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Faculty Organization Executive Committee Meeting 
March 5, 2021 
12:00-2:00pm 

Online via Zoom 
Minutes 

 
In Attendance: Mark Baer (President), Bill Allegrezza (Vice President), Harold Olivey (UFC 
Rep), Monica Solinas-Saunders (UFC Rep), Axel Schulze-Halberg (COAS), Brian O’Camb 
(COAS), Iztok Hozo (COAS), Vesna Balac (CHHS), Marshelia Harris (CHHS), Alicia Wright 
(SOA), Surekha Rao (SOBE), Sharon Pratt (SOE), Scott Hudnall (Library), Jen Fisher (At 
Large), Linda Galocy (At Large), Susan Zinner (Past President), David Parnell (Secretary) 
 

1. Called to order at 12:00 pm. 
 

2. Approval of minutes: January 8, 2021 and February 5, 2021 
 

a. Approved without amendment. 
 

3. Old Business – Mark Baer, President 
 

a. Fac Org Elections: Bill is working on getting together a slate of candidates for 
elections. An email will go out in the next week. Reach out if you know 
somebody that would be good for one of these positions. 

b. Dean’s Review: There was hesitation from some people about doing the dean’s 
review, but we are going to go ahead and try to get it done. We need to get chairs 
in place for this review. Potentially Bill and Dean Klamen will be co-chairs for 
this review.  

c. Budget Process Update: The schedule for the budget hearings is set and we have a 
faculty representative for every area now. Vicki and the deans discussed strategy 
for the budget hearings at the last Deans’ Council. All the requested faculty lines 
will be consolidated into the Academic Affairs budget hearing meeting next 
Thursday. Perhaps we should ask Vicki to go over that with us during her time 
with us today. Faculty Comment: This is a little bit unusual. Faculty Comment: 
The Budget Committee should be a little more representative. We need 
representatives from the colleges when it comes to academic positions. Faculty 
Comment: I understand. I don’t think these hearings are a last word and that our 
role as faculty there is to listen and to raise issues afterwards. Let’s talk to Vicki 
and see. I am hesitant to suggest that we crowd that meeting with more faculty 
because I am not sure what that will gain. Faculty Comment: Each dean can 
prioritize positions in their own unit, but how do you prioritize across the 
campus? How do you do that while also keeping faculty satisfied? I am not sure 
how to solve this in a rational way. Faculty Comment: I think our best option is to 
talk to Vicki about this. I agree that we should ask any question we think is 
appropriate. Faculty Comment: I think it is troubling that faculty positions will 
only come from Academic Affairs. This centralization is troubling. Faculty 
Comment: But they have to come from Academic Affairs. Faculty Comment: But 
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individual deans will not have an opportunity to make a case within their budget 
meetings. We need to know why they will not have the chance to do this. Mark: I 
do want to emphasize that there was no argument or complaint in the Deans’ 
Council, so it seems they do not have a problem with this set-up. But I do agree 
that we should talk to Vicki about why this is the case. Faculty Question: Is this a 
permanent change or a because times are tough change? Mark: That’s a good 
question.  

d. LGBTQ+ Campus Contacts: Thanks to Cara Lewis and Harold Olivey who have 
agreed to be our LGBTQ+ campus contacts.  

e. UFC A+: There have been hours of meetings about the UFC consolidated grading 
policy. One issue that we are struggling to find consensus on is the A+. Should it 
continue to count as 4.0 in a GPA or should it count as 4.3 in a GPA. Faculty 
Comment: This is ridiculous. Why would we not give a 4.3 if some other school 
in the country is giving it? We have to match them so our students have higher 
GPAs. Faculty Comment: Graduate schools re-calculate grades to adjust for this 
issue. Faculty Comment: The opposite argument for this is that 4.0 means a 
student has received at least 93% in all of their classes, but a 4.3 being available 
changes the meaning of a 4.0 GPA. Faculty Comment: I think a 4.0 should be the 
highest grade available in a class, and I think if other schools offer a 4.3 they 
should stop doing that. Faculty Question: What is the incentive to get an A+ if 
there is no GPA impact? Faculty Comment: I think recommendation letters are a 
reason. And the + does show up on the transcript.  

 
4. Ken Iwama, Chancellor 

 
a. In a discussion on the floor of the Indiana House in February, Vernon Smith and 

his colleague pointed out underly racial equity implications in an education bill 
that was being considered. They were booed and shouted down when trying to 
make their arguments. I would encourage you to read an article about it in the 
Chicago Post-Tribune. Once I found out about the incident, I called Dr. Smith and 
told him I would bring this incident to this group. This is a reminder and a 
message to everyone about how important racial justice is to IU Northwest. I look 
forward to continuing to approach this issue as we move on throughout the year. 

b. Facilities: The search for the Executive Director of Facilities is complete and 
Kevin Elmore has accepted the position. He presented himself well. This example 
is indicative of the fact that we are going to make decisions irrespective of who is 
here currently – the key metric is what is best for the institution. This search was 
exhaustive as far as soliciting opinions from faculty, staff, and students. As of 
today, based upon the information we have today, I think this is the right 
appointment. Kevin will be starting March 15th. Please welcome him warmly. 
Please also continue to treat Gary Greiner with respect and thanks for the job that 
he has done for us. Mark: Thank you, Chancellor. Would you be willing to 
introduce Kevin at the March 19th Faculty Organization meeting? Chancellor: 
Absolutely, that is a great idea.  

c. Strategic Planning: The departmental meetings were partly in preparation for 
strategic planning. They gave me a good idea of the things that are important to 
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you. I am going to secure an outside facilitator to help us with this process this 
year. IU has someone they routinely use for this process, but I am thinking of 
looking for a different facilitator to help us make our plan uniquely ours. The 
purpose of a facilitator is to help us get to the point we want to get to. I look 
forward to working with you and getting input on what the structure of this 
process should look like. By late spring I would like to have a plan in order so that 
we can really launch this in the fall, and have a new strategic plan in early spring 
next year. Faculty Comment: It’s about time we have a new strategic plan. I do 
want to warn you that we had an outside consultant about 20 years ago that cost 
the campus $500,000. So people might look at this skeptically. Chancellor: I 
appreciate that. I am not worth half a million dollars and I am sure no facilitator is 
either. I will be paying close attention to cost about this. I appreciate the warning 
and the history. Faculty Comment: Actually the experience was so bad that the 
campus gave up the strategic planning process at the time. Chancellor: Well, the 
bar is set so low. I promise that this will be a positive process. 

