chancellor, provost, and deans; professors, associate professors, 

and assistant professors; librarians, associate librarians, and assistant librarians; full-time instructors, 

senior instructors and adjunct lecturers; clinical and research associate professors, and clinical and 

research assistant professors; visiting faculty and emeriti professors; and such other persons as the faculty 

chooses to elect to its ranks." The list above appears to be listing faculty in order of descending rank, if so 

then senior instructors should be listed before full-time instructors in the paragraph above. If that 

change were made, then I would support this section of the proposed new faculty manual 

Several administrative positions (e.g., Deans, Department Chairs) are listed in Chapter 1 and in the 

appendix under "University Officers." Do they need to be in both places? 

Suggested edits: 

- p. 2, last paragraph, line 3 - "...in their field and to..." 

- p. 4, last paragraph, line 3 - "...educational program and for..." 

- p. 5, last paragraph - inconsistent use of commas and semi-colons 

See general comments at end 

I have some issues with this section. Specifically, we do not have clinical and research professors and, 

unless our teaching load will be changed substantively, we have no need for these categories. We teach a 

4-4 load; this is what a clinical professor at Clemson teaches. Our instructors teach a 5-5 load and I cannot 

imagine we would ask a clinical professor to teach more. If a faculty member is engaged in such 

substantive research that it becomes the bulk of their work, that research would likely be through grants 

and the faculty member would buy out a portion (or all) of their teaching load - again creating an 

unnecessary category. Unless the institution has plans to fundamentally change our current focus as a 

teaching institution and re-distribute course loads accordingly, I would not use these terms.  

The term provost is introduced in the manual on page 3, with a footnote to explain the term is "hereafter 

referred to as the provost."  However, this is not the case. Throughout the manual, the term Senior Vice 

Chancellor for Academic Affairs is used consistently. I would find and replace references from this point 

forward and use the term Provost (unless there is some thought that we will have a Provost AND a Vice 
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Chancellor of Academic Affairs at some point  - 2 positions - and in that case, the footnote on page 3 

should be removed. :-) 

In the Academic Deans, there is no mention of Associate or Assistant Deans.  However, they are 

mentioned as positions beginning on page 19 in the following chapter. Their roles should be defined here. 

It could be as simple as "Assistant and Associate Deans assist the Dean with his/her responsibilities and 

serve at the pleasure of the Dean." Page 6 mentions a Library Dean but the title should match the title 

above (Dean of Library Services).  

 

Clarify unit criteria for promotion from instructor to senior instructor. 

Consider adding a third rank for Instructors with 12+ years of experience. 

Chair responsibilities should also include developing course schedules, approving transfer courses, 

approving students for graduation, and managing any external accreditation activities. It could also 

include a statement about the chairs responsibility for program assessment and course accessibility issues 

I feel that department/division chairs should still be allowed to vote.  They are still general faculty; they 

are just the appointed head/spokesperson of the department/division.   

"These include the chancellor, provost, and deans, as well as department or division chairs. In matters of 

faculty governance, those holding administrative positions shall refrain from voting." 

  

Need to make sure this change is made throughout the chapter. 

8 Hereafter the position is referred to as the ‘provost’. 

  

 Be consistent.  I prefer "college or school." 

"Deans are appointed by the Chancellor upon recommendation from the Provost and Senior Vice 

Chancellor for Academic Affairs following the prescribed search procedures (see Chapter 3, 12 

Procedures). The dean is the chief academic administrator of a college or school. Deans report directly 

to the Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. Deans are responsible for the 

personnel and program administration of the college or school; they review curricula and programs in 

the school or college; they appoint chairs of departments and assign their duties, they supervise the use of 

funds, space, and equipment, and prepare the budget of the school or college. Deans are the presiding 

officer of the faculty of the school or college. Deans of colleges or schools that are not 

departmentalized also have the duties and responsibilities of department chairs. Deans consult the faculty 

of the college or school on significant matters concerning academic personnel and curricula." 

  

Just asking, but should the ombudsperson be listed here as well? 

"Faculty members who think that their academic freedom has been infringed may make a written request 

to the Faculty Welfare Committee or to the Chancellor that an investigation be made" 

I disagree with chairs losing their voting privileges. I think they should be retained. It also seems odd to 

me that directors can vote, but not chairs 

However, the phrase "clinical and research" professors appears among faculty types (because this 

paragraph is taken from the Columbia manual?)  There is a fraught history on campus with attempts to 

establish a "clinical" track, so we need to be aware of the implications of including these types of faculty 

here. In Spring of 2013 the Faculty Senate approved the use of clinical titles for instructor and senior 

instructor rank. The paragraph intended for the Faculty Manual did not appear in the 2016 update and the 
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status of this motion is unknown to most of us. This would be a context in which we should revisit that 

motion. 

Perhaps the following bullet point from page 7 is standard language in these kinds of documents, but it 

raises some red flags for me: "Teachers are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their 

subject. However, they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matters that are 

not related to their subject." I wasn't sure whether to mention this or not, but I keep thinking about it and 

figured I should dump my thoughts in here. Maybe if there was language clarifying what was meant by 

"not related to their subject" I'd feel a bit more comfortable with the statement. The sentiment of keeping 

classes focused on course material makes sense, but I can easily see situations in which students who have 

strong feelings about a controversial issue might interpret discussion of that issue as endorsement of a 

particular position in a way unrelated to the subject matter. 

I am extremely concerned about the change that "in matters of faculty governance, those holding 

administrative positions shall refrain from voting."  As an employee holding an academic rank, there is no 

question that I should be allowed to vote on matters of faculty governance.  NO QUESTION!!  Why 

should I not be allowed to vote?  Those of us who hold part-time administrative positions are some of the 

most experienced individuals on campus--we have a wealth of institutional history and academic 

experience, both of  which can be vital resources when it comes to deciding what should and should not 

be approved through faculty governance.  It seems to me that this is an attempt to silence our votes--to 

effectively bring us into line with the administration.  I vote on issues based on the positive or negative 

effects on the faculty in my unit--regardless of what the upper administration wants.  Period!! 

language needs clarification. in this chapter it states that the provost and senior vc for academic affairs 

will be referred to provost, presumably for the rest of the manual. That does not occur. Why is there no 

reference to Assoc or Asst VCs in academic affairs or assoc or assistant deans or chairs?  

Footnote 13 Chairs – Expand section to specify what their responsibility to personnel entails. Are they 

expected to advocate for their faculty and programs? Do they informally advocate for faculty and 

programs? Consider including the following statement: The Chair is responsible for promoting equity and 

fairness among personnel and fairly administering/advocating for all programs within the unit 

• Deans are appointed by the Chancellor upon recommendation from the Provost and Senior Vice 

Chancellor for Academic Affairs following the prescribed search procedures (see Chapter 3, Procedures). 

But then, it says that the Provost makes the appointment of the Dean in Chapter 3, pg 10 

 

Chapter 2 – Faculty Governance 

Chapter 2 describes our system of faculty governance, including the Senate and Standing Committees. In 

the FM16, faculty governance is covered in Chapter 2 Faculty Powers and Organization. The main 

change is in the formula for faculty representation on some committees. This is meant to accommodate 

the recent reorganization which resulted in new colleges and departments. Also, the Academic, Budget 

and Facilities Planning Committee has been eliminated.  

Always use a capital letter if referring specifically to USC Upstate (v. universities in general). 

Changes to university2 promotion and tenure criteria require a vote of two-thirds of the tenured and 

tenure- track faculty3 present and voting at a General Faculty meeting. 

Under General Faculty-- 

Voting. All persons recognized as members of the faculty, except for those in administrative roles 
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(Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs) 

If we change chapter one to allow Chairs to vote-- then they would not be included in this list. 

It states, 

Officers. The Faculty Chair and the Recording Secretary are elected by the faculty. The Faculty Chair 

serves for two years. The Chair-elect serves as Faculty Chair in the second year after being chosen. The 

Former Faculty Chair serves as one of the faculty officers for one year after leaving the position of 

Faculty Chair. The Faculty Recording Secretary records and distributes to the members of the faculty 

minutes of the General Faculty and Faculty Sen- ate meetings, and annually compiles and publishes a 

summary of faculty actions. 

This is confusing-- how about-- 

The Faculty Chair serves for four years. She/he serves as the Chair-elect one year and then serves as 

Faculty Chair for two years in the second year after being chosen. The Former Faculty Chair serves as 

one of the faculty officers for one year after leaving the position of Faculty Chair OMIT The following 

year the officer then serves as the Past Chair. 

It is proposed 

Membership. Membership on Standing Committees is con- fined to full-time faculty members, except for 

those in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs).1 

For consistency-- also add Associate or Assistant Chairs. 

It states, 

The Faculty Chair- elect, the previous year’s Faculty Chair, and the Recording Secretary are voting 

members of the Senate. The Faculty Chair presides and votes only in the case of a tie. 

Suggestion 

The Faculty Chair- elect, the past Faculty Chair, and the Recording Secretary are voting members of the 

Senate. The Faculty Chair presides and votes only in the case of a tie. 

It states, 

The Faculty Chair-elect pre- sides over the Faculty Senate in the absence of the Faculty Chair 

Suggestion 

The Faculty Chair-elect or Past Chair presides over the Faculty Senate in the absence of the Faculty 

Chair. 

Can omit: 

The Faculty Recording Secretary serves as Secretary to the Faculty Senate and the Faculty Advisory 

Committee. The Faculty Recording Secretary records and distributes to the members of the faculty 

minutes of the Faculty Senate meetings, and annually compiles and publishes a summary of faculty 

actions. 

This was defined under officers-- no need for repetition. 

Under Committee Procedures, it states-- 

Creation. The faculty establishes such standing or special committees as it deems necessary. The 

members of such committees are elected by the faculty or appointed by the Chancellor. 

No Committee states that one is appointed. I advise to omit. 

It states, 

Membership. Membership on Standing Committees is confined to full-time faculty members, except for 

those in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs).1 

Do not use capital letters for standing committees 

Add assistant/associate chairs for consistency? 

If the Chancellor does not appoint, then the phrase can be omitted 

Vacancies created by sabbaticals or unforeseen contingencies are filled by the academic unit of the 
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faculty member if the position is an elected one or by appointment of the Chancellor if the position is 

an appointed one. 

Can omit-- 

Faculty in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs) 

are prohibited from serving as Committee Chairs.12 

Since they cannot serve on a committee (established earlier), it is assumed they cannot chair one. 

Academic Affairs Committee 

The Academic Affairs Committee is composed of one faculty member from each unit of the university 

university should be University. 

I support the proposal to omit this 

he Committee also considers faculty petitions for grade changes and of students seeking relief from 

University scholastic regulations, following the recommendations of the ap- propriate unit 

administrator.17 

It states 

The Assessment Committee consists of one elected representative from each of the professional schools 

(JCBE, SOEHPH, MBSN), three elected representatives from the Collage of Arts, Humanities and Social 

Sciences, and two elected representatives from the College of Science and Technology. Representation 

from the Library is optional.19 

JCBE is a college-- for accuracy-- how about stating professional units. 

I disapprove of "Representation from the Library is optional".19 

This is inconsistent-- they are either worthy (as the others) on not. I support that Library faculty not serve 

on Assessment. This unit does not complete Assessment Reports. 

I would make a statement about the participation and role of faculty within faculty governance after the 

first paragraph of this chapter. The first paragraph very nicely articulates those areas in which shared 

governance is expected and appropriate. However, given our culture of weak and/or reactionary response 

to shared governance, it might be helpful to explain more fully the proactive ways in which faculty may 

participate in that governance.  

As a member of that culture and one who was complicit with these practices, I know that the usual 

procedures for  faculty governance are that we read the items pertaining to ourselves and our units briefly 

before meetings, we skim items as they come up during meetings, we vote or abstain with relatively little 

discussion or discussion guided by those who read because the items pertained to themselves, and formal 

faculty governance does not substantially contribute to great communication or information University-

wide. We rarely bring items before our units because we rarely prepare far enough in advance to address 

those items in a department meeting. 

When complaints surface or problems arise, we as a faculty find out late and tend to operate reactively 

outside of shared governance channels or through ad hoc mechanisms to try to undo or alter the decisions 

made relatively passively through shared governance. This model is not ideal. 

Perhaps speaking to the ideal in this area may help to facilitate a proactive and empowered model of 

shared governance. Defining active participation in shared governance as the informed and engaged 

activity of faculty representatives who regularly communicate about proposals and initiatives with their 

home units would help to enrich and improve this process. Outlining the role of representative leadership 

on senate and committees as the pathway to effecting change coming from within or across units may also 

help to empower the faculty. We might further state that the university is committed to communicating 

widely about faculty governance agenda items and minutes and publicly posting rosters of senate and 
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committee representatives in order to facilitate awareness of and engagement with issues of shared 

governance. 

I recommend defining more clearly what we mean by the membership of "all full-time faculty members." 

Since contingent faculty and temporary faculty members who teach more than three classes per term 

receive healthcare and other benefits as befitting a full-time employee, we have many, many 

disenfranchised adjunct faculty members who nonetheless make a sustained and "full-time" commitment 

to USC Upstate students and programs. In many areas, these adjunct faculty are the sole instructors of key 

courses, clinicals, or practica, and they bear substantial responsibility for advanced work within degrees. 

Their inability to be members of the faculty seems troubling.  

Academic leadership positions know information and details about the roles and conditions of adjunct 

faculty members, but they are not part of faculty governance. Regular faculty members may have some, 

limited contact with adjunct faculty members, but they would not have access to payroll, working 

condition, contract terms, and other confidential personnel information. Adjunct faculty themselves, seem 

to be the only ones able to provide a suitable voice for themselves in faculty governance. Since our 

number of permanent FTE lines is limited by the state legislature, we will only continue to expand our 

ranks of adjunct or temporary faculty who are meeting full-time needs in order to facilitate university 

growth. It is important that we offer a clear definition of full-time, either to exclude these "full-time" 

adjunct faculty or to include them in order to avoid confusion and challenges as they ranks proliferate 

further.  

The Faculty Excellence Committee also receives nominations for the annual faculty 

service award and selects the award recipient based on established criteria.  

P. 23: Unrealistic to expect each standing committee to have a full schedule by October 1.  Likewise, a 

chair-elect (p. 24). 

P. 26: Delete representation of the Library from the Assessment Committee. 

P. 27: Agree with footnote 19. 

Pp. 28-29: Full unit representation appropriate for Faculty Excellence and Welfare Committees. 

P. 30: Salaries of ALL faculty should be provided and not anonymously. 

P. 32: No more than one person per unit for the P/T Committee.  Recommend full unit representation. 

P. 33: Unit criteria should not be subject to review by P/T Committee. 

P. 34: Eliminate "optional" membership for the Library on Student Services Committee. 

I have several concerns regarding this chapter: 

1. What is meant by "principal officers" in the following statement: "The faculty has the responsibility to 

consider the appointment of all principal officers and, through an appropriate committee, to communicate 

its views to the Chancellor."? If it refers to positions such as the Provost/SVC, that seems to contradict 

information in chapter 1 stating that the Provost is appointed by the Chancellor. If not, than to whom does 

it refer? 

2. In general, I'm not sure about the restrictions on p. 23 regarding committee service for faculty, 

especially if a faculty member is interested in achieving excellence in service. We do not place similar 

restrictions on scholarly activity. 

3. It seems that the Chancellor and Provost should not be ex officio members of the Faculty Welfare 

Committee. This is a committee that might directly address issues related to the upper administration. As 
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a matter of fact, when I served on FWC a number of years ago, it was passed (I believe through Senate) 

that they would not serve as ex officio on this committee (as they do not for P&T). 

4. The following statement seems unnecessary: "Faculty in administrative roles 

 (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs) are prohibited from serving as 

Committee Chairs." It's not entirely clear, but this section of the Manual seems to refer to standing 

committees and, if so, people in these positions cannot serve on standing committees - so, they certainly 

cannot chair them. If this also refers to departmental, ad hoc, etc. committees, then this should be made 

more explicit. 

5. The meaning of following statement on p. 30 is not clear: "and numerical results of 

faculty evaluations of administrators and each academic or administrative support offices and 

departments."  

Yes, provided the aforementioned section of faculty governance in the appendices is placed in the main 

section under faculty governance. 

I'm curious about how "unit" is defined. Since JCBE and SoEHPH departmentalized in S18, should their 

representation on committees (e.g., Academic Affairs, Faculty Excellence) increase? 

I would like more information about why the ABFP committee was removed. 

Suggested edits: 

- inconsistent capitalization (e.g., General Faculty meeting or general faculty meeting) 

- p. 24, 1st paragraph, 5th line - "...their knowledge, but they..." 

- p. 28, 1st full paragraph, 3rd line - "...Provost, and the faculty as required..." 

- p. 29, 3rd full paragraph, awkward first sentence 

- p. 30, 2nd line - "...administrators, and each academic..." 

- p. 31, 2nd full paragraph - issues with commas and semi-colons 

- p. 32, 3rd line - "...professors, or librarians..." 

- p. 32,  remove two statements about appointed positions 

- p. 33, 2nd full paragraph, 3rd line - "...criteria, guidelines, and process..." 

-p. 34, 3rd full paragraph, 5th line - "...programs, and it..." 

- "Senior Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs" is used in many places instead of "Provost," as specified 

in the early pages. This is true throughout. 

I say yes here but do have a minor concern.  I feel that chapter 2 is quite unclear about office hours for 

those teaching 100% online.  There is no mention of online availability requirements and the on-campus 

requirements are confusing.  In one paragraph is says teachers with a full load need at least 5 on-campus 

office hours, then it says that those teaching online should have on-campus hours but does not make a 

definitive statement.  Is there a difference in on-campus office hour requirements between teaching a full 

load online and teaching a full load in the classroom?  What about Hybrid classes?  If  I travel to meet 

with my online students face to face, does that count as on-campus office hours?  Does the use of online 

conference software (i.e. Skype) for on-demand availability constitute office hours?  

Online teaching already requires more time in planning and production than classroom teaching so these 

distinctions are important. Please make this section more clear as it has bearing on how time is allocated 

for the professor and implications for effectively supporting online students. 

See general comments at end. 
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On page 18, "at least one month" seems problematic, as months can vary in length (28-31 days). Since the 

rest of the paragraph uses 30 days, why not use the same timeframe here - "proposed changes to the 

Faculty Manual must be provided to the faculty in writing at least 30 days prior to the meeting...." That 

level of specificity seems appropriate to mirror the language in the remainder of this section. 

On page 19, the first mention of Assistant or Associate Deans occurs. These should be defined in the 

previous chapter on page 5. See comments on previous chapter. 

On page 20, the time frames for election of faculty chair would be very confusing to anyone reading this 

manual for the first time. I suggest you actually use a timeline - the faculty elect a faculty chair, who 

serves as chair-elect for the first year, chair for the next two years, and past chair for the following year, 

etc.   

I served as Recording Secretary and I did not compile and publish the summary of faculty actions - I think 

this is done in the Provost's office? Is this still a relevant duty to list? 

Does the past-chair serve as parliamentarian when there is no chair-elect?  If so, that should be stated. 

On page 22, the position of the Recording Secretary is again defined. It can be deleted, as it is defined on 

page 20. 

On page 23, does the membership on standing committees need further clarification in its language? 

Perhaps "faculty serving in administrative roles may not serve as members of a committee, except in an 

ex officio capacity"? That seems clearer to me than the first sentence under Members. 

On page 24, the issue about administrators serving as committee chairs is included. If the language above 

is used, this section could be deleted, as it would be clear that administrators may only serve as ex officio 

members of a committee. 

On page 24 into 25, it is noted chairs vote only in the case of a tie. Do chairs know this? Is there a training 

so they know this? I have seen chairs vote.... 

Footnote 17 on page 26 raises a good point. I am for eliminating this power (although I know that is not 

necessarily a view the entire committee holds).  

On page 27, program assessment is discussed as "unit-determined goal outcomes." Will the units always 

determine their goals and is that actually appropriate? If we consider scorecards the driver of unit 

blueprints, shouldn't the measures align? With this language, it suggests a unit could come up with 

outcomes that have mo alignment with the broader institutional mission or goals.  I would consider 

removing the term "unit-determined." 

On page 28, the "Arts Partnership" is mentioned. Does this still exist? 

On page 30, I would suggest the library should be required to include representation on Gen Ed.  On page 

31, the power of the Gen Ed committee to review curricula is described ("It may also review....") but no 

process is outlined here. Is that intentional? 

On pages 31 and 32, the numbers of faculty from CAHSS, CST, the professional schools, and library are 

outlined. Is there a guarantee that each professional school is represented in the "four" included? What 

happens if the proportions of faculty for each area change? For example, if nursing doubled in size, would 

the professional schools automatically be able to take a representative from CAHSS? Is this intended to 
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be proportional representation? If so, should a measure for ensuring it remains proportional in the future 

be included? 

On page 32, I would remove the sentence "Appointed positions are filled by the Chancellor." Also, how 

are members replaced in the academic unit? By election or by appointment of their Dean? Seems this 

should be clarified. 

"College" is misspelled on page 26 in the "Assessment Committee" section: "from the Collage of Arts, 

Humanities and Social Sciences..." 

On page 33, footnote 25 - who will hear the appeals of post tenure reviews, or have those just been 

completely removed? 

On page 34, I would make library participation required. Again, if you want to be part of a committee and 

have a voice, you must provide a representative. 

Page 19indicates that Chairs should not have voting rights.  I believe that they should maintain those 

rights since they are part-time administrators and are still considered members of the faculty.  Page 

32rather than "four from professional schools and library", it should read "one from each professional 

school and one from library." Remove the two mention of appointed positions since those have been 

eliminated.  

Committee chairs – the timing listed for selection of chair and chair elect do not seem to align 

Chairs should be able to vote in faculty matters.  

"General Faculty 

Membership. The University faculty consists of the President, the Chancellor, other USC Upstate 

administrators with faculty status, and all full-time faculty members. Voting. All persons recognized as 

members of the faculty, except for those in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant 

and Associate Deans, and Chairs),..." 

  

Several of the committees will no longer have unit/department representation; instead, each professional 

school will have representation, the CAHSS will have three representatives, and the CST will have 

two.  Is this a good idea?  Would this cause smaller departments/divisions to not have equal 

representation? 

Here I'm concerned with the role of the P&T committee. It's very difficult to weigh in when it seems so 

much of the process is yet to be determined.  

The rest of the revisions seem fine 

No need to make the Library "optional." There are (or will be) sufficient library faculty to cover the 

committees listed as well as faculty senate 

I think changes should be considered for faculty committees.  The requirement of four meetings a year for 

a standing faculty committee is arbitrary.  Some should meet more frequently, but some are very 

productive with fewer.  The suggestion that committee members not succeed themselves also seems 

arbitrary.  If an academic unit thinks is it best represented by a faculty member with successive 

appointments, I think that is fine.  I also think our faculty committees sometimes suffer from a lack of 

consistency and experience that longer appointments might afford.  I have the same opinion regarding 

committee chairs not succeeding themselves.  I see for the P&T committee it states that members may not 

succeed themselves.  That might be appropriate for a specific committee. 
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Regarding the Assessment Committee:  "The Assessment Committee is responsible for developing 

campus-wide awareness and understanding of outcomes assessment, developing a systematic process for 

collecting and maintaining unit assessment plans, and providing guidance to departments and programs 

on the assessment requirements of external agencies."  Two issues:  First, "collecting and maintaining unit 

assessment plans" understates the current function of the committee.  The committee collects assessment 

plans, and provides feedback for those.  It also collects annual assessment reports from each academic 

unit regarding performance versus their plans, and provides feedback on those.  It also defines a standard 

format for those reports.  Second, that standard format aligns with SACS requirements, but I think the 

statement "external agencies" is too broad.  It is not the function of the committee to provide guidance 

regarding individual college's accrediting agencies.    

 Generally support the chapter revisions but am on the side of reinstating Chairs' ability to vote based on 

their ability to act as a voice for absent faculty.  I see how  it might make sense to include Chairs as non-

voting members because they are not allowed to serve on committees and are technically part of the 

administration. However, I wonder if the section on Chairs in Chapter 1 could more clearly explain the 

ways chairs are and are not faculty/administrators since their position appears to exist somewhere in 

between (or as both)Recording secretary..."annually compiles and publishes a summary of faculty 

actions" --> Should I be talking to someone about this? (haha - I'll ask later - I'm guessing this is why I 

keep a binder of sign-in and minutes)On page 29 - The Faculty Excellence committee also names the 

Service award recipient, right? Should this be included in the paragraph about FacEx and the Scholarship 

award? 

I am deeply concerned about the phrase that "all persons recognized as members of the faculty, except 

those in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Associate Deans, and Chairs), have the right to 

present motions and to vote.  Again, as an employee who is a part-time administrator holding faculty 

rank, I have the right to present motions and to vote--period.  NO QUESTION. 

I have noted questions regarding committee structure in my email to Dr. Zack 

I agree that the Student Services should be changed to Admission and Petitions 

Faculty Organization - General Faculty - Membership - The first paragraph does not seem to match with 

the first paragraph in Chapter 1 regarding Faculty Membership and Ranks. 

Faculty Advisory Committee (p. 27) - Can a senator serve on this committee two years in a row 

• All persons recognized as members of the faculty, except for those in administrative roles (Chancellor, 

Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs). Do I have the right to present motions and 

vote. pg. 19. This is not clear. Was the intent to prevent the Administration (Assist Dean up to the 

Chancellor) from voting? Chairs should not be included in this. Chairs should have voting rights in 

General meetings and Unit meetings. What if there is a Unit meeting and the Chair needs to vote to break 

the tie. 

 Committee for Faculty Excellence - please add the Excellence in Service Award in  addition to scholarly 

pursuits (which is included). 

I agree with all of the changes except for the changes regarding the composition of the peer-review 

committees.  
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Chapter 3 – Employment 

Chapter 3 describes policies and procedures related to faculty employment at USC Upstate. This manual 

differs from the FM16 in that it combines two chapters -- employment and benefits (Chapter 4) and 

selection and appointment (Chapter 5) – into a single chapter on Employment. This creates coherence in 

that it keeps the employment-related steps together (search/selection, appointment, rules and benefits). 

Many of the changes in this chapter are designed to bring the manual in line with current university or 

system policies. Other changes include retaining only policies and benefits related to faculty, while 

referring to HR for general policies and benefits for all employees. In several places, the chapter directs 

the reader to the Appendix for more detailed polices/guidelines.  

We have very nice job description language now that talks about what we are looking for in faculty 

members--committed teachers, scholars, etc. It might be of use to look at that language again to see if 

there is a way that we can make a larger statement about the nature of faculty employment prior to 

launching into federal policies.  

Since faculty members are a strange brand of employee, it would be wonderful to include a statement 

linking their labor and positions to the larger expectations of professionalism and performance as well as 

regulations and protections afforded by Human Resources. We are eligible for modified duties because 

the timing of our course commitments does not fit with the standard 12-week FMLA term, but we are also 

eligible for relief and accommodations based on health, disability, and other emergency or crisis 

situations. We are further accountable to our students for Title IX protections but also to each other as 

coworkers. It would be very helpful and meaningful to define us as employees in many of the same ways 

that staff are employees in a statement within this section. I would love it if Clif Flynn, Sharon Woods, 

and Al Atkins would sit down together to define the faculty employee before we go into the details about 

how we find ourselves and review ourselves.  