d. Fall 2021: I will be ambiguous. The regional campus chancellors pushed for this 
language about “we are back” in an effort to convince students to return. With our 
enrollment issues, anything we can do to encourage students to come back and 
sign up for the fall is important. One could look at our current enrollment picture 
as an aberration in time that will soon go back to normal. But the longer we look 
like this, the bigger chance that this is not an aberration but a permanent change. I 
am trying to avoid the perception that the regional campus has fundamentally 
changed. If we come to that conclusion, then that’s fine, but I do not want anyone 
else to tell us that. I think it is important that we start Fall 2021 with this 
foundational argument that “we are back.” That is our floor. If we decide to 
change, we do that together because of lessons learned.  

e. COVID: We are seeing great indicators now. Hopefully more people will be able 
to make vaccine appointments soon. No discussion about mandatory vaccines 
have been had so far. At some point in time, IU will have to make a decision. And 
if it is made mandatory, how mandatory? This is a continuing discussion and we 
will be guided by the medical response team at IU. As soon as I hear something, I 
will let you know.  

f. Commencement: Right now, the thought process for commencement is graduates 
only – from last year and this year. It will not be indoors. It will be in the far 
parking lot adjacent to Savannah. There will be social distancing. We are 
expecting 400-500 graduates to participate. There will only be 12 people sitting 
on the stage. All people attending commencement will have to clear two rounds of 
COVID mitigation testing the week before. I hope that there will be a way for 
virtual attendees to not only view but to send messages of congratulations to the 
students. Perhaps increased vaccinations will allow more people to attend. 

g. Budget: Fall enrollment continues to struggle along. We have a five-page list of 
initiatives and activities we are pursuing. We are uniquely impacted at the 
moment. Our demographic of students are those being most impacted by the 
pandemic across the country. They are being lost in high school and in the 
transition to college – the COVID generation. We are having troubles with new 
admits. We are doing everything in our power and more, but this is what we are 
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faced with. Students are delaying their decision to go to college because of the 
coronavirus. Our colleagues at PNW are struggling even more than us in this 
regard. We are not sitting back and saying “woe is us,” we are moving, and 
continue to hope that this is just a delay for this year, not a delay until next year. 
The talk about an “Exigency Policy” unnecessarily raises the temperature and the 
alarm. I am pretty confident we are going to be able to ride out this storm, thanks 
to our responsible budgeting this year and the last. I am looking at this as a one-
year anomaly. 2022 should look much better. In terms of compiling the budget 
this year, however, it is impossible to disregard our current enrollment and 
application situation. I am working with our team to make sure our projections for 
the budget are realistic, and not catastrophe. There is a middle ground where 
optimism based on reality plays in. The more I engage with our communities, the 
more I see how much is left to accomplish. There is so much room for growth and 
opportunity for us to be rediscovered. When I speak with high school leaders, 
they don’t know who we are. My job is to tell our story in every engagement we 
have. We are striving for stabilization and then growth. I am hoping stabilization 
is this year only, and then we grow. Even though the demographics are pointed 
down in the next few years, our yield is low, so if we can just increase our yield I 
believe we will grow despite the demographic slide.  

 
5. Vicki Roman-Lagunas, EVCAA 

 
a. Budget Strategy: There are two different things going on. Every year, the money 

people at IU hand us sheets of data and ask us to respond to that data. We are in 
the midst now of preparing that report. It looks like our FTE (Full Time 
Equivalent) is stable, but it is not, because we are losing FTE to adjunct 
instruction. That’s a part of the conversation. They are also looking at applications 
and admissions, because we are lower than any other IU campus right now. It 
does not look good and they are worried with us about that. We are also getting 
ready to do budget hearings.  

b. Position Requests: One of the questions asked was about positions. In the past, the 
deans did not talk to together about what was going on. The EVCAA never knew 
what the dean was thinking about or planning. I thought this was unacceptable 
because Academic Affairs is a unit. The deans initially resisted this, but they got 
past it and are comfortable talking as a group now. As we look at positions, we 
cannot really do it ourselves. We cannot get a position approved through the 
budgetary process, because the billable form process is now in place. In the 
hearings the deans will refer to the Academic Affairs presentation. We strategized 
with Michelle Dickerson and the Chancellor about how to move positions 
forward. Rather than just filling out a form, the Chancellor, Michelle, Bala, and I 
will be working through what we need. Then we present it to Philemon, and after 
that we start the billable forms. We do not ask for all the positions at the same 
time. We go forward with the most important needs at that moment. We cannot 
ask for any tenure track faculty at all given the fall. That’s not going to happen. 
My strategy has been to ask for a Visiting, do a national search, and then if the 
candidates who come through may get slid into a tenure track or clinical position. 
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Given the economics we cannot ask for anything other than Visiting. Our current 
prioritization list is a draft, but it includes two nursing positions at the top. We 
need a clinician to manage the campus clinic. The billable forms for these 
positions were approved and the searches have now started. The next up to be 
requested are in Communication, Psychology, and Social Work. Below them are 
Business, CIS, and Fine Arts. Beyond that, we need to get SPEA and the Library 
Archivist on here. Mark: So the first two positions in nursing are approved? 
Vicki: Yes. Mark: And the next tier of positions, we expect to be approved? 
Vicki: I think they may be approved because we labeled them visiting. Tenure-
track positions are a long term (30 year) commitment, but visiting is not, so that is 
a way to get these positions approved. Mark: So are some of these positions just 
to set the groundwork? Vicki: Thank you. I am hoping the first five I mentioned 
will be hired and here by August. The next ones down the list I am hoping will be 
approved and here the following year.  

c. Mark: Can you talk about the thinking about why all these positions will be 
discussed in the Academic Affairs budget hearing instead of the individual 
schools? Vicki: We have to do reallocation in a broader way to help the folks in 
finance figure out what is going on. This is really to help the financial folks see 
our plans as a division of Academic Affairs and to help make sure the deans see 
what is going on across the campus. This is a much more shared governance 
process by doing it this way. Faculty Question: When you decided on the priority 
of the positions, did you vote? Vicki: No, we don’t do votes, we do consensus. 
The deans are the ones who put this stuff together. And they discuss it. Right now 
this is really based on emergencies. Faculty Question: For planning purposes if 
we found ourselves in a position where we are losing a faculty member for the 
fall, and we are not on that list… Vicki: Please remember that this is a draft of a 
draft and we are still working on this. Your faculty member does need to be on 
this list. That is one that might even jump in line. The one from SPEA too. All of 
these still have to go through the famous billable form. It’s making a case that 
people who can only do numbers will understand. Faculty Question: So in the 
future, you will be the one to tell faculty which positions are funded and which 
are not, as opposed to the deans? Vicki: Absolutely. Or the deans will carry on a 
message from me. I heard from the day I got there that the deans did not even 
know why some got funded and some did not, so I am trying to set up additional 
communication on this. Faculty Question: I was always told that it was illegal to 
convert a visiting professor to tenure-track. Is that not true? Vicki: So the key 
component is that a national search must happen. If there is a national search for 
the visiting position, then that person may be converted to tenure-track without an 
additional search. Faculty Question: Won’t we get less qualified applicants as 
visiting than we would if we advertised a tenure-track search? Vicki: Perhaps, but 
that is the only option we got. Faculty Comment: The state of the national job 
market is in our favor in that regards right now. Faculty Question: Is it only for 
this year that this will be the way things will happen, or is this a permanent 
feature of determining faculty positions going forward? Vicki: In terms of having 
to look at the entire campus and not individual lines, that’s going to be for a long 
time. We will need to look at the needs of the whole campus and not just one-for-
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one replacement of specialists. This is not just about funds but is about shaping 
the curriculum or programming and determining what is appropriate for the 
students and our mission. Faculty Comment: Thank you, that helps us to 
understand. Vicki: As far as the billable form system, I have tried to get out of the 
system since it started. It is not something that makes sense to us and it means we 
are not the decision-makers on our campus right now. We are being careful to use 
strategies to get us what we need going forward. It makes sense that we do this 
more globally especially as our overall campus revenue has changed so much 
since our enrollment height in 2010 or 2011. We simply cannot afford one-for-
one replacements in programs that are not a student focus. 

d. The SEM team has an idea of faculty writing notes to students to encourage them 
to come back next year. We want to make this easy on you, perhaps by writing the 
notes for you and you just sign them. This is not an obligation, but I think it 
would be great for our students to hear directly from their professors, because that 
is who they care about. Keep a look out for that because we will be asking you to 
do a few apiece. 

 
6. A motion to extend the meeting by 30 minutes was seconded and approved. 

 
7. New Business – Mark Baer, President 

 
a. P&T Guidelines (See Attachment #1): These have been revised by the Faculty 

Affairs Super Committee to incorporate the Teaching Professor criteria. We have 
agreed that a separate ad hoc committee will address a complete revision of the 
P&T Guidelines next academic year. The purpose of the present revision is to 
solve some immediate issues that have caused problems with the first applications 
for Teaching Professor this year. You can see the suggested changes in the 
attachment. There is a particular focus on review letters for non-tenure track 
faculty. Faculty Question: What if there are not enough Teaching Professors to 
evaluate candidates for the Teaching Professor position? Faculty Comment: 
That’s why the wording is “should” rather than “shall” to leave that ambiguous. 
Mark: The language also calls attention to the rank issue to make sure it is 
noticed. Faculty Comment: As a grammar guy, the difference between “should” 
and “shall” is just changing tense. Faculty Question: Was there any distinction 
made for the third-year review and how that’s separate from this process? Mark: I 
think supporting lecturers from rank to rank will be an important issue for us 
going forward. It was not part of this particular review, but should be a part of the 
review going forward. Faculty Question: I have two questions. First, I do not see 
the sentence about promotion to teaching professor being comparable to 
promotion to full professor in here that gave the P&T Committee trouble. Was it 
eliminated? Mark: Yes, that was removed. Faculty Question: Second, did the 
Faculty Affairs committee consider completely revising the review letter 
requirements to eliminate letters from inside the campus? Mark: I think it was 
determined that this issue could be discussed in next year’s revision. Faculty 
Comment: We can continue with this document, but we need assurance that this 
revision is going to continue next year. Faculty Comment: I motion that we pass 
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this as written on condition that we pursue a revision of the Goldenrod next year. 
The motion was seconded and then passed. Mark: Thank you. I will look to Iztok, 
Tia, and Ranjan to explain this at the Faculty Organization meeting.  

b. All-Campus Curriculum Committee (See Attachment #2). This resolution comes 
from the Academic Affairs Super Committee. The blind spot in the Curriculum 
Committee is changes to minors and majors. The committee is asking this blind 
spot to be resolved so the All-Campus Curriculum Committee can do the job it is 
supposed to do. So to me, this just affirms what All-Campus is supposed to be 
doing according to our constitution. Faculty Comment: There are exceptions for 
programs that have separate accreditation. Why can there not be exceptions? 
Faculty Comment: I imagine it would be a pro-forma approval in those situations. 
Faculty Comment: I am just concerned that there would be problems. Mark: The 
constitution does say that these programs currently do go through this approval of 
the Curriculum Committee. Faculty Comment: It seems the constitution does not 
require approval, just review. Faculty Comment: This resolution before us does 
not use the word approval either, it just says review. Mark: I would argue that 
there are benefits to having a campus-level, birds-eye view of the curriculum. 
Faculty Comment: I think the birds-eye view would help to reduce duplication of 
efforts.  

c. Mark: This document will go to an email discussion and vote. 
 

8. Adjourned at 2:30 pm. 
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Attachment 1: 

Proposed P&T Guidelines Revision 

 

(See the following pages) 
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INTRODUCTION 
Promotion and tenure decisions are among the 
most important decisions that a university 
makes, determining the quality and character of 
the faculty and of the institution itself. It is 
essential that the process be as equitable, clear, 
and objective as possible. All candidates for 
promotion and/or tenure should be counseled 
from the time of arrival about the process and 
mentored through it. A perusal of this 
document and of their unit’s more specific 
promotion and tenure guidelines should 
provide guidance and assistance for preparing 
dossiers and indicate the types of 
documentation that will be helpful. In addition, 
the Office of Academic Affairs can provide 
information on the process, timelines, and 
procedures for the promotion and tenure 
process. The Indiana University Academic 
Handbook also describes some aspects of the 
procedure, and, should they become necessary, 
faculty rights and responsibilities in any request 
for reconsideration.  

 

TERMS 

The unit committee is ordinarily the school or 
college promotion and tenure committee. For 
those schools or colleges with departments, the 
department committee is the primary 
committee. In colleges containing schools or 
divisions, the school or division promotion and 
tenure committee is the primary committee. 
Chair shall here refer to the candidate's 
immediate administrative supervisor, whether 
chair, dean, or director. 
 