It would also be helpful to identify the chain of reporting for faculty members in general. The primary 

supervisory for faculty members is their department or division chair, who is responsible for reviews 

and personnel matters. Any changes to contracts or conditions of employment must be approved by the 

chair, dean, and provost. It may be helpful to note that USC Upstate staff are governed by a policy of 

Performance Evaluation for Classified and Unclassified Non-Academic Staff. While faculty members are 

evaluated through a combination of annual administrative reviews and peer reviews, faculty are bound by 

a range of federal and institutional employment policies, that are posted on our policies page. Clarifying 

the elements of the job that are actually a job with a chain of supervision would be very, very helpful. 

Mentioning the words performance, professionalism, and professional behavior would also be lovely in 

some way (maybe just hashtags under the word "Employment"). 

The information about the faculty ombudsperson should be included in this chapter. That is not a 

mechanism for grievance procedures, but an element of improving employment conditions.  

P. 1: Clarify "except where sex, gender or age is a bona fide occupational qualification." 

P. 3: Current practice seems to be that references are contacted after on-campus visits.  I agree that this 

should happen before on-campus visits. 

P. 4: Use either "Provost" or "Senior Vice Chancellor" consistently throughout the FM. 

I have two concerns regarding this chapter: 

The following statement on page 1 "(except where sex, gender or age is a bona fide 
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occupational qualification.)" does not make sense. I understand that there exists the bona fide 

occupational qualification rule, I'm not sure how it is at all relevant to the hiring of faculty. 

2. The new employment schedule for faculty does not make sense. This is a considerable change from the 

current Manual, and I'm not sure I understand the logic. There really is no need for faculty to be in their 

offices until the University closes in December or to return to work when the University re-opens in 

January, or beginning Aug. 15 and until May 15. The current language seems much more appropriate. I 

also noticed that sometimes the titles Provost and Senior Vice Chancellor are used separately and other 

times jointly throughout the Manual - consistency would be best. 

- I'm curious about the changed language in the "Terms of Employment" section on p. 14. What is the 

impetus behind this change? It seems to significantly shorten the winter break and inhibit flexibility of 

travel during this period - assuming faculty must be physically present during this period 

Suggested edits 

- p. 1, 1st paragraph, line 5 - "...veteran status (except)..." 

- p. 3, line 3 - "...professional meeting, and contacting..." 

- p. 3, 2nd full paragraph, line 3 - "...the candidates that..." 

- p. 6, 2nd full paragraph, inconsistencies with commas and semi-colons 

- p. 7, 1st full paragraph, lines 2-3 - awkward phrasing 

- p. 20, 2nd full paragraph, line 3 - "...leave without pay." 

- as with previous chapters, need to be consistent with use of Provost throughout 

See general comments at end. 

On page 2 of this chapter, add the words, "as specified by University policy" to the last line of paragraph 

two, between the words "the steps for advertisement" and "are then followed." 

On page 6, there is a jote that adjuncts may teach three and up to four classes, but never more than four. 

Are we going to enforce this in the future? As of today, I know it has not been consistently enforced. How 

does this work for our "super adjuncts"? 

On page 7, I would reconsider the language "tenured or tenure-track" after the definition of department 

chairs, as the next phrase explains only under unusual circumstances should tenure-track faculty be 

considered for chair positions. 

Page 9 - please find and replace the Senior Vice Chancellor language with provost if that is the intent. 

No process for appointing Associate Deans or Assistant Deans is outlined. It seems this should be 

included. 

On page 17, why include the language about maternity specifically? Could this be updated to read " 

extended period of disability because of illness, injury, or FMLA"? This seems more inclusive and could 

include paternity leave as well.  

On page 3 towards the bottom of the page, the apostrophe should be deleted from "candidate's": "The 

committee must also report on the candidate's that were not recommended..." 

Also, on page 10, there is a typo in the first full paragraph towards the bottom: "The search committee 

makes every effort to ensure that each faculty member within the college or school has the opportunity to 

meet each can candidate invited for an interview." In this sentence, "can" should be deleted 

Page 19 The modified duties language should include "instructors" (meaning full-time faculty members 

who are not in the tenure track)  
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Suggested rewrite of the blue section in terms of employment. 

In the absence of special arrangements, faculty employment is for a period of nine months to include one 

fall and one spring semester. The nine-month term for each academic year is from August 16 (first day of 

employment) through May 15 (last day of employment). Faculty may observe all posted University 

holidays. The first day of employment for faculty that are hired mid-year (spring semester start) is the 

date when University opens for the calendar year Question:  It is stated that the below requirements are 

for both tenure and non-tenure (instructor?) positions.  If so, instructors don't have an expectation of 

scholarship, so do they need to do a scholarly presentation? 

"The search committee makes every effort to ensure that each faculty member within the 

school or department has the opportunity to meet each candidate invited for an interview. Interviews 

should also include a teaching demonstration and a presentation of scholarly and creative activities." 

Typo: no ' in candidate's  

"The committee must also report on the candidates that were not recommended and the reason for not 

recommending them." 

  

Question: What happens in the case of a failed search?  Also, would the below indicate a failed search, or 

just that the committee cannot agree on one candidate? 

"If there is no consensus for hiring any of the candidates, then this recommendation is given to the chair 

and/or dean." 

  

The below wording is for the Dean search, but shouldn't similar wording be included for tenure faculty 

searches? 

"The search committee places a notice of vacancy in the appropriate professional journal or personnel 

newsletters and in at least one general publication, such as the Chronicle of Higher Education." 

  

Question: How long can an interim Dean serve?  The amount of time an interim Chair can serve is spelled 

out, but not mention of a time limited in listed in this section. 

"Interim Appointment. Because of the important role deans play in the administration of the college or 

school, the official procedure of appointment described above should be followed in all instances.  Only 

under extraordinary conditions— such as promotion, reassignment, abrupt resignation, or dismissal of a 

dean—should an interim appointment prove necessary. Under such circumstances, the Senior Vice 

Chancellor, in consultation with the faculty of the college or school and the Chancellor, appoints the 

interim dean." 

What is the purpose of extending the work calendar for faculty? pg 14 

For the sabbatical leave policy, is it really necessary to limit this to every "7 years?" Is there currently a 

problem with faculty applying much more frequently than this? To me, it seems unnecessary. If a faculty 

member has a compelling project and wishes to apply for sabbatical, I think they should be able to (even 

if it's been less than 7 years). It makes sense to consider "time since last sabbatical" in reviewing 

applications, but again, I don't think it's necessary to prohibit faculty from applying sooner. 

Do we need the "bona fide occupational qualification" parenthetical? Typo at the bottom of page #3 

("candidate's" should be "candidates") 

I wish that this chapter of the faculty manual included a statement about work-life balance. Specifically, I 

feel that it would be beneficial to general faculty welfare for the faculty manual to state that maintaining a 

work-life balance is a priority of the university. Ideally, I think that the faculty manual should offer 

faculty some type of protection against overwork and burnout, perhaps by specifying a range of work-
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hours-per-week considered normal or acceptable for a university faculty member. I realize that such a 

statement would take time and research, and I would be interested in proposing such a project to the 

faculty welfare committee (of which I am a member. 

I would like to know the circumstances under which "sex, gender, or age is a bona fide occupational 

qualification."  I certainly cannot think of one. Page 3, second full paragraph, line 4: "candidate's" should 

be "candidates." In Terms of Employment in both places in this paragraph, "work through" should be 

changed to "should be available." 

 faculty role in hiring contradicts what we are being allowed to do. Chapter 5 discusses hiring with tenure. 

It should be referenced here and referred to chapter 5 for further detail.  

Don't know where the unit hiring language should be. I guess it fits here more than anywhere else it just 

seems to be a different process because the person is already employed. 

Footnote 8 - Good addition 

Footnote 10 - Should we include a note about how the Search Chair responsibilities continue on after the 

offer is accepted. In the case of International facutly hires, there is a substantial amount of paper work that 

continues months after the offer is accepted. 

Footnote 11 - The committee must also report on the candidate’s that were not recommended and the 

reason for not recommending them. 

Define Candidate. The other candidates brought to campus? 

Note 12 last sentence is missing a comma. 

Faculty in administrative roles (Chancellor, Provost, Deans, Assistant and Associate Deans, and Chairs) 

are prohibited from serving as Committee Chairs.  pg 24. This statement is not needed since you define 

on page 23. Who can be a member of the Standing Committee? 

Modification or termination. The faculty may modify or terminate standing or special committees as it 

deems necessary. A majority vote in the Senate is required to modify or eliminate a standing committee. 

pg. 32. The entire faculty should have this right to vote on getting read of a committee. 

Interim appointments follow the same procedures described above. This is not clear. Which information 

"above". 

For fall semester, faculty report on August 15 (the first day of employment) and work through up to the 

day the University is closed in December. For spring semester, faculty report on the first day of 

employment designated by the date when University is opened and work thorough to May 15, the last day 

of employment. This appears to open us to have odd meetings during times when we should be 

concentrating on final grades. It is not in the current faculty manual, so why should it be added now? 

There should be language that requires faculty administrators to demonstrate experience and skills 

in diversity and inclusion as well as organization, management, and strategic planning   

 

Chapter 4 – Faculty Responsibilities 

Chapter 4 focuses on the three core areas of faculty responsibility (teaching, scholarship, service). It was 

chapter 3 in FM16. An important change in the section on teaching was to integrate recommendations 

made by the Distance Education Task Force in order to make it more applicable to other modes of 

instruction beyond the traditional classroom. The DETF report is included in the Appendix. The chapter 

likely needs input and updates in the areas of scholarship and service as well.  
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Do we clearly state that faculty members have an obligation to report midterm grades and 

extended/excessive absences or non-attendance?  

I might tie in part of the strategic plan in this section on service just to clarify why service is important 

and productive. 

Something is very funny here: Applied research and consultation for business, industry, government, 

education, and service agencies whtivity. I agree that mentioning public scholarship would be 

helpful.  One of our responsibilities as faculty members is to communicate positively about our programs 

and our institution in order to forward the reputation of the University and to contribute to recruitment 

efforts. This is over and above the kind of advising mentioned in the chapter. It would be nice to mention 

this in some way. 

The DETF while knowlageable on distance education might not understand the perspective of faculty on 

campus. The proposed changes give faculty who teach all online courses the option to not have on 

campus office hours. This creates inequities in responsibilities on campus. I know I speak for many 

faculty who often assist students that aren’t only in their courses, but sometimes more often students 

walking by who need assistance. Online faculty in our area also have advisees that are enrolled in live 

courses. My advisees stop by throughout the semester with questions, not just during advisement. We are 

not a primarily distance education University and I would guess we have a small population of students 

who take exclusively online courses while at Upstate (excluding PC students). I hope the task force had 

representation from faculty who do not teach online in order to have representation from various 

perspectives. I teach exclusively online most of the time and this policy would be nice since it would 

require I only have to come to campus for meetings. However, I am against it because I don’t think it 

would be fair to my colleagues or students if I didn’t come to campus. I think faculty who are in favor of 

this probably would say, “well none of them come to my office much anyway.” While I hope this isn’t 

true, some might also thinking it would be nice not to have a set schedule. 

Disallow fully virtual office hours. 

Unpaid service should be and has been weighted more heavily than remunerated service in evaluating 

faculty. 

this chapter doesn't have page numbers 

Suggested edits: 

- p. 10 (by my count), 2nd full paragraph, next to last line - "whtivity"??? 

This sentence is in Chapter 4: 

“Applied research and consultation for business, industry, government, education, and service agencies 

whtivity.” 

I imagine it was meant to be included in the preceding list? 

See general comments at end. 

Under Office Hours, I have questions about the distance education and office hours section. Does this 

mean you have faculty who might never hold face-to-face office hours? How does this impact students? 

How does this impact department culture? 

Grade changes - again, should these really have to go to Academic Affairs? What is the rationale here? 

Under Scholarship and Creativity, the sentence that begins "Applied research and consultation...." 

includes a word that is not a word? And ends before the end of the sentence? What is the intention here?  
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"Applied research and consultation for business, industry, 

government, education, and service agencies whtivity" This sentence is included in the next to last page 

towards the bototm. Not sure what the last word is supposed to be? 

Footnote 21: I support removing the responsibility of grade changes from the Academic Affairs 

Committee.   

A comment about the expected advising load for faculty would be helpful. 

Should there be a comment about not doing advising during the first year of employment 

Possibly remove the wording that allows faculty who choose to teach online to have no face-to-face office 

hours.  Oft times our students need/want to talk with their professors face-to-face, and they should have 

the option to meet with them on campus. 

"Office Hours 

Teaching involves more than classroom or online interaction with students. Teaching also includes 

spontaneous interaction involving courses, career counseling, advisement, and conversations outside of 

disciplinary matters. All faculty members teaching both traditional and online classes must post and 

maintain office hours. For full-time faculty members with a full teaching load, a schedule of five office 

hours a week, not on a single day, is considered acceptable. Faculty teaching online or other remote 

classes are expected to maintain office hours for remote students on campus or virtually at regularly 

scheduled times and to establish and post specific channels of contact (e.g. email, chat, text, phone, video 

conference, face-to-face, or other communication applications)." 

  

Should this be "activity?" 

"Applied research and consultation for business, industry, government, education, and service agencies 

whtivity 

I have issues with many of the additions from the DETF. While much of this information makes sense, I 

don't think it belongs in the manual. The impression that I'm left with is that the manual is now much 

more prescriptive for online courses compared to face-to-face. 

Some specific areas of concerns/questions: 

note 10: seems like face to face classes simply need to "meet" to fulfill credit hours. Online classes are 

given a long list of ways to meet credit hours. 

note 12: does this only apply to finals? Proctoring is probably available for all exams. 

note 17: this sentence seems more appropriate for unit criteria instead of the manual. 

mote 19: "Similar to their face-to-face counterparts, online and other asynchronous courses should offer 

multiple, regular opportunities for detailed feedback from faculty on student work throughout the course." 

First, I'm not sure all face-to-face courses actually do this. I think statements like this belong in unit 

policies on online teaching instead of the manual.  

"Grade changes must be approved by the Academic Affairs Committee." seems an unnecessary review 

see written comments emailed to Dr. Zack.  

22 How to add in something about public scholarship – what it is, why it’s important and examples. 

Either leave it out or add public scholarship to the list. Each department should define what public 

scholarship is. 
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Section on Class Meetings - the first paragraph is one, long, awkward sentence. 

Distance Education and Online Learning " There should be a more definite statement online teaching 

appointment vs. a non-online teaching appointment. That is, the faculties that do not have online teaching 

appointment must have reasonable visibility on campus (e.g., Spartanburg or Greenville). Students should 

be able to meet with faculty if the students assume they are attending a brick-and-mortar school. 

"Syllabi should include information for students stating faculty expectations, how learning is to be 

assessed, and grades computed." This should also include office hours. 

The distance ed text should be in a separate section for distance ed. This will allow the manual to be more 

organized. If faculty want distance ed information, then they could go to that section. If most of our 

faculty were online faculty, then it may be argued to include distance ed and non-distance ed text 

together. Should the faculty have search through a section for what applies to them? 

"Faculty teaching online or other remote classes are expected to maintain office hours for remote students 

on campus or virtually at regularly scheduled times and to establish and post specific channels of contact 

(e.g. email, chat, text, phone, videocon-ference, face-to-face, or other communication applications)." I 

have grave concerns for that there is not checks and balance for faculty who are not online faculty. This 

leaves opportunity for those who do not want to come to campus (e.g., Spartanburg or Greenville) to 

teach all classes online. What about those students that may take an online class, but are physically 

attending the University? These students may want to/need to physically come to the faculty office for 

help or to discuss what was stated in the first paragraph of the Introduction. This needs to carefully re-

thought.  

Is the following really needed: "See unit guidelines for distance education and online learning for 

expectations about frequency, response-time, and other policies for student-faculty interactions through 

graded work. " This just appears to me to be implied. 

Grade changes must be approved by the Academic Affairs Committee. While I can see this as checks and 

balance, it a very small one. Instead of having Academic Affairs review, just ensure that the Dean or 

Chair signs off on it. 

The DETF while knowlageable on distance education might not understand the perspective of faculty on 

campus. The proposed changes give faculty who teach all online courses the option to not have on 

campus office hours. This creates inequities in responsibilities on campus. I know I speak for many 

faculty who often assist students that aren’t only in their courses, but sometimes more often students 

walking by who need assistance. Online faculty in our area also have advisees that are enrolled in live 

courses. My advisees stop by throughout the semester with questions, not just during advisement. We are 

not a primarily distance education University and I would guess we have a small population of students 

who take exclusively online courses while at Upstate (excluding PC students). I hope the task force had 

representation from faculty who do not teach online in order to have representation from various 

perspectives. I teach exclusively online most of the time and this policy would be nice since it would 

require I only have to come to campus for meetings. However, I am against it because I don’t think it 

would be fair to my colleagues or students if I didn’t come to campus. I think faculty who are in favor of 

this probably would say, “well none of them come to my office much anyway.” While I hope this isn’t 

true, some might also thinking it would be nice not to have a set schedule. 
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Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-1 on excel results] 

Chapter 5 describes the system of faculty review. It proposes many changes to our current system of 

review. The changes are meant to address problems with our current review system and to improve the 

overall quality and experience of doing reviews. Some of the problems include a lack of alignment, 

especially between peer and annual reviews; lack of clear and uniform review guidelines; and the 

enormous amount of time and energy in producing and reviewing files. These problems lead to confusion, 

frustration and stress, and diminished focus on our core responsibilities. Our system also lacks 

accountability measures and incentives for good performance after tenure and promotion. Some of the 

proposed changes are organizational, some alter the different types of review or the committees doing the 

review, still others are measures for streamlining the system. It is important to note that while the 

chapter proposes many changes in how faculty are reviewed, it does not alter in any way the unit 

criteria by which faculty are evaluated. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-2 on excel results]  

The main structural-organizational change in Chapter 5 is in combining 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. Doing it this way brings coherence and 

alignment to the system.  

I don't care as long as we make a statement that the processes and documentation related to any reviews 

should be designed in order to create streamlined reports of faculty activity.  

Annual reviews for tenured faculty is unnecessary; retain 3-year option for tenured faculty.  

Retain current peer review policy; junior faculty benefit from the two opportunities to be reviewed by 

peers before going up (and have themselves expressed this to me in spite of the labor).  It is in their best 

interest, learning how to improve their files during the course of their probationary period. 

P. 2: Have unit criteria ever before been voted on by the P/T Committee or Provost?  Units should be the 

courts of highest appeal. 

P. 3: "Highly Effective" and "Effective" wording here needs to be changed.   "...exceeds the normal 

requirements of their position" and "meets the requirements of their position": problem is that "Excellent" 

teaching is normal for promotion to professor, and "Highly Effective" is required for promotion to 

associate professor. 

"Less than Effective" just IS being "Ineffective."  New wording is needed, or, preferably, have just 4 

levels. 

 Peer-review committees should remain unit-specific, but each should be required to have one reviewer 

from outside of the unit. 

I don't object to annual reviews being seen by the deans, but why should they be part of the evaluation 

process?  Is there evidence of negligence on the part of rating administrators? 

P. 12: Need to include librarians in the P/T section. 

P. 13: Only tenured and tenure-track faculty should be able to vote on P/T issues. 

Pp. 23-24: Can P/T files bypass Columbia altogether?  They should. 

Post tenure reviews should remain every 10 years. 

P. 25: Opening paragraph on Statement of Ethical Responsibility is inconsistent with #4.  

It seems advisable to include the Dean in the chain of approval for unit criteria. 

See general comments at end. 
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Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-3 on excel results]  

Chapter 5 proposes substantive changes in the different types of review faculty undergo. First, 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. 

Currently the electronic annual review files and reviews go to the deans after chairs have viewed them. 

I'm not sure if this means that the deans will make their own review based on the files as well. Are the 

deans excited about this? It seems like a giant job to write their own separate reviews.  

I disagree strongly with this proposed system. I see little benefit in requiring annual administrative 

reviews for all tenured faculty. The rationale for the new system notes that these proposed changes 

"...introduces various ideas for mitigating the problems and pressures associated with our current system 

of review. " However, moving to an annual administrative review would actually seem to "...exacerbated 

some of the pressures on candidates and reviewers." This new process would place additional burdens 

upon the tenured faculty and the administrative reviewers. Further, the attainment of tenure is a 

professional acknowledgement of the efforts of our faculty, which is reflected through this statement of 

confidence and trust from the tenured faculty, the administration, and the institution as a whole. By 

moving to an annual administrative review, that statement of confidence and trust is eroded. To my 

knowledge, there is no other profession for which employees must "apply" to retain their position. It is, 

therefore, a show of good faith that after having gone through such a process, that faculty are not required 

to undergo annual review thereafter. I will additionally note that, at any time, a faculty member may 

request an administrative review and, while I'm not sure it is in the current Manual, I am aware that 

reviews have been conducted by their reviewer's supervisor when necessary. Nor are administrators 

prevented from addressing problematic behavior at times other than during an administrative review. 

Lastly, I have heard that the process for review will be made easier in some way so that annual reviews 

will be less onerous than under the current system. However, without having that process in place, or at 

least knowing what that process might entail, I cannot support a change to the frequency of the 

administrative review. 

I do appreciate the change in timeline for administrative reviews. I assume this means reviews are 

conducted according to the academic, as opposed to the calendar, year? 

I will address this further below, but it also seems backwards that we are proposing to increase the 

frequency of administrative reviews for tenured faculty and decrease the frequency of peer reviews for 

tenure-track faculty in their probationary period. 

Again, I am not in favor of a single third year review. 

I don't think mandatory annual reviews should be required for tenured faculty. Could this be every-other 

year or every third year? Doing this annually creates much more work for everyone involved (faculty 

being reviewed, the person doing the reviewing, the dean, and the provost). I don't see the need for this 

frequency. Truthfully, I am doubtful compensation would change every year with good reviews because 

our salaries are based on market value.  Additionally, I have not seen evidence of a standard or rubric 

being set for the compensation part (unlike what is stated in the post-tenure review every 5 years 

change).  

see above 
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Annual administrative reviews beyond tenure and promotion add unwanted busy work. 

As stated above, I feel this is excessive and unnecessary post-tenure.  Departments should retain the level 

of autonomy they currently have. 

I'm concerned about the workload for administrators in evaluating each faculty member each year.  I 

would need to see a dramatically streamlined annual review process before endorsing this change. 

I see no reason why tenured faculty should have to undergo annual review each year. A three-year review 

seems more than adequate. This also frees chairs to spend more time on reviews for non-tenured faculty 

who could benefit from the chair's wisdom. 

See general comments at end. 

I have concerns about the Dean being involved in the peer-review process (see sections below) and how 

that gives administrators are very large voice in the peer review process, which becomes limited to a 

single review by a peer review committee before P & T review.  

I would be more in support of an every-other-year review for faculty who are post-tenure and for Senior 

Instructors.  This is a compromise between the every-three-years (that we have now) and the every-year 

that is proposed.  This will reduce the workload on chairs and deans a bit.  

Instructor review form should be different than the tenure track review form with three categories instead 

of four. 

 

Teaching 

Service or Scholarship 

Overall Effectiveness 

On pg 20, should it say 6 hours per semester (in the spot where the phrase "half-time" is being replaced)? 

I'd like to know more about the new annual review process. Currently, the process is time consuming for 

faculty and chairs. How will the process be simplified to account for tenured faculty completing review 

more frequently? 

I wouldn't mind doing reviews annually if the process was greatly simplified. 

The underlying assumption here is that post-tenure faculty are less productive than non-tenured faculty 

and that full professors are less productive associate professors. If there is data to support this assumption 

on a national and more specifically on a university basis, that data needs to be discussed as part of the 

revision process. If such data can demonstrate a significant drop in productivity among tenured faculty at 

Upstate, I would support the changes described above. If such data cannot be provided, the changes above 

seem to be a solution in search of a problem and this solution may have significant unintended 

consequences. 

See comment 4 above.  Reproduced below. 

4) Annual Reviews for Tenured Faculty 

Given the nature of the process, I do not see why this is necessary.  They are unlikely to root out any 

"habitual neglect of duty."  Any shortcomings or improvements of performance can be addressed for 

tenured faculty through their 5 year post tenure reviews. 

I approve of the additional oversight and the increased weight put on the value of the annual review 

because it makes the annual review more meaningful and offers more frequent opportunities for feedback 

at lower stakes and involvement than the peer reviews.   
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I do not support the use of annual reviews for post tenure faculty. Post-tenure reviews undermine the 

institution of tenure, which is critical to our academic freedom, the system of self governments, and 

faculty well being. Using post tenure reviews with the possibility of losing ones position after already 

having gone through the tenure process effectively makes the tenure not meaningful. This will negatively 

affect our ability to recruit and retain talented faculty, and negatively impact the well being of tenured 

faculty. By increasing workload for both department chairs and tenured faculty, it not only negatively 

affects their wellbeing, but directly impacts their ability to be productive in teaching and research. 

Additionally, since these evaluations are being done by administrators rather than by peer review, they 

effectively undermine self governance by taking decisions about tenure, job retention, and promotion, out 

of the hands of peers who are qualified to judge this. Finally, as long as Student Opinion Polls are 

submitted as part of the file, they will disadvantage female faculty and faculty of color, and further 

increase the pay and job discrepancies that already exist due to the proven racial and gender prejudice that 

are exhibited in Student Opinion Polls. 

I do not support the requirement that post-tenure faculty be subject to an annual review. 

I oppose annual administrative review 

  

Third year review is insufficient for T&P especially if a person wants to go up early 

  

College-wide peer review committees don’t make sense without college-wide unit criteria. The people of 

a unit are best suited to evaluate their colleagues as a committee of first review 

  

I don’t like electing untenured people who may be tenured in fall to peer review committees if there are 

tenured committee members available and willing to serve. 

  

Chapter 5 page 8 

Not eligible to serve on a peer review committee [HC1] are the following: faculty members in their first 

three years of employment at USC Upstate 

  

And is the T&P process really necessary for the 3rd year review 

 

 [HC1]Why can a person who has been here one year serve on P&T then? Chapter 2 page 29 

  

I am not persuaded, given past practice, that this would bring about more effective review practices. the 

thing that would bring about more effective practices uncoupling salary increases from the administrative 

review process. If salary adjustments were put under the faculty salary committee it would might remove 

any unconscious bias undergirded by the historical connection between reviews and compensation. 

Annual/administrative review should be skipped during the 2nd and 4th year peer review. 

Annual reviews make sense and though I have utilized the recent extension to three years, this actually 

produces reviews with fewer highlights of my work, since some items are lost to the ravages of time and 

in the rush to get three years of work in a review, some items are deemed less important due to time 

constraints. Certainly extending the deadline to May 15th is laudable. It's unclear how the Dean's review, 

and the Provost's review, will be handled. So now every review will consist of three evaluations? If there 

is disagreement among the ratings, how is that resolved...or interpreted by future Peer Review 

Committees? the wording states that the Dean will "The Dean reviews the materials and evaluates the 

candidate on the Faculty Review Form."--does that mean a separate form or using the same form the unit 
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administrator used? It seems unclear. Also, this will increase the workload of the Deans quite a bit and the 

Provost will be reviewing hundreds of annual reviews per year. That person will have little time for other 

job functions. It seems overwhelming or the Provost to handle this much work. 