REVIEW PROCESS AND DOSSIER  

The Indiana University Northwest Promotion 
and Tenure Guidelines indicate various kinds of 
supporting evidence and their relative merits. 
They also assist a candidate in preparing and 
organizing the dossier. While guidelines can 

indicate expectations and provide assistance in 
organizing a dossier, the importance of actively 
seeking advice from senior faculty in the 
creation, selection, and organization of dossier 
contents cannot be overstressed. Candidates 
are urged to seek input, formally and 
informally, from colleagues both within and 
beyond their units. In general, each candidate 
should contribute demonstrably to the 
University’s mission, through teaching, research 
and creative activities, and service. It is the 
candidate’s responsibility, with the assistance 
and advice of his or her academic unit, to 
understand the process and the standards of 
performance expected. Each dossier should 
reflect an appreciation of these standards and 
present a clear and concise argument of 
achievement, with supporting evidence. It 
should also identify whether teaching, research 
and creative activities, or service is the declared 

area of excellence.  
 
The promotion and tenure process is a dynamic 
one, involving recommendations from a variety 
of faculty groups and administrators. It is 
difficult to generalize how assessments of such 
factors as significance or impact or substance 
collectively contribute to an overall 
recommendation. Candidates are well advised 
to make optimal use of routine evaluations of 
feedback and of pertinent experiences and to 
seek the counsel of peers on the most effective 
strategies in developing a strong case toward 
promotion and tenure. Clearly, it is best when 
the accumulated accomplishments present a 
compelling case. Dossiers with ambiguities or 
that invite a “close” decision are most 
vulnerable to the vagaries of a process that 
cannot be described with exactness. 
 
According to the IU Academic Handbook, “the 
dossier is constructed in consultation with the 
candidate,” usually with a chair assisting to 
ensure that guidelines are followed. The 
reviews and recommendations added at each 
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level are the responsibility of the relevant 
administrator or committee chair. 
  
Peer Review Process 

The University has a unique peer evaluation 
process to judge a candidate’s academic record 
and achievement. Dossiers will be evaluated by 
a series of committees and administrators, and 
it should be clear to each successive level of 
review what the expectations, limitations, and 
special opportunities are that pertain to each 
candidate’s discipline for achieving success. 
Each recommendation should not simply be for 
or against tenure or promotion, but should 
make clear its rationale; it should convey an 
awareness of the expectations and criteria, and 
its conclusion should be based on the evidence. 
The candidate will be provided with a copy of 
the recommendations made at each level—
whether positive or negative. 
 

DEMONSTRATION OF EXCELLENCE 

The candidate and all reviewers should be 
provided with the unit, department, or division 
criteria for tenure and promotion. Because 
these vary in specifics among academic units, it 
is important that the reviews closest to the 
candidate’s discipline make clear the reasons 
for their recommendations—based on their 
expectations and criteria. The dossier should 
convincingly substantiate a case in accordance 
both with the criteria in the Indiana University 
Academic Handbook and with any approved 
unit promotion and tenure guidelines. 
 
These Guidelines address in general the 
different levels of advancement. While no 
specific distinctions are made between being 
promoted to associate professor, to professor, 
or to senior lecturer, higher levels of promotion 
will expect greater demonstrated 
achievement—in merit and in impact. While the 
candidate’s entire record is reviewed, any 
promotion will be based primarily on 
contributions made in rank (since the 

candidate’s previous promotion or hire). The 

paramount requirement is simply to 

demonstrate excellence in one area and a 

satisfactory record in the others, as shown by 
progress since the last promotion.  
 
However, what indicates excellence—for 
example, in research for a person seeking 
promotion to associate professor—is 
quantitatively and qualitatively different from 
what is expected of a person seeking promotion 
to professor. “Excellence” in research for the 
higher rank implies having an established, 
ongoing, nationally recognized body of 
scholarship; there should be clear evidence of 
substantial contributions, typically reflected in 
publications in high-quality, national-level peer-
reviewed journals. There should be clear 
evidence of substantial contributions (as 
described later in this document). Parallel 
evidences apply to teaching and service for 
demonstrating an “excellent” or “satisfactory” 
level of achievement in the three areas. These 
Guidelines give examples (in Suggested 
Documentation) of different contributions and 
suggest their weight for establishing excellence. 
Each academic unit, in its own guidelines, 
should indicate what it expects for 
advancement at each level. 
 
Balanced Cases 

In exceptional cases, a candidate may present 
evidence of balanced strengths that promise 
excellent overall performance of comparable 
benefit to the University. In all cases, the 
candidate’s total record should be assessed by 
comprehensive and rigorous peer review. 
Promotion to any rank is recognition of past 
achievement and a sign of confidence that the 
individual is capable of greater responsibilities 
and accomplishments, and a successful 
balanced case, like more customary dossiers, 
must indicate this. 
 
Librarians 
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In its discussion of tenure and promotion, the 
Academic Handbook includes librarians along 
with faculty: “Full-time librarians are appointed 
in ranks analogous to and modeled on faculty 
ranks.” The Indiana University Libraries Library 
Faculty Handbook describes the criteria (which 
differ from teaching faculty criteria), dossier 
preparation guidelines, and other P&T 
information pertinent to librarians. In the 
specific routing of dossiers for librarians, after 
being evaluated by the Library P&T Committee 
and the Director of Library Services, they will be 
reviewed by the IU Librarians’ Promotion and 
Tenure Committee and the Ruth Lilly Dean of 
University Libraries, and then returned to IU 
Northwest’s campus P&T Committee.  
 
Negative Recommendations 

The IU Academic Handbook stipulates: “The 
faculty member or librarian who believes that a 
recommendation or decision that he or she not 
be reappointed has resulted from inadequate 
consideration of professional competence or 
erroneous information may offer corrections 
and request reconsideration at the level at 
which the decision not to recommend 
reappointment was first made.” On this 
campus, a candidate will be allowed to request 
two reconsiderations of negative reviews, one 
at the first level of the negative 
recommendation. The relevant committees or 
administrators will evaluate whether to 
reconsider its recommendation. If 
reconsideration is declined, the original 
recommendation stands. If reconsideration 
occurs, both the initial review and 
recommendation,  the reconsideration 
documentation and the revised 
recommendation will be included in the 
eDossier by the appropriate committee or the 
administrator in their specific designated 
section of the eDossier. Although the Academic 
Handbook only stipulates that reconsideration 
is available for probationary faculty, at IU 
Northwest it will be available for all candidates 
for promotion or tenure. Candidates, then, will 
have the opportunity to request up to two 

reconsiderations, one at the first level of a 
negative recommendation and one additional 
reconsideration request for a subsequent 
negative recommendation. 
 

COMPOSITION OF PROMOTION AND TENURE 
COMMITTEES 

Every promotion and tenure committee, to the 
extent feasible, should be comprised of at least 
three senior faculty. If sufficient faculty 
members are not available, consultation 
between the dean and chair (or existing senior 
faculty) can add tenured faculty from another 
department or unit to the Committee. It must 
be stressed that no untenured faculty may 
participate at any level of the process, with the 
exception of senior lecturers who may 
participate in departmental reviews of 
lecturers. No faculty member may participate or 
vote in more than one level of the promotion 
and tenure process for any candidate. Every 
member of a promotion and tenure committee 
is expected to participate in every meeting and 
in all votes. Faculty will only be able to vote if 
they have participated in the discussion, 
deliberations, and review of the candidate; 
absentee or proxy votes are not allowed. 
 

UNIT AND DEPARTMENT GUIDELINES FOR 
PROMOTION AND TENURE 

Department, division, and unit guidelines for 
promotion and tenure must be vetted and 
approved by the Office of Academic Affairs. This 
vetting process ensures that adequate 
compliance with University-wide expectations is 
met in the context of the Academic Handbook 
and with the prevailing expectations of the IU 
Northwest Promotion and Tenure Guidelines.  
 

THIRD YEAR REVIEW 

In the Spring Semester of the third year of a 
probationary faculty member’s appointment, 
the candidate prepares a file for review. In this 
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third-year file, he or she will assemble 
narratives on accomplishments in teaching, 
research or creative activities, and service to 
establish a pattern of developing scholarship 
and achievements. The purpose of this review 
step is to encourage an organization and 
structure that helps the candidate better 
understand the challenges of effective 
documentation and to provide input from the 
unit and department on his or her progress. 
Feedback should address weaknesses and 
recognize strengths in the candidate’s 
performance.  
 

eDOSSIER COMPONENTS 

 eDossier 

 
. The eDossier must contain: 

• All reviews and recommendations 
(internal and external) 

• Brief professional biographies of 
external reviewers 

• Candidate narratives of teaching, 
research and creative activities, and 
service 

• Candidate’s curriculum vitae 
• Approved department or unit 

promotion and tenure Guidelines.  
• Copies of publications 
• Proposals for external funding 
• Other relevant supporting 

documentation of teaching  
• Other relevant supporting 

documentation of service 
• relevant supporting Other 

documentation of research 
 
The Table of Contents of essential material in 
this principal dossier follows in these 
Guidelines. 
Recommendations from primary and/or unit 
levels should reflect consideration of the 
evidence cited in the eDossier and serve as an 
assessment of the merits of contributions. 
 

Responsibility for Dossier Preparation 

Both the chair and the candidate have 
responsibilities in preparing the dossier: the 
chair to assist in assembling it, to advise as 
necessary, and to ensure that guidelines are 
followed, the candidate to provide its contents. 
The administrator may assist the candidate with 
suggestions on the content and its organization. 
These Guidelines outline a schedule indicating 
when to assemble supporting evidence and 
when the dossier is due. They suggest the type 
of evidence that can indicate accomplishment 
in the three areas and include the process by 
which faculty, both within and outside the 
candidate’s discipline, can evaluate his or her 
record. The Chair and the candidate should be 
attentive to the particular guidelines of their 
unit. The Chair or the School’s Dean will be the 
checklist signoff person once the e-Dossier is 
submitted by the candidate. 
 

EDOSSIER PREPARATION 

Candidates for promotion and tenure should be 
advised concerning the upcoming reviews and 
consult the Academic Calendar for Promotion 
and Tenure in the Appendix. Candidates will 
need to supply the information that will be 
important to this evaluation process in the 
Spring Semester preceding the year of review 
for tenure and/or promotion. In order to have 
the necessary documentation, all units should 
begin to accumulate information about the 
candidate’s teaching, research and creative 
activities, and service contributions as soon as 
the candidate becomes a faculty member. 

 
The chair should routinely gather the 
information that will be appropriate for a 
tenure dossier. The compilers of a dossier 
should keep in mind that the objective evidence 
in the dossier should confirm the case for 
promotion or tenure. It is not sufficient for 
evaluators simply to state that the candidate is 
excellent, satisfactory or unsatisfactory in each 
area; they should elaborate how well they feel 
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the candidate has made his or her case. 
Normally, the dossier should contain 
information that convincingly, objectively 
supports the contention that the candidate is 
excellent in one area and at least satisfactory in 
the others. All relevant evidence, both positive 
and negative, must be included in the dossier. A 
chair may not exclude material because of 
negative content. Review committees should be 
able to assume there is no pertinent evidence 
for or against the candidate beyond the 
documents in the dossier.  
 
Candidates are responsible for presenting in an 
organized and effective way the evidence in 
their part of the dossier, the chairs likewise in 
their part. Candidates and all committees 
reviewing cases should be provided with the 
approved department or division criteria for 
promotion and tenure. Since these vary in some 
particulars from one academic unit to another, 
it is important that the reviewing committee 
know clearly the grounds upon which the case 
is being made and judged. The dossier should 
contain evidence for substantiating a case 
based on criteria in the Indiana University 
Academic Handbook and in any specific division 
and/or department promotion and tenure 
guidelines. 

 
Responsibilities of the Chair, Dean, or 
Director 

The chair, dean or director is responsible for: 
 
1. Notifying the faculty member of the due 

dates for the eDossier. 
 
2. Providing clerical assistance and 

reproduction facilities. 
 
3. Ascertaining that the faculty member has 

copies of the current Academic Handbook 
and of the unit guidelines, and informing 
him or her that these are the relevant 
documents to consider when building a 
case for promotion and tenure. 