The above description of Chapter 5 as a whole refers to the "enormous amount of time and energy in 

producing and reviewing files", but this proposed change will dramatically increase the amount of time 

spent by chairs reviewing files. This dramatic increase is the result of the frequency of reviews for tenured 

faculty increasing from every three year periods to one year periods. For example, under the current 

policies in a unit with 5 faculty members in their first six years of employment and 15 tenured faculty, the 

chair or unit administrator would need to conduct about 10 reviews (5 + 15/3) each year.  Under the 

proposed policies, the chair would need to conduct 20 reviews each year, an increase of 10 reviews. If a 

review took as little as 3 hours, that would be an increase in 30 hours of work. For larger units, or more 

thorough reviews, even more time would be required. Adding substantial work to chair responsibilities 

seems especially unreasonable when the amount of time for which chairs are compensated has been 

reduced in the last few years from 12 months to 11 months. It is not clear to me what responsibilities will 

be removed from chairs to allow time for this extra workload. The result, I'm afraid would be more 

cursory reviews, not the intended outcome of the proposal. 

A better model would be to reduce the period of review for tenured faculty to alternate years. That would 

still be more work for chairs than under the current system (every third year). However, in the scenario 

described above, it would increase the number of reviews from 10 under the current system to 12 or 13 (5 

+ 15/2) per year for a unit with 20 faculty members. This sees more tenable. 

Under the model of alternate year reviews for tenured faculty members, it is worth reconsidering the 

review period for post-tenure review (proposed to be every 5 years) to an even numbered period (4 or 6 

years). This would allow post-tenure reviews to coincide with alternate-year reviews, thus avoiding some 

form of review post tenure in year 4 (alternate-year review), year 5 (post-tenure review), and year 6 

(alternate year review). I would favor a 6-year period for post-tenure review. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-4 on excel results] 

Second, the chapter proposes replacing the 2nd and 4th year peer reviews with a single 3rd year peer 

review. This is meant 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. 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). 

In order for the change in the p&t process to one rather than two time in the probationary period, I think 

the unit criteria by which faculty are evaluated MUST align to the university criteria so that the annual 

evaluations are formative and feedback is given to that end. 

I think that if there is good mentoring of junior faculty then this 3rd year will just be a check up that they 

are headed in the right direction. The directions for 2nd and 4th needed to be clearer anyway, so this will 

be good.  

Again, I disagree with this approach. In addition to my comment stated above, I have served on peer 

review committees in which candidates received flawed or insufficient feedback throughout their 

probationary period and it was only through the multiple peer review process that these deficiencies could 

be corrected in time for their penultimate review. I understand that part of this may be ameliorated 

through the unit-structured mentorship that is also being proposed, but it is difficult to envision that 

system and the benefits it may entail without having any specific information to reference. 

I'm also not sure what is meant by "best practice." I'm a psychologist, in my world best practice means 
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that something has been scientifically tested and shown through empirical research to be among the most 

effective strategies. Is the implication that this proposed approach is actually more effective for 

candidates than our current process? I have been unable to locate any such studies, and would appreciate 

more information regarding the nature of this best practice. 

I think 3rd year feedback is too late- 2nd year feedback is early enough to catch whether a candidate is 

efficiently making steps to do the teaching, scholarly, and service activities needed for P+T.  

see above 

We tried to change this before, and I agreed then.  There's very little to be gained going through the 

process twice, especially if mentoring and evaluation are separated (as they should be). 

The more coaching and mentorship in the tenure process, the better. 

See general comments at end. 

I have a number of general concerns here. I am concerned about one peer review, rather than two, and the 

implication for future lawsuits (yes, we will be sued at some point by someone, of course). With two peer 

reviews, you have two opportunities to demonstrate, from PEERS and not solely administrators, a record 

of performance that is not up-to-par. With one peer-review, you open yourself up to accusations of 

discrimination, etc.  

People who work with rating scales often prefer the four point scale on any measurement, as the tendency 

on a five-point scale is to move toward the neutral or center score.  What is the purpose of ineffective as a 

rating? If you are less than effective, you are already in trouble - why do you need the bottom category? I 

fear ratings will regress toward the mean instead of forcing real choice and discrimination on the part f the 

reviewers.  

Please provide the file preparation procedures in the appendix before this comes to a vote! 

Point number 5 under the Statement of Ethical Responsibility discusses communication. I would broaden 

this to include cell phones and text messages - perhaps just say no digital or electronic communication? 

On page 7, is the faculty member's unit administrator always a chair? If so, use that language. 

On page 7 it implies this is the process we use to promote instructors - really? The footnote questions this. 

I would guess it should not be this process. 

On page 8, the composition of the PRC is outlines. Given the number of faculty eliminated from this 

committee in the paragraph under the bullet points, will we have enough faculty eligible in each unit to 

actually staff this committee at that level?  

On page 9, second to last paragraph, the faculty are instructed to "prepare a file according to the 

established procedures and guidelines" but these are not provided. Again, a fully developed appendix here 

is important. It also suggest we turn in our files to an administrative assistant - what if they are digital? 

Everything in this section assumes paper files. 

On page 11 (and throughout this chapter) faculty are instructed they may write a response but no 

instructions are offered as to what happens after that responses is written - what procedures are initiated if 

this happens? Where do the documents go next? 

On page 11, Deans (through a footnote) become participants rather than recipients. This heavily weights 

the process toward administrators. If Deans weigh in, then they are largely influencing the process - they 

compleet annual reviews, and then in peer review they have this say as well. Is that needed? Does that 

strip the peer review process of its power? 

On page 13, the basis for an appeal is established, but no process is include. what happens next? The same 

question arises on page 15.  

On page 17, a table is included and a footnote asks if it is needed. Yes, it helps your reader. :-) 
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On page 19, the non-renewal of a first year appointment is mentioned. How would this be determined and 

by whom? Does that need to be specified here? 

On page 20, the faculty-administrator load is defined. Is that 6 hours per semester or 6 hours per year? Is 

summer included? 

On page 21, we move to a rating of excellent in teaching to move to the rank of professor. yes, this is an 

honor, but should it require a higher bar than becoming tenured and an associate? And if so, why? What is 

the logic here? 

Peer review during the 2nd and 4th year should be retained as it provides valuable feedback at a later 

stage in the faculty member's career - 3rd vs 4th and also helps identify issues at an earlier stage when one 

can still fix things. 

Annual/administrative review should not be required during the 2nd and 4th year since there is already a 

peer-review. 

I like the idea of dropping the 2nd year review and doing one, 3rd year review. 

See above. I think it needs further discussion. In some ways, I think beginning with the review structure 

misses what really needs to be reformed: exactly what we ask candidates to document in their files. The 

process is so cumbersome because the files are so large, not so much the number of reviews. 

See comment 2 above. Reproduced below 

2) Shifting from Two Pre-Tenure Reviews to Only One Pre-Tenure Review 

Although I generally support the goal of reducing paperwork and labor in the review process, I do not 

believe changing the pre-tenure review process to a single 3 year review is appropriate.  The initial review 

gives newer faculty (such as myself) a chance to get familiar with the process, which can be daunting.  I 

think as many opportunities at feedback as possible are appropriate.  

If some candidates and/or units do not like the time/effort it takes for 2 pre-tenure reviews, is there a way 

to make the initial review optional for the candidate and/or Unit? This seems appropriate to me, and if its 

thought of as best practices to keep the mandatory review at year 3 (though I would prefer year 4), even 

an optional 2nd year review would be preferable to me than eliminating the option for the review 

altogether. 

I have vacillated on this issue over the course of the public comment period. While I wish all who are for 

and against it had given it similar consideration, I think it is important to note that my conclusion here is 

not the result of an adherence to tradition or an initial uncritical reaction. It is the result of thought and 

consideration of all arguments.  

This proposal makes so much sense. No other institutions that I know of require two pre-tenure peer 

reviews. Furthermore, the concerns many faculty members have about eliminating one of the peer reviews 

seems to be rooted in the (currently) messy process and its capricious handling over the institution's 

history. A revised process and easily available materials should alleviate those concerns.  

The resistance to consideration of this proposal is so frustrating to me. It appears to be a product of 

backward focus instead of forward focus because those in opposition to the consolidation of the 2nd and 

4th year reviews only make one argument (that I've heard): Two reviews provide more feedback than one. 

This claim assumes that "more" feedback is inherently better and also that the reviews from 2nd to 4th 

year are different enough that they help faculty. (I don't necessarily think this is the case.) Those I hear 

argue that two reviews are better than one do not seem to consider the possibility of a future process in 

which one review could not only suffice, but allow peer review committees to provide more attentive, 

incisive feedback.  

This sentence from the proposal is spot on: "This is a best practice around the country, and part of the 

review system for universities in the USC system." When talking with a colleague of mine in the same 



Final Report on Public Comment, pg. 43 

 

year of the tenure process at USC Union who just completed his third-year review this fall, I could not 

think of a single argument for why a review last year and another next year would really help me in the 

tenure process. He had plenty of arguments about how the third year was the most appropriate time to 

provide meaningful feedback and assess areas of potential concern with enough time to attend to them. 

I truly wish the faculty whose knee-jerk reaction to this proposal was to reject it would consider their 

reasoning for doing so. If it is about tradition and maintaining the process as it has been, that is a bad 

argument that is liable to keep our institution from progressing and implementing better policies and 

procedures. If they reject the proposal because they believe it is only through two peer reviews that 

tenure-track faculty will understand what is expected of them, than I wish they would consider the 

systemic issues that keep faculty from having clarity about their expectations instead of giving that 

responsibility to the peer review process only.   

I disagree with the move to replace the 2nd and 4th year review with a single 3rd year review. The AAUP 

recommends two pre-tenure departmental reviews as the best practice for faculty. Waiting until the 3rd 

year to give feedback is too late and will disadvantage junior faculty. It also does not give room for junior 

faculty to show improvement. Since mentorship and clarity of expectation can vary across departments 

and over time, it is impractical to assume that all junior faculty in all departments will receive the 

feedback that they need. The 2nd year review ensures that they receive the feedback in a timely manner 

so that they can adjust and improve in time for tenure. This is crucial for retention, faculty well being, and 

to ensure the best practices for teaching. 

I object strenuously to this idea. 

The current system of two peer reviews is working very well and I see no reason to change it. 

Furthermore, reducing the number of mandatory peer reviews from two to one reduces the ability of pre-

tenure faculty to get feedback that would make their tenure files stronger. 

I have heard the argument that faculty could still voluntarily seek out a second peer-review but this 

suggestion is unworkable: placing a mandatory peer review at the 3rd year would make it all but 

impossible for pre-tenure faculty to get another peer review. This is because no-one has the time to do 

peer-review two years in a row, thus eliminating the possibility of 2nd and 4th year reviews; also, no-

one would be able to do a peer-review in their 1st year on the tenure track, and no-one will have time do 

do a peer review in their 5th year owing to the overwhelming need to work on the actual tenure file for 

the 6th year deadline. 

Therefor, having two mandatory peer reviews during the 2nd and 4th years is the optimal solution, and 

changing to a single peer review in the 3rd year would hinder the ability of pre-tenure faculty to prepare 

strong tenure files. 

Please do not make this change, it would make life much more difficult for pre-tenure faculty. 

I am concerned that a third year review allows a new faculty member to be too invested in the system 

before a peer review occurs. Certainly a faculty member can request a peer review at any time, but a new 

faculty may not take advantage of this opportunity. 

Third year review is insufficient for T&P especially if a person wants to go up early 

Peer review should occur during the 2nd and 4th year. 

It is true--putting together files for review IS time consuming, but one could argue that with so much at 

stake (tenure), that candidates will want to have multiple attempts to "get it right" before the final 

submission. Having two reviews, though acknowledged as a lot of work, gives plentiful feedback to 

candidates about the track they are on and still allows time for a correction if necessary. 
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I like our current system of 2nd and 4th year review to help ensure that faculty are well aware of the 

requirements for tenure and where they stand in meeting those requirements. In some units, such as NSE, 

we have very well defined unit criteria and faculty should be able to make a relatively decent judgement 

of where they stand on advancing to tenure. This same ease of judging where you stand would not apply 

to all units, though, as there are some where the unit criteria are quite vague and it would be hard for the 

junior faculty member to gauge their standing at an accurate level.  

To me, the main issue with the workload of the 2nd and 4th year reviews is in the level of work we 

require in building the file. In my experience talking to faculty at other USC system schools and 

institutions outside of the system, we require a much larger level of documentation of activities. This adds 

to a lot of unnecessary workload on the candidate doing the file preparation. I think it would be better to 

reduce the required documentation to just "major" elements and not require it for lesser activities such as 

community volunteering (e.g. helping out for 2 hours at Hub City Empty Bowls). These lower value 

activities should be encouraged, but not require a lot of documentation. We should be able to trust that the 

faculty member actually did what they claim to have done.  

The 2nd issue with file preparation is that the current file is quite redundant. While preparing my file last 

summer, I was frustrated with having to show the same thing 4 different ways. This adds a lot of time 

commitment to file preparation. If this was streamlined, I think it would be much less onerous to put 

together a 2nd a 4th year file and retain 2 times where the junior faculty member gets feedback on their 

tenure progression. To me, it is very apparent that the issue is not having to do a 2nd and 4th year review, 

it is that the file itself is overkill in its organization. In my experience talking to faculty from other 

institutions, our P&T files are at least twice the size of their P&T files, and often much more than that. 