 

4. Soliciting names of potential external 
reviewers to evaluate the candidate’s 
accomplishments and their impact. The 
candidate (as well as other faculty) can 
suggest potential reviewers; the chair will 
select a list of those from whom reviews 
will be solicited. The chair can also add 
additional names to the list of prospective 
reviewers. Typically, a chair will inquire if a 
person is willing to evaluate the dossier 
prior to sending a formal written request. 
The chair then invites evaluations from 
those agreeing to review the dossier, using 
the letter included in the Appendix. Each 
candidate should be apprised of those 
chosen to make an evaluation. Ordinarily, 
sufficient external reviewers should be 
identified so that six letters are received. 
Reviewers will receive the bulk of the 
material from eDossier: the CV; Teaching, 
Research and Creative Activities, and 
Service Narratives; samples of 
accomplishments; and the promotion and 
tenure guidelines of the candidate’s unit. 
External reviewers are asked to comment 
on the quality and impact of the 
candidate’s accomplishments, whether 
the area of excellence claimed is teaching, 
research and creative activities, or service. 
If not provided by the reviewer, the chair 
should create a brief professional 
biography from the reviewer’s CV or other 
biographical material.  

 
5. Arranging for the selection and functioning 

of department or division promotion and 
tenure committees. 

 
6. Writing a letter to the next highest 

administrator, evaluating the candidate 
and recommending action. 

 
Materials gathered by the chair and included in 
the dossier for purposes of promotion and 
tenure become the property of the Office of 
Academic Affairs for the permanent record 
following the completion of the promotion and 
tenure process. This includes confidential 
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evaluations from various administrators, 
committees, outside referees, colleagues and 
the candidate’s statements and list of activities.  

 
Candidate’s Narratives on Teaching, 
Research and Creative Activity, and Service 

Candidates should provide thoughtful 
narratives about their teaching, research and 
creative activities, and service. Each narrative 
should be three to five pages and should convey 
both the candidate’s views of these areas and 
his or her accomplishments. The teaching 
narrative should reflect not only a pedagogical 
attitude, but should also discuss student and 
any relevant peer evaluations and how they 
have been integrated into subsequent practice, 
particular kinds of successes and even 
instructive missteps. A series of courses or a 
program successfully designed is useful. 
Noteworthy advising or mentoring could well 
figure into a person’s philosophy of teaching. 
 
The narrative on Research and Creative Activity 
should not simply recount what is already in the 
candidate’s bibliography, but rather highlight 
particular achievements and ongoing projects 
or programs or funding, and endeavors that 
have been especially fruitful and where they 
might lead. The narrative about Service would 
ideally reflect the candidate’s understanding 
that (and how) service to the University, the 
profession, and the region is an important part 
of a faculty member’s commitment. The 
emphasis should be on significant undertakings 
and the breadth of their effect—not a list of 
token memberships. If pertinent, it is 
appropriate and useful to indicate how these 
areas may have overlapped and reinforced each 
other. 

 

 EDOSSIER CONTENT 

 
 The entire eDossier is forwarded beyond the 
campus to the Vice President’s office.  
 
 

 
The contents of eDossier provide the evidence 
and documentation that will enable the 
departmental committee, chair, dean, and the 
Campus Promotion and Tenure Committee to 
make informed, persuasive recommendations. 
It should be as well-organized, clear, and 
concise as possible.  
 
The dossier may include the following items for 
the years in rank: 

• Student evaluations—both the 
numerical and the prose comments 
(under Teaching) 

• Student letters, indicating how they 
were chosen (under Teaching) 

• Grade Point Distributions (under 
Teaching) 

• A copy of all published scholarship or 
other evidence of creative activities 
(under Research and Creative Activity) 

• Description and documentation of any 
notable service to the unit, University, 
profession, or region (under Service) 
 

FACTORS IN THE DOCUMENTATION OF 
EXCELLENCE 

Types of documentation that would help to 
prove that the case for promotion and tenure is 
justified are indicated below. For the area of 
excellence, the evidence should include more 
compelling and extensive documentation, and 
should clearly and convincingly demonstrate 
superior performance. The areas that are 
deemed satisfactory should also be well 
documented, but fewer types of evidence need 
to be included; the relative level of 
performance expected is less than that for 
excellence. 

 
Teaching 

It is up to the candidate’s academic unit to 
elaborate in its guidelines what its expectations 
for promotion and tenure are. Not all 
accomplishments are equally meritorious. 
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While the list that follows is neither exhaustive 
nor fully inclusive, among the kinds of evidence 
that might show accomplishments in teaching 
are: 
 
Substantive accomplishments (those most 
likely to strengthen a case for excellence): 

• Awards (local, University-wide, regional, 
or national) 

• Consistently favorable student 
responses on evaluations, on both the 
prose comments and numerical results 

• Pedagogically-oriented publications in 
peer-reviewed journals and other 
scholarly publications 

• Funded external proposals for 
pedagogical innovation or systemic 
change in teaching 

• Presentations on teaching innovation in 
professional meetings 

• Peer-reviewed textbooks published  
• Peer reviews (external and internal) 

attesting to impact and value of the 
candidate’s work 

• Major curricular innovations or new 
degree programs that are developed, 
approved and offered 

 

Significant accomplishments (those that might 
further support the candidate’s case): 

• Student letters (solicited or unsolicited) 
commenting on or analyzing the value 
and effectiveness of the teaching. If the 
letter is solicited, include a copy of the 
letter sent to students and indicate how 
the students were chosen. 

• Peer teaching evaluations 
• Electronic formats developed for 

courses and used in teaching 
• Course and program design or 

supervision 
• Evidence of student learning or teacher 

effectiveness (results can be 
summarized in the Teaching Narrative) 

• A list of courses taught reflecting 
impact on program 

• Share of department’s teaching 
responsibilities 

• Other indications of teaching creativity 
or innovation 

• Mentoring of students or other faculty, 
with feedback if available from affected 
individuals 

• Effective student advising 
• Innovative course materials developed 

and implemented, pedagogical 
presentations on campus 

• Contributions on teaching committees 
 

Research and Creative Activity 

It is up to the candidate’s academic unit to 
elaborate in its guidelines on what its 
expectations for promotion and tenure are. 
Again, items should be described on the basis of 
their substantive and significant contributions 
to their discipline, to make clear the merits of 
the contribution. While the list that follows is 
neither exhaustive nor fully inclusive, among 
the kinds of evidence that might show 
accomplishments in research and creative 
activities are: 

 
Substantive accomplishments (those most 
likely to strengthen a case for excellence): 
 

• Peer-reviewed Publications: Books, 
monographs, scholarly articles in peer-
reviewed journals, book chapters, 
accepted manuscripts. Book contracts 
do not normally constitute substantial 
evidence until a manuscript is delivered 
and accepted by a publisher. The 
candidate should include a list of 
journals with a description of their 
status and rank (circulation, prestige, 
impact factor, acceptance rate, or other 
attributes that reflect the prestige of 
the journal). Publications in national 
level, peer-reviewed journals offer the 
strongest indication of publication 
quality. Co-authored work should be 
accompanied by a clear statement of 
the candidate’s contribution. 
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• Creative activities: Shows, exhibits, 
notable acquisitions, performances, 
literary publications. The quality and 
extent of shows, performances, etc. 
should be specified, including whether 
or not they are juried. 