In an ideal world, we would have a system where the 2nd year review would basically be putting together 

the first 2 annual reviews and having to do a minimal amount of work beyond what was already invested 

in the 2 annual reviews. The same rule would apply to the 4th and penultimate review. 

At all review levels, including post-tenure, I think the PRC should see the file before the unit 

administrator. This will help keep the power of the unit chair in check and ensure that the chair does not 

have an influence on the thinking of the faculty on the PRC. 

This will allow junior faculty members and peer-review committee members to invest more time in 

teaching, service and research, which should increase the productivity and success of all involved. 

It is our responsibility to provide as much feedback as possible to ensure that a candidate is successful. 

If the single 3rd year peer review is used, there should be language included that the Peer Review 

Committee/Chair is responsible for providing formal guidance/mentoring, e.g. for candidates prior to the 

third year and before the penultimate year (e.g. throughout the process). Perhaps a separate section in the 

Faculty Handbook should be added to provide guidelines based on evidence/best practices.  

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-5 in excel results] 

Thirdly, Chapter 5 proposes that the 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.   

I don't think its right that tenured faculty have to go through a post-tenure review every 5 years.  That's 

what tenure is for.  Tenured faculty should have the right to chose to move to professor or not and not be 

penalized if they don't want to move towards the next level. 
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One comment I would like to make is that, having served on the faculty salary committee, this section is 

not really "based on recommendations" from that committee. Most of the text in this section has been 

changed drastically from what was recommended. The only real similarities are that we recommended the 

possibility for merit-based raises (which was our charge, so I'm not sure that actually counts) and we 

suggested a 5-year (optional, not mandatory) interval. Our proposal was an optional addition to the 

normal post-tenure review process, not a replacement. As a former member of this committee, I would 

appreciate this aspect of the footnote be corrected or removed. 

In general, I am opposed to this entire proposal. What was intended as a way for faculty to be rewarded 

for good work has now become more cumbersome and potentially punitive. It was earlier noted that the 

number of probationary reviews be reduced: "This is meant 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." Why should that rational not be extended to tenured faculty? The original proposal from the 

faculty salary committee makes much more sense in light of this previous statement. 

As an aside, there are many other more specific aspects of this new proposal with which I disagree, but it 

seems unnecessary to state them all in light of the fact that I disagree with the proposal as a whole. One 

question I do have, what does it mean for a faculty member's tenure to be terminated? 

Non-tenure track faculty should also have the possibility of additional monetary compensation attached to 

receiving "effective" and "excellent" reviews.  Especially those who have attained Senior Instructor or 

Senior Instructor Librarian status. 

see above 

Annual administrative reviews beyond tenure and promotion add unwanted busy work. Post tenure review 

twice as often is too frequent. 

I agree with changing it to every five years and having monetary compensation attached to it, however, as 

stated previously, I do not agree with having an annual review every year post-tenure. 

I agree in principle, but again, the details of the process need to be clear in the Appendix prior to 

adoption, in my opinion. 

See general comments at end. 

On page 27, the section on post-tenure review begins. What is to stop a person to go up for post-tenure 

review at year 5, receiving a raise, and then go up for full the following year and get a raise again for 

double that amount?  It appears I could earn another $11K in less than a year following this scheme. 

Something to consider..... 

Why is the 3rd year review file mentioned on age 28 in post-tenure review? 

Why include promotion for instructors in the P & T section?  

  

I would support post-tenure review every 6 years, with an every-other-year review.  This way, the faculty 

member would have had 3 annual reviews to help document their performance over the post-tenure 

review period. 

Annual reviews after tenure seem excessive.  I liked the recommendation made in the small group 

meeting that the 5-year post tenure review might be the first/only review undertaken to assess the faculty 

member's progress. Also, the manual says annual reviews will be submitted to the department's 

administrative assistant in their office, but I thought this process (annual review) was online. Maybe I am 

unaware that this has changed. Lastly, I am highly in favor of the new monetary compensation attached to 

post-tenure reviews. I am curious about the timeline. Will this start right away, counting years from the 
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date of receiving one's most recent promotion? For example, having received a promotion in 2015, would 

I then be eligible for a 5-year review and possible raise in 2020? 

I would like to know more about this process. What is file preparation like? Also, these recommendations 

are not inline with what the faculty salary committee recommended, and I object to the proposition being 

framed as such. 

Generally, yes, with the observation I made above about ensuring it not conflict with promotion to full. 

Also, retain current evaluative terms. 

Regarding Post-Tenure Review, I am fine with the change to five years, but the documentation should not 

be a peer-review level of file preparation.  This needs to be much more streamlined and efficient. 

 

Although the desire to provide incentive raises for post-tenure faculty and specifically for full professors 

is laudable, having unit PRCs participate directly in the process of who receives what level of increased 

compensation will inevitably lead to significant interpersonal conflict and decreased morale within units. 

The revisions are unclear as to precisely how decisions will be made regarding salary incentives. They are 

particularly unclear as to how the interplay between PRCs, ranking  administrators, deans, and the 

provost's office will take place in determining levels of incentives granted. All such details need to be 

specified and presented to faculty in advance of any binding decision on the revisions. Moreover, having 

PRCs directly connected to the process of continued employment/salary increases any more than they 

currently are (at the two points of rank/tenure decisions) can only lead to increased tension and decreased 

morale among faculty. Serving on a PRC is difficult enough, in terms of maintaining positive and 

collegial relations with colleagues, as it is with only an up or down decision required twice in the process; 

the notion of placing in any direct way on-going decisions about what appears to at least 3 levels 

monetary compensate (effective, highly effective, excellent) as well as having post-tenure decisions made 

every five years instead of every ten is simply asking too much of PRC members. Asking faculty to 

decide every year (because most post-tenure faculty will request a PRC review every year, as is their 

right, if there is the possibility of incentive pay connected with the review) will create a situation where 

faculty are constantly deciding on the level of other unit faculty's pay scale. Such a situation can only 

have corrosive effects on unit collegiality and morale. Moreover, I would anticipate it would become 

increasingly difficult to find tenuerd faculty willing to serve on PRCs, particularly within the smaller 

units. 

I do not support the use of post tenure reviews and annual reviews for post tenure faculty. Post-tenure 

reviews undermine the institution of tenure, which is critical to our academic freedom, the system of self 

governments, and faculty well being. Using post tenure reviews with the possibility of losing ones 

position after already having gone through the tenure process effectively makes the tenure not 

meaningful. This will negatively affect our ability to recruit and retain talented faculty, as faculty will 

seek out institutions where tenure and job security are upheld. It will also negatively impact the well 

being of tenured faculty who remain by adding unnecessary stress, anxiety, and workload. By increasing 

workload for both department chairs and tenured faculty, it not only negatively affects their wellbeing, 

but directly impacts their ability to be productive in teaching and research. Additionally, since these 

evaluations are being done by administrators rather than by peer review, they effectively undermine self 

governance by taking decisions about tenure, job retention, and promotion, out of the hands of peers who 

are qualified to judge this. Finally, as long as Student Opinion Polls are submitted as part of the file, they 

will disadvantage female faculty and faculty of color, and further increase the pay and job discrepancies 
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that already exist due to the proven racial and gender prejudice that are exhibited in Student Opinion 

Polls. 

Post tenure review should not be required every 5 years.  Post tenure faculty should be allowed the option 

of undergoing peer review for the possibility of a raise in salary. 

More frequent post-tenure reviews would be appropriate without annual administrative review.  

I am in strong support of the 2 tier monetary system (I was one of the people who proposed it to Clif in 

the summer of 2018). I have some serious issues with how it is described in this draft of the Faculty 

Manual, though.  

1. There is no definition of how the P&T criteria will be used to define excellent, effective, and 

ineffective for the post-tenure review. This must be defined here. I think the definitions could be 

Ineffective (rated as below effective on the unit criteria at any level of Teaching, Research, or Service). 

Effective (mininum effective rating in all 3). Excellent (Teaching Excellent, Highly Effective in 

Scholarship or Service, and at least effective in the other). Thus, to be Excellent, you would have to be 

performing at the level needed to advance to full professor.  

I also think the ability to get an Excellent rating should be limited to JUST full professors having a post 

tenure review. If you are a full professor, there is no further advancement to get and there are minimal 

incentives to continue striving for excellence in teaching, scholarship, or service. The 2-tier system 

creates an incentive to go above and beyond the minimum necessary, if the faculty member so chooses to 

do so. Rewards and incentives for great work are good for faculty morale and continued academic 

excellence.An Associate Professor has a further advancement to get (full professor) and they should be 

striving towards that. If they were in fact Excellent as an Associate for a post tenure review, they should 

be going up for full anyways and that is what we should be encouraging, not rewarding them for staying 

at Associate. We want to continue encouraging faculty to advance to full professor on our campus. 

2. I think the PRC should see the file before the unit administrator. This will help keep the power of the 

unit chair in check and ensure that the chair does not have an influence on the thinking of the faculty on 

the PRC.  

3. The candidate should have a 5 working day response period before the file is sent on. This needs to be 

more clearly defined. It just says that they may respond. 

4. I think there is a typo here. Why is the response included in the candidates 3rd year review? This may 

be a copy/paste error from the tenure or promotion reviews. 

5. Provost letter should also go to the PRC 

In my comments above, I outlined why annual administrative reviews are untenable and should be 

replaced by alternate-year reviews. As I explained above, if alternate-year reviews are adopted, then the 

period for post-tenure reviews should be an even number, either every 4 or every 6 years to allow reviews 

to coincide (thus avoiding some type of review in year 4, 5 and 6). Between the two options, every 6 

years seems more reasonable. 

I agree with the compensation being tied to reviews. However, I think the post-tenure reviews should be 

every other year. I have reasons I don’t support it below. However, if I had to propose a compromise it 

would be members-at-large from outside of each college on each peer-review committee.  

  

As long as any committee involved in reviewing faculty use the unit criteria and follow them closely I 

think this should eliminate any concerns of those outside of ones area understanding their work. There are 

many departments on campus that include a variety of disciplines. In these cases faculty are reviewed by 

peers that do not know their field, similar to the compostion of P&T. Faculty voice concerns over issues 

with people within a department reviewing each other because of possible personality conflicts. At the 
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Chair level there are similar concerns regarding reviews since a Chair might be evaluating someone that 

will one day be their Chair and evaluating them. I think that’s why maybe the Dean is proposed to add 

another level to the administrative reviews. I think the degree of separation of P&T allows less bias when 

reviewing files for P&T. I realize I’m discussing reviews in the governance section, but the composition 

of the peer-review of course has a lot to do with reviews. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review - [5-6 on excel results]  

Chapter 5 also proposes changes in the committees conducting reviews. First, it proposes shifting the 

Peer Review Committee from the unit to the College/School level. The PRC would conduct all peer-based 

reviews (3rd, 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, and the number of tenure-track/tenured faculty members. 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). 

Also, the review schedule would be set up to spread the various peer reviews throughout the year.  

I think that the unit creates the criteria and then reviews it. This puts the review on a group that did not 

create the criteria. 

 I am generally in favor of separating the evaluation and mentorship roles of the PRC. As a member of 

CAHSS, I am concerned that this new system may place an undue burden on our faculty (other areas may 

also be burdened as well, I am just not as familiar with the make-up of their faculty). For example, in 

Psychology we currently have 13 full-time faculty. Three are instructors and 4 are assistant professors, so 

they are not eligible to participate in the peer review process. Of the remaining six, two are administrators 

and one will have to serve on the PRC. That leaves three faculty who are able to assist in the mentorship 

of junior faculty, and possibly only two if we have a faculty member serving on P&T (which we currently 

do). Further, we will likely have retirements in the very near future, which will mean more junior faculty 

and a smaller pool of senior faculty to serve in review and/or mentorship roles. This may actually prove to 

be a disservice to our junior faculty if only 1-3 senior faculty are available at any given time to serve as 

mentors and may overburden those senior faculty (depending, in part, on the nature of this new 

mentorship process). This process may be further compounded by increasing the frequency of peer-based 

reviews (i.e., moving post-tenure reviews from every 10 to every 5 years). If this is a potential problem 

for one unit, I suspect other units may be in similar positions. It is noted that faculty from other 

Schools/Colleges may serve on a PRC due to insufficient tenured faculty members from within that 

School/College, but that may just overburden senior faculty from other academic areas.  

Again this wording is assuming the approval of a single third year review for tenure track 

faculty.  However, I am in favor of regular peer review for all faculty ranks. 

Shifting to the College level is going to hurt peer review. First, this will increase the number of files since 

it is college level, not just unit level.  Second, someone that is not from my unit likely will not understand 

the significance of the work I've done. I certainly wouldn't have a clue how to review a file for someone 

from computer science, and they are in CST.  Their research/teaching is like reading another language 

I've never been taught. How can I evaluate something I don't understand, much less something to which I 

can apply no significance? I wouldn't feel comfortable applying "satisfactory" or "highly valued to things 

from other departments that I don't understand. 
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see above 

Terrible idea to move peer review out of the department/division. Evaluators are likely to be unfamiliar 

with the type of activities done and unable to judge them properly. I have seen other colleges do this and 

have historians judging scientists as lacking because they didn't publish books. That is an extreme 

example, but really happened.  

People in the unit/department are the most aware of what their colleagues are doing and their overall 

performance.  This is not bias, this is having a better understanding of the person and their discipline.  I 

fear that going to a college/school level would force units to have to change their criteria which would 

unfairly disadvantage some faculty.  

Our institution's difficulties in appropriately conducting reviews necessitate some changes in the 

procedure.  Distancing the committee from the candidate is a positive step.  If unit criteria are clear and 

review policies are followed, this increased disciplinary distance should not be a problem, as many who 

have served as outside member on a current peer review can attest. 

 See general comments at end. 

See comments above. 