• Conference presentations in disciplines 
where this is highly regarded, indicating 
whether or not submissions are peer-
reviewed 

• Honors or awards for scholarly or 
creative activities 

• Evidence of substantial, promising 
ongoing projects or programs 

• Efforts to attract external funding to 
support students, scholars, and 
expenses of research if appropriate to 
the discipline 

• Invited lectures at other colleges or 
universities on the candidate’s research 
or creative activity 
 

Significant accomplishments (those that might 
further support the candidate’s case): 
 
• Involving students in research or creative 

activity 
• Student presentations of the candidate’s 

research or creative activity  
• Non-peer reviewed articles or 

presentations in local, non-juried shows 
 

Service 

Service generally addresses service to the units 
or campus, professional service to the 
discipline, and public service to the community 
or region. All of these areas can have impact 
and be recognized as elements of a dossier for 
promotion and tenure. It is up to the 
candidate’s academic unit to elaborate in its 
guidelines its expectations for promotion and 
tenure as to the extent and depth of these 
contributions. Among the kinds of evidence that 
might show accomplishments in service are (the 
list is neither exhaustive nor fully inclusive): 

 

Substantive accomplishments (those most 
likely to strengthen a case for excellence): 
 
• Service to the profession: on academic 

boards, disciplinary and inter-disciplinary 
committees, editing, reviewing, 
evaluating, invited lectures 

• Roles in reviewing departments or units 
in other colleges or universities 

• Roles in national professional 
organizations, such as elected positions 
on boards 

• Grants for service projects 
• Peer-reviewed publications or 

presentations on service to the 
institution, unit, or discipline 

• Organizing major, visible campus events 
impacting the discipline, unit or campus 

 
Significant accomplishments (those that might 
further support the candidate’s case): 

• Service to unit: on committees, designing 
programs, mentoring colleagues  

• Administrative contributions that exceed 
the ordinary expectations of an 
administrative role 

• Major roles in representing the discipline 
or unit to other forums or in the 
community 

• Service to campus: on committees, as a 
representative or liaison 

• Service to the community: public lectures 
and presentations, discipline-related 
community activities 

• Local awards and honors for service 
• Outreach and event organization  
• Consulting in the discipline 

 

EXTERNAL REVIEW LETTERS 

External review letters shall be from individuals 
at or above the rank to which the candidate is 
applying. A brief professional biography and 
possibly a CV of each external reviewer will be 
included in the dossier. It is helpful when the 
fields of the reviewers enable them to address 
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the impact and importance of the candidate’s 
contributions. 

 
Indiana University broadly expects that six 
external reviews are desirable in the 
assessment of the candidate’s work. Note that 
the external review letters cannot be from the 
candidate’s home campus, from previous 
mentors, thesis directors, former colleagues in 
prior institutions, significant collaborators, 
classmates, or from people with whom the 
candidate has a personal relationship. The 
candidate should list all reviewers and indicate 
his or her connection with them. It is University 
policy that all external reviewers receive the 
same packet of materials. 
 

INTERNAL  LETTERS 

Primary Committee 

The department (or school within a college) 
committee’s evaluation of the candidate’s 
research and creative activities, teaching, and 
service should include factual and judgmental 
statements about each, assessing the area(s) to 
be judged excellent, satisfactory, or 
unsatisfactory. This letter should address the 
candidate’s research and creative activities, 
teaching, and service attainments and 
anticipated contributions to the future 
development of the department, and it should 
summarize the confirming evidence. The 
written recommendations of the primary 
committee and of every subsequent level of 
review should be made available to the 
candidate at the conclusion of the committee’s 
or the administrator’s work. If the vote is not 
unanimous, both the majority and the minority 
positions must be explained in the committee’s 
report. 

 

Chair, Dean or Director  
If this recommendation is positive, it should 
contain an assessment of the candidate’s 
contributions to the department (or unit). It 
should demonstrate that he or she will serve 

the needs of the department and has 
established a pattern of scholarly or artistic 
productivity, teaching, and service — a pattern 
that will benefit the University community in 
future years. If the recommendation is neutral 
or negative, this also should be justified. The 
recommendation of the chair will be provided 
to the candidate at the conclusion of the 
review. 
  

LECTURER AND  CLINICAL FACULTY 

Indiana University has additional ranks of 
Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Teaching Professor, 
and clinical ranks with professorial designations. 
While these positions are not tenure-track, they 
provide substantial value to our mission in 
teaching, research and creative activity, and 
service. 
 

Lecturer Ranks 

 

Senior Lecturer 

 

Promotion to Senior Lecturer is based on 
continued improvement in and demonstration 
of excellence in teaching or service, with at 
least satisfactory performance in the remaining 
area. Research or creative activity would be 
recognized when it strengthens the area of 
excellence. Candidates are ordinarily expected 
to provide leadership in teaching and to 
contribute to course and curriculum 
development. They may have organizational 
and oversight responsibilities for a course or 
program, participate in course and curriculum 
development, and, where appropriate, provide 
workshops for colleagues. They may oversee 
and provide mentoring for full and part-time 
non-tenure track faculty. Candidates may also 
make school and campus contributions beyond 
the classroom, such as campus service or other 
professional activities. 
 
If a lecturer is hired with specific responsibilities 
beyond the normal teaching and service 
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expectations, the accomplishments and 
contributions in those areas should be assessed. 
 