The proposal to change from department peer review to college level peer review may have the benefits 

of a consistent deadlines and will help departments without sufficient numbers of tenured faculty but will 

college-level committees know how to evaluate the type of scholarship and what's typical in our fields? 

YES! 

I like the idea of moving peer review out of the units. I agree that this is a way to potentially remove bias 

in the process. I'm curious to hear more information on how a department vote would go. Who gets to 

vote in the dept? Can you vote if you're chair of the dept? On the college peer review? On university 

P&T? Junior faculty? Potentially, there will be very few people participating in a department vote. 

I'm concerned about the workload for the peer review at the college level. There will potentially be many 

files to review. Although the current university P&T committee currently reviews multiple files, we are 

not tasked with writing a thorough peer review. It seems that this would be onerous for the committee and 

particularly, the college peer review chair. Having multiple peer review committees could solve this 

problem, but that will likely introduce it's own set of problems.  

The SOE and SON already operate on this basis. 

See comment 1 above.  Reproduced below: 

1) Changing the Peer Review Committee to the College Level 

-I do not support this change to the manual.  The justification for the change is to eliminate bias in the 

process, but the tradeoff here is having reviewers completely unfamiliar with candidates' discipline.  I do 

not see this as see as a worthwhile tradeoff.  Given the diversity of disciplines in the CAHSS college (my 

own college), it is likely that a college level peer review committee will contain several members who 

may not even be remotely familiar with the candidates' disciplines.  Yet I believe it is absolutely crucial 

that multiple members of any committee be familiar with the norms and expectations in a discipline 

(especially when evaluating scholarship).  Understanding the relative quality of journals, conferences, 

publishers, and professional newsletters tends not to reach across disciplines (at least in my own 

experience).  Moreover, it seems particularly odd to have the Unit develop the criteria that is then used to 

evaluate at the College level.  

As to the problem of bias, it is curious to me why outside members on the Unit level commission do not 
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alleviate this problem.  To the extent bias remains a problem, this is exactly why there are extra layers of 

review in place before P&T decisions are made.  As to the pre-tenure process, I do not see how bias 

would be an extreme problem, because these are designed to simply prepare the candidate and remedy 

performance before ultimate decisions.  Why would a Unit give someone an unjustified, positive pre-

tenure review that could ultimately lead to rejection of tenure once other layers of review for the ultimate 

process?   

In any case, whether bias is or is not a problem, I do not believe shifting the committee to the college 

level is appropriate.  Disciplinary expertise is an important part of an appropriate review (especially as to 

scholarship).  College level review will put more decisions in the hands of more individuals without this 

expertise necessarily.  

I am in favor of the proposed move of the Peer Review committee to the college level because of the 

"disinterested and less biased" field of reviewers. I also think it is valuable for faculty to be able to 

articulate their achievements in a way that makes sense to a general academic audience.  

I am firmly opposed to shifting tenure evaluation away from the unit and to a college or school wide Pear 

Review Committee. There is a huge disparity in how research is conducted, the length of time required to 

produce research products, and the professional expectations by discipline and sub discipline for 

publication, such that faculty outside of the unit can not effectively evaluate the research productivity and 

quality outside their discipline. Since the units themselves include multiple disciplines, the person(s) 

representing the unit at the PRC may or may not have knowledge in the candidates field, and thus may be 

unable to evaluate them. This also severely disadvantages candidates whose research takes longer to 

conduct due to having to travel abroad to collect sources, working with sources in a foreign language, or 

working on complex or long range research projects. It also severely disadvantages candidates from 

smaller units, who will have less representation on the PRC and may only have 1 person from their unit 

who may or may not be part of their discipline or sub discipline. Numerical charts that show the quantity 

of research output may appear objective, but that is not the same as having people who are familiar with 

the research process and quality of research from the candidate being involved in the evaluation process. 

 

I do not support shifting the peer review committee from the unit to the College/School level. 

I cannot remember the exact recommendation, but someone at one of the input meetings made a great 

suggestion that the file move from the department to the college/school level if there was disagreement at 

the Peer Review Committee level.  In the absence of any disagreement at the Peer Review level, the file 

would move directly  to Promotion and  Tenure.  

College-wide peer review committees don’t make sense without college-wide unit criteria. The people of 

a unit are best suited to evaluate their colleagues as a committee of first review 

 

Footnote 17 on page 7 – change from department peer review to college level. An advantage is that there 

would be consistency in deadlines for files across the college. A disadvantage is that our units understand 

the type of research we do. 

I *DO* like the idea of spreading out the dates--they seem very rushed under the current calendar. That 

being said, I think the Peer Review Committee should remain at the Unit level, not change to the College 

level. Depending on the number of different disciplines within a unit, the new PRC may not have anyone 

familiar with a particular area of expertise for a candidate undergoing review by the committee. It 

*would* be more disinterested, but is that a positive? It also seems like a potentially larger workload--
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while individual units may hire just 1-2 new faculty a year (generally), within the College, there could be 

7-8 new hires among all of the units. All of those would come due for a Peer Review at the same time. 

That's a lot of reviewing! 

I understand the need for this given that it is hard to staff the PRC in small departments. My issue with it 

is that many unit criteria will need to be updated to be MUCH more clear on what it takes to get tenure 

and promotion. The NSE unit criteria would be a good example of how to put them together so that they 

can be easily interpreted by faculty from another department. There will have to be greater clarity in the 

criteria regarding what constitutes scholarship in various fields (e.g. is a meeting presentation the end 

result or a peer-reviewed publication?).   

A pro of this suggestion is that it can be hard to find enough eligible unit members to constitute a full peer 

review committee. However, some faculty members in my unit have expressed concern that different 

disciplines have very different research expectations, and the further removed from the field being 

reviewed, the harder it is to judge whether work is high quality and relevant. It has also been argued that 

those who have worked most closely with the candidate and who will work most closely with them in the 

future have the strongest opinion; faculty from other units may be uninterested as well is disinterested. 

This could leave one or a few faculty members from the candidate's home unit with disproportionate sway 

in the decision. 

This practice is appropriate for larger units, however, in the case of the MBSN and Library, this is not 

possible because there is one department. If this practice is passed, the MBSN and Library Peer Review 

Committees should have members from other units/the Library, e.g. School of Education, Human 

Performance, and Health and the Library, for nursing, for example.  

 I like the calendar change. This would put a lot of work on CST that has fewer departments. Maybe the 

peer-review committees could have at least one at-large member from another college. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-7 on excel results]  

Second, the chapter proposes to redefine the role of the Promotion and Tenure Committee during the 

P&T process, to ‘as needed’. The new P&T review process would let files with positive consensus go 

from PRC and Dean to Provost, with the Provost having the option of sending contested files to P&T for 

additional review. This would reduce the number of files P&T reviews and give them more time to 

consider complicated files. The P&T Committee would retain their role as the source of guidance and 

information about other review-related matters such as approving unit criteria and file preparation 

guidelines.    

I generally support this change. I suggest that, in addition to the Provost, the candidate should be able to 

request a full P&T review. 

I get the sense this could give much more power to administrators, but I am unsure about this. I guess I 

am not sure what defines a contested file- in other words, could someone in administration contest a file 

that went through PRC without problem and then it is sent back to P&T under this new guideline? 

see above 

- might need greater clarification (e.g., examples) of "complicated" files that may require an additional 

level of review 

 This is insane. It removes review from the faculty to an administrator. It is totally wrong-headed and puts 

too much power into an administrator's hands. 
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I'm not sure.  As stated previously, I want to keep the unit p&t committees, so not sure it would make 

sense to eliminate the campus-wide p&t committee. 

I think this can be implemented alongside some procedural changes (i.e., only P&T and only in the case 

of contested files do we send along the full complement of binders and supporting documentation that has 

become the standard). 

See general comments at end. 

I really like this idea. 

 I think the role of the Promotion & Tenure Committee as simply looking at problematic files needs to be 

rethought. It might be that the committee only receives the summary file except in the case of divided 

evaluations on peer review committees or between peer review and the chair/dean. 

There are no specific guidelines provided for how P&T would be brought into process in that "contested 

files" is not defined. An important check and balance on PRCs would be removed without specific 

indications of how candidates could appeal. Simply leaving the decision of which files are forwarded to 

university P&T at the discretion of the Provost violates one of the underpinning principles of the P&T 

process--namely to remove as much as possible the decision making process from the purview of of a 

single administrative office or officer. At the least, all candidates should have the ability to request and 

receive a review of their files by the university P&T committee without having to justify the additional 

review on any grounds other than the candidate's personal preference. 

I don't really understand this change (or what it was like before) so I'll just abstain.  

 To be equitable across campus, I really think the P&T Committee should review all files.  Rationale:  for 

smaller units such as the Library and School of Nursing where there are usually fewer tenure-track faculty 

members, there is still the possibility of bias.  Having the P&T Committee review all files decreases the 

likelihood of bias and unfair review.  I have sat on the P&T Committee and noted gross bias and 

mistreatment of faculty applying for promotion and tenure.  Because there were other faculty members 

from various units, the decisions made were  impartial - there was a check and balance.  I think that 

sending the files from the unit directly to the Provost can set a precedent that might be harmful if the 

Provost, for example, demonstrates partiality or unfairly evaluates the person.  I think that not including 

the P&T Committee on all applications can represents a power differential that can potentially result in 

unfair evaluation of candidates.  

I am concerned that this would be unfair by having different people undergoing different tenure 

processes. As long as SOPs are used as part of the evaluation process, the racial and gender biases that 

have been proven to exist in student evaluations will mean that women and faculty of color will have their 

files held back for extra examination. This will exacerbate the pre-existing disparity in the hire, retention, 

and salaries of women and faculty of color while streamlining the tenure application of faculty who 

already have advantages of race and gender. 

Because I favor a unit peer review committee, the P&T committee is still necessary. When staffed by 

people who take their roles seriously, it's beneficial. A change that might help the process is to restrict 

voting for full professor to those who hold that rank.  

Interesting twist to the committee duties. This really undercuts the potential power of this committee, but 

perhaps that will give extra weight to the Peer Review Committee's decision. This change may make it 

more tenable for people to serve on this committee since the workload would be reduced from its current 

level of insanity.  
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In my experience on P&T, we do not often come to a decision that is different from the Peer Review 

Committees. One thing that I think should be considered, though, is to give the candidate the option of 

requesting that their file go to P&T, rather than having it be solely the determination of the Provost. This 

would likely be a rare occurrence, but it is the candidates file and they should have the freedom to request 

this affirmation of their work by their peers across the university, if they deem it to be in their best interest 

for advancement of their file. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-8 on excel results]  

Chapter 5 also proposes new tools to help align and streamline the review system. All faculty reviews 

(annual, 3rd, tenure and promotion, post) would use a single evaluation form. That form would add a fifth 

evaluative term - ‘ineffective’. Having 5 terms instead of 4 puts ‘effective’ right in the middle instead of in 

the lower half of the scale. Also, all reviews would be scheduled together on a single calendar.   

What is meant by "single calendar"? 

Actually, I do support having five terms on the evaluation scale.  You know how I feel about a single 3rd 

year review for tenure track faculty. 

See general comments at end. 

I like the extended calendar, but not the scale, See detailed feedback on Chapter 5 above. 

The terms "less than effective" and "ineffective" sound, by definition, like the same thing. "Less than 

effective" is described as "failing short" and "ineffective" is described as "failing to meet." Even though 

the document indicates that unit criteria will provide examples to illustrate this difference, I think the 

manual and forms should also be clearer in establishing a difference between these two categories. I run 

into the same problem on my grading rubrics, trying to distinguish a D (unsatisfactory) from an F 

(failing). On pg. 29, the following, clearer definition of ineffective appears: “ineffective” is defined as 

habitual neglect of duty. 

Yes, I generally like this idea. I am a little confused about the criteria for each evaluation. Currently, unit 

criteria is written with P&T in mind, not annual reviews. For example, if effective scholarship is defined 

as including "one journal article," would that apply to annual review too. Would one article annually then 

be necessary?  

 Yes to a unified form and terminology. No to adding "ineffective" unless a real distinction (and 

consequences) between "ineffective" and "less than effective" can be defined 

See previous recommendation for the "Less than Effective" category. 

I like using the same terms across all forms.  

I made a comment in a previous chapter regarding the difference between less than effective and 

ineffective. The definitions seem to be the same to me. 

I like the addition of a 5th evaluation term (ineffective). Based on the form that is on the web, it only lists 

"annual, 3rd, T&P"--it doesn't list post-tenure on the form, though this indicates post-tenure reviews 

would also use the same form. 

I think it is wise for the annual reviews to retain the 1-20 scale for annual reviews (e.g. Outstanding, etc). 

The annual review is a short snapshot of the candidates activity and evaluating them with P&T 

terminology could lead to inaccurate evaluation (they didn't publish in that year, but they did the year 
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prior and after). It could also give untenured faculty a misguided sense of their progression towards 

tenure. Given that the evaluation is coming from just one person, they are putting a lot of faith in the 

evaluation of their overworked chair to determine whether they are progressing well towards tenure. 

Given the large number of files that rating administrators will be seeing each year and the great number of 

other things they must manage in their department, I find it hard to believe that they will be able to give 

each annual review sufficient time and concentration to make an accurate evaluation using the P&T 

terminology. This could lead to the candidate misinterpreting their real progress towards tenure. To me, 

this is dangerous, especially if there is just a 3rd year review. My feelings on this are likely flavored by 

being from one of the larger units (NSE) where the chair has many annual review to read each year. 

The purpose of dividing "ineffective" into "less than effective" and "ineffective" is lost on me. I can see 

that it provides symmetry, but "less than effective" is synonymous with "ineffective". Both categories 

indicate that the candidate is not meeting the standard. If symmetry is the goal, the categories should be 

"ineffective" and "highly ineffective", but I think they are better left together as one category. 

Another form? 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-9 on excel results]  

Chapter 5 proposes that 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 would 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.  

I probably will support this change but, again, it is difficult to state definitively without the full details of 

the new process. 

Less is more.  Again, additional documentation can be introduced in the case of disagreement. 

See general comments at end. 

I would hesitate to vote on anything until I actually can see the appendix. The version of SOPs pt forth 

lase year by Jonathan Storm, which involved merging PDFs and bookmarking, was more time consuming 

than printing and putting them in binders and I am relatively sure many faculty would not know how to 

do this.  This has taught me I need to see the plan before I decide if it's a good idea.  

In the statement of ethical responsibility, some components proved unnecessary and even detrimental to 

the process of reviewing files. Item #2: I propose revising to state "Any discussion between individual 

members that takes place outside formal committee meetings must be confined to the room where files 

are stored and must not aim to persuade or bias a committee member's evaluation of the files." Rationale: 

It is often the case that new committee members have questions or concerns about a file that can be 

solved by consulting another committee member. I do not think it is unethical to conduct informal 

discussions among committee members as long as they remain appropriate and confidential. Item #5: 

insert the word "informal" - "No informal information about candidates, candidate files, Committee 

deliberations, or Committee actions will be conveyed using email or the internet." Rationale: Setting the 

schedule for the committee's deliberations (i.e., which files are reviewed on which dates, who is 

presenting each file) is almost impossible to do without resorting to email communication. It is efficient 

and innocuous. Additionally, Academic Affairs regularly transmits letters regarding the progress of 

files by email. These letters include generic information about whether the promotion and/or tenure 

application got recommended at a certain stage. They do not include information that would open the 
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university to litigation, at least not to my knowledge. By inserting the word "informal," the statement of 

ethics targets its true aim, I think, which is to prohibit deliberating a file via email. 

I am certainly in favor of clear and simple file preparation. However, I do not feel like I can completely 

support this without seeing the specific guidelines.  

Two binders seem reasonable.  

It may be hard to get a consensus on details, but in my opinion, this is where we need to start with 

reexamining the promotion & tenure process. 

This is so necessary!  

To me, this is the biggest issue with lost productivity time in the peer review process. My comments 

related to this are in one of the above comment boxes. In an ideal world, well done annual reviews should 

be able to be merged together in some manner to create the penultimate review. There also need to be 

rules for what requires documentation (e.g. does a 2 hour community service activity need to be 

documented? Shouldn't we have more trust in our faculty actually doing what they claim to have done?). 

The redundancy within the file is also a big issue. 

I think we could also look into a separate evaluation system for faculty in the Arts (e.g. Theatre, studio 

art, music, etc) as their scholarship is quite different from other fields. USC Columbia has a separate file 

preparation system for faculty in the Arts versus all other faculty. 

Chapter 5 Faculty Review [5-10 on excel results]  

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

followed appropriately for all types of reviews. Annual reviews require the Dean to review chair 

evaluations. Candidates may respond at any stage of review during any type of review with a formal 

written response to be placed in the file. Responses can address conclusions or procedural violations, or 

both. This way, the entire record is contained in the file.   

I generally support changes related to increased accountability. As a matter of fact, I understand that 

many of the proposed changes to the PRC/P&T process are in response to violation-related concerns. In 

my opinion, this is at the heart of most of our problems and I am skeptical that changing the process will 

effect any real change with respect to procedural violations unless measures related to accountability (at 

all levels) are at the forefront. We just don't have a good track record here. I understand that moving away 

from unit-level PRCs is an attempt to improve the impartiality of the review process, but I am aware of 

violations at all levels - including among committees that are supposedly more "disinterested" (e.g., P&T 

committee members completely disregarding unit criteria). In changing the process, I'm not sure that we 

aren't just shifting issues related to violations from one level to another. I do hope that we develop a 

process for greater accountability, and that we adhere to that process. 

P.S. Having just read p. 10, 14, & 26 of this chapter, I'm not sure whether attempts at accountability will 

be achieved. On p. 10 it is noted that written notes to the Chair of the PRC will be unsigned and the 

footnote indicates that, when there is disagreement with respect to the written summary, it may not be 

possible to include the verbatim written comments. On p. 14 it is noted that the individual review sheets 

will be destroyed. On p. 26 it is stated that the individual review sheets remain confidential. This has been 

my concern all along, attempts at accountability may be thwarted along the way by our own procedures.  

I'll go further. 

I believe our university needs a brief statement outlining possible actions in the case of ethics violations 

in the review process.  As it stands, it is seemingly at the SVCAA’s discretion, but I think the SVCAA 
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would be better empowered to enforce our ethical code if s/he were provided with an explicit description 

of the scope of power in this circumstance.   For example: 

The chair of FW, the chair of P&T, and the SVCAA will investigate allegations of ethical violations in 

the review process.  As necessary, this may include interviewing the candidate, members of the reviewing 

committee, and other parties of interest.  In compliance with these investigations, the anonymity of the 

review process may need to be briefly suspended.  If a faculty member or members and/or an 

administrator or administrators is found to be in violation of the ethical code, the results could include but 

would not be limited to: 

a) suspension of reviewing duties for the faculty member or administrator in violation of the policy 

b) relief of administrative duties for the faculty member or administrator in violation of the policy 

c) the construction of a new review committee and/or a restart of the review process at the point at which 

the violation occurred 

  

Obviously, the language can be tweaked, as I wrote that in under five minutes, but something to this 

effect. 

See general comments at end. 

I don't see much change here, other than adding in the Dean to review chairs. I think accountability needs 

to be much stronger. Current policies seem to lack any real accountability.  

I think the ethical guidelines, and more importantly, the consequences of violating the guidelines need to 

be stronger. After going through the process as a candidate, watching others go through the process, and 

serving on review committees, I am shocked at the frequency of ethical violations AND the lack of 

intervention on the part of the administration. Anonymous review plus zero consequences for violations is 

a formula for bad behavior. I would suggest outlining consequences of violations...at a minimum, barring 

colleagues who violate the guidelines from the review process.  

  

The chapter also includes a placeholder for promotion review for instructors. In spring of 2013 the 

Faculty Senate passed a promotion process to senior instructor that included general procedures and 

criteria for the Faculty Manual and procedures for application and file preparation for the Faculty 

Handbook. In the event, the procedures were published in the handbook, but the part intended for the 

Faculty Manual never appeared in the 2016 revisions. This would be a good place to consider these afresh 

to see how well they fit our current situation and to revise as necessary. 

The language is not clear on these points. But I like the accountability as described here 

If all faculty members are to perform annual reviews, it seems impossible for the deans to meaningfully 

review all chair evaluations. They could certainly read the evaluations, but would not have time to check 

them against the documentation the faculty members provide. We should not create a standard that will 

lead to cursory evaluations or cherry picking and checking some evaluations, which would violate due 

process for all faculty members. 

 If this is done, the Dean should be provided to give written documentation of agreement (or not) with the 

review with rationale.    
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Chapter 6 - Faculty Grievance Process 

Chapter 6 includes a description of the faculty grievance process. This version was supposed to go into 

the FM16. It was approved by the faculty and sent for approval by the BOT but was never included in the 

final version. As a result, the faculty senate approved the intended version again in 2017, which was 

ready to be incorporated into a newer manual.  

P. 1: unnecessarily repetitive.  The first sentence is very unclear. 

P. 2: adjuncts with part-time appointments are officially "faculty members"? 

P. 3: Does the Faculty Welfare Committee Chair sit in on grievance hearings? 

Suggested edits: 

- p. 1, paragraph 1, line 5 - "...improper documentation, use of..." 

- p. 1, paragraph 4, line 1-2 - replace "his or her" with "their" 

- review consistent use of "Provost" 

  

See general comments at end. 

a definition of grievance pool should be included in this chapter.  

Is it appropriate to include the university ombuds as a suggested person to consult before progressing to 

grievance?  

 

Chapter 7 – Termination Procedures 

Chapter 7 describes the process for terminating tenured faculty. Two types of termination are included, 

administrative termination and termination because of bona fide reduction in staff. No changes have been 

made to the FM16.  

I would say failure to complete the remedial conditions of more than three negative annual reviews and/or 

a negative post tenure review. If they are only to listen to the peer review committee, it would take a 

minimum of 10 years to even address a concern, and that is assuming that such a committee would have 

the information and/or courage to offer remedial conditions. Even with three negative annual reviews, 

this ignores the reality that any given faculty member would surely receive one or two mediocre reviews 

prior to moving to a negative review.  

• failure to complete the remedial conditions of a negative post tenure 

review and/or to remedy the concerns raised by the review; 

  

P. 98: first full paragraph is an incomplete sentence. 

I do support these changes with the addition of the information below. 

I support the inclusion of specific termination procedures for instructors and senior instructors.  As 

contract employees this would not involve the P & T Committee.  Long serving senior instructors and 

instructors with multiple appointments are deserving of a remedial process similar, but not identical to 

tenured faculty. 

Suggested edits: 

- p. 98, 1st non-italicized paragraph - is this actually a subheading? 

- p. 100, 1st paragraph, line 4 - remove random \ 
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- p. 101, 1st non-italicized paragraph, line 1 - "...Committee informs..." 

  

By saying "Yes," I assume I am technically supporting no changes. 

See general comments at end. 

See comment 3 above. Reproduced below. 

3) Potential Revocation of Tenure  

I do not see how this is legal.  The theory of post tenure review seems appropriate, and I don't really have 

much of a problem with the process.  However, the allowance of rejection of tenure for "ineffective" 

evaluations seems inappropriate, even if the language is worded to only mean "habitual neglect of 

duty."  These terms are not synonyms, and I think the new manual introduces too much ambiguity into 

when tenure can be revoked. How does this relate to Chapter 7?  In short, the peer review process should 

not be the means by which termination of faculty with tenure is made.  

I would also note that courts have held faculty members have a constitutionally protected property interest 

in their jobs, after receiving tenure.  I believe the process set forth in the manual would likely be 

challenged on this basis in the event a faculty member was terminated due to receiving and "ineffective" 

review from a peer review committee. 

Nitpick: Can all instances of "his or her" be changed to "their" (and "he or she" to "they") to 

accommodate our genderqueer faculty members? 

Appendices 

The Appendices section contains information that is relevant but secondary to the policies and 

procedures described in the core part of the Faculty Manual. Unlike the core, the Appendices do not need 

Board of Trustee approval. Each Appendix corresponds to one of the manual chapters and contains 

information specific to that area of faculty employment. Information in Appendix 1 was taken from the 

core part of the current manual. Information in Appendix 2 and 4 was taken from the Faculty Handbook. 

In fact, all of the remaining material from the current Handbook has been placed here, eliminating the 

need for the Handbook. Still other documents need to be inserted, such as the guidelines for review files.   

Appendix 1, P. 7: Does the Columbia-based Academic Affairs and Faculty Liaison Committee vote on 

Upstate faculty going up for promotion and/or tenure? 

  

Appendix 2, P. 17: Is this statement accurate, "A reduction in voting membership of an academic unit 

shall not result in the removal of any senators until the expiration of their terms."  This has not been 

followed in practice. 

P. 18: Is this statement accurate, "Voting in elections must be conducted by secret ballot."  Again, this is 

not followed in practice. 

The Faculty Governance appendix should be placed in the main body of the Faculty Governance section 

of the Faculty Manual 

- See earlier comment about University Officers (e.g., Academic Deans) that are duplicated in Manual 

and Appendix 

 

As mentioned previously, I think some of these might need to be more fully developed before everyone 

can be comfortable signing off on the larger changes. 
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Under the section for Fulbright Awards I urge an expansion so that other kinds of recognition will allow 

faculty to claim the compensation benefits offered by the university even if the award they have won is 

not a Fulbright. For instance, we currently have a Faculty member who has been granted half-pay while 

serving at another institution with a special appointment. Expanding the wording of this Appendix then 

would only bring the manual into alignment with practice. We were set years ago, under a different group 

of faculty governance officers, to have this spelled out in the manual but it was apparently lost somewhere 

in Columbia. A faculty member who wins a Getty Fellowship or a Guggenheim Fellowship, it seems, 

ought surely to be given the same benefits as one who's won a Fulbright. 

See general comments at end. 

The sections on the Chancellor, Vice Chancellors, etc. is redundant - in the manual itself already? I would 

remove these. The same for faculty governance - isn't this outlined in full in the manual?  

I would like to see the complete Appendix before I vote on any portion of the manual that references the 

Appendix. 

Does not contain all the relevant information needed to review so that a decision can be reached.  

I like the idea of eliminating the manual. I also think it's useful to have sections that do not require board 

approval. However, I think faculty should have input and vote on any changes, including appendices.  

So far so good, but I'd like to see the sections fleshed out. 

You have a section on University Officers.  I think you should add a section on University standing 

committees, and who constitutes those committees.  There should be a sufficient level of faculty and 

academic unit representation. 

administration of SOPs needs to be updated. Somewhere in the manual a statement on the use of SOPs in 

evaluation of faculty quality needs to be made. There are lots of gaps in this portion that need to be filled.  

This is good. While P&T chair, I noticed that some faculty were not aware of the existence of the 

Handbook and wondered why it was a separate document. As I understand it, placing this in the Appendix 

would allow us to retain the ability to easily modify the Handbook with any future changes on our 

campus. This should help simplify availability of faculty review procedures for the faculty. 

Do we need to review the handbook to look for changes before we do this? 

My only comment is that we really need to see the full content of the appendices, those  that directly 

relate to faculty matters. It is somewhat difficult to provide informed opinions/feedback on some of these 

matters without having access to all of the information. 

General Feedback 

Please provide feedback on any other related aspects of the faculty manual revision process.   

o Open feedback box 
 