 

Teaching Professor 

 
Excellence in Teaching 
 
All faculty in the rank of Lecturer, Senior 
Lecturer, and Teaching Professor are 
expected to stay current in pedagogy and 
their academic discipline. Therefore, while 
the attainment of a terminal degree in their 
academic discipline is not sufficient alone 
for promotion to Teaching Professor, it 
should be weighted heavily in consideration 
of excellence in teaching. Other factors may 
individually or jointly establish excellence in 
teaching and qualification for promotion to 
Teaching Professor. The non-exhaustive list 
of factors includes: 
 
Substantive accomplishments (those most 
likely to strengthen a case for excellence):  
 

• Teaching Awards (local, University-
wide, regional, or national) 

• Consistently favorable student 
responses on evaluations, on both the 
prose comments and numerical 
results   

• Pedagogically-oriented publications 
in peer-reviewed journals and other 
scholarly publications  

• Efforts to attract external funding for 
pedagogical innovation or 
scholarship of teaching and learning 

• Attainment of a terminal degree in 
their academic discipline 

• Presentations on research on 
teaching and learning, innovations, 
and best practices at professional 
conferences or workshops 

• Authored peer-reviewed articles, 
textbooks, textbook chapters, and e-
texts 

• Edited text books or other 
pedagogical publications 

• Peer reviews (external and internal) 
attesting to impact and value of the 
candidate’s work  

• Participation in curriculum 
development and/or program 
development 

• Development of and dissemination of 
quality teaching materials  

• Applied research on teaching in the 
candidate’s academic discipline, 
sharing pedagogical innovation, and 
disseminating best teaching 
practices.   

Significant accomplishments (those that 
might further support the candidate’s case):  
 

• Student letters (solicited 
or unsolicited) commenting on or 
analyzing the value and effectiveness 
of the teaching. If the letter 
is solicited, include a copy of the 
letter sent to students and indicate 
how the students were chosen. 

• Peer teaching evaluations  
• Electronic formats developed for 

courses and used in teaching  
• Course and program design or 

supervision  
• Evidence of student learning or 

teacher effectiveness (results can be 
summarized in the Teaching 
Narrative) 

• A list of courses taught reflecting 
impact on program  

• Evidence of teaching creativity or 
innovation  

• Mentored students or faculty, with 
feedback if available from affected 
individuals 

• Effective student advising  
• Innovative course materials 

developed and implemented, 
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pedagogical presentations on 
campus  

• Contributions on committees that 
deal with teaching, learning, or 
student success 

• Authored non-peer-reviewed 
relevant publications (e.g. 
newsletters contributions)  

Excellence in Service in Support of 
Teaching and Learning  
 
As faculty progress in their careers, their 
contributions will frequently change in 
nature spreading beyond the classroom. A 
non-exhaustive list of activities that indicate 
service in support of teaching includes:  

• Peer review of others’ teaching 
• Mentoring of faculty 
• Programmatic assessment of 

learning 
• Writing student recommendations 

particularly for scholarships, 
graduate programs, and employment 

• Supervising/leading student service, 
experiential, or practice-based 
learning 

• Nominations of teachers and 
students to renowned awards, 
scholarships, and leadership 
positions 

• Teaching-related committee work 
• Student-facing campus service (e.g. 

sponsoring or advising clubs) 
• Outward-facing service toward 

learning in the community 
• Guest lectures 
• Serving on teaching award 

committees 
• Chairing and participating in 

Faculty Learning Communities 
• Mentoring student-athletes 
• Leadership in teaching-related 

societies or organizations 

• Service awards related to teaching 
or learning    

• Leadership activities at the 
department, school, campus, or 
university level 

• Participation as a reviewer for 
teaching-related scholarly journals 

• Service on a teaching-related 
journal’s review board, or service as 
an editor for a teaching-related 
journal. 

• Service on external pedagogical 
grant review boards 

 
 

 

 
Clinical Ranks 

Promotion from Clinical Assistant Professor or 
from Clinical Associate Professor to a higher 
rank is based on continued improvement in and 
demonstration of excellence in teaching, 
research, or service. The candidate must 
demonstrate at least satisfactory performance 
in the remaining area. Service can be identified 
as a primary focus for a clinical faculty member 
if considered a significant part of the faculty 
member’s major responsibilities. Candidates are 
ordinarily expected to provide leadership in 
their primary area, but not to the extent and 
impact expected of tenure-track candidates for 
promotion. Clinical faculty may have 
organizational and oversight responsibilities for 
a course or program, participate in course and 
curriculum development, and, where 
appropriate, provide workshops for colleagues. 
They may oversee and provide mentoring for 
other non-tenure track faculty. Clinical faculty 
are encouraged to make school and campus 
contributions and to pursue external 
professional activities. 
 
Review Letters for Non-Tenure Track 
Faculty 
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It would normally be expected that candidates 
for promotion in non-tenured positions would 
have four review letters from outside their unit 
of appointment, allowing recommendations 
from faculty in other schools or colleges of IUN, 
as well as from other IU campuses or 
universities. Review letters should be from 
individuals at or above the rank to which the 
candidate is applying.  A brief professional 
biography and possibly a CV of each reviewer 
will be included in the dossier. It is helpful when 
the reviewers address the impact and 
importance of the candidate’s contributions. 
 

 
Note that the review letters cannot be from 
previous mentors, thesis directors, former 
colleagues in prior institutions, significant 
collaborators, classmates, or from people with 
whom the candidate has a personal 
relationship. The candidate should list all 
reviewers and indicate his or her connection 
with them. It is University policy that all 
reviewers receive the same packet of materials. 
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APPENDICES 

A: TEMPLATE LETTER SOLICITING EXTERNAL REVIEWS 

Instructions: Replace bracketed data with appropriate information applicable to the candidate. 

[Date] 

[External reviewer’s address] 

Dear [External reviewer]: 

[Candidate name] is under consideration for promotion to the rank of [proposed rank] in the Department of 

[name] within the [School/college name] at Indiana University Northwest. Indiana University Northwest continues 

to develop its academic excellence in scholarship in teaching, research and creative activities, and service. A critical 

step in advancing the mission of our campus is recognizing meritorious faculty in rank. Your input in a review of our 

candidate is important in assessing the impact and value of our candidate’s work. 

The primary area in which [candidate name] seeks advancement is in [teaching, research and creative activity, 

orservice; in the unusual instance of a “balanced case,” this must be explained], with [the two areas claimed 

“satisfactory”] as the secondary areas. Within this context, we would appreciate your candid evaluation of 

[candidate’s] academic work. We are particularly interested in your evaluation of the quality, significance and 

impact of [his/her] work, and the quality of the journals, publications, or other vehicles used for dissemination. To 

assist you in your evaluation we are enclosing Professor [candidate name]’s curriculum vitae, a summary dossier, 

and some representative contributions of the candidate. We would, of course, appreciate any other comments you 

would like to make regarding [candidate]’s teaching, research and creative activity, and/or service, and their 

overlap. 

Since we are obligated to provide a short biographical sketch of you to promotion committee members, we would 

appreciate a brief biographical sketch, or your curriculum vitae, if more convenient. Please also clarify whether you 

have any personal or professional relationship with the candidate, and if so, the nature of that relationship. 

We are keenly aware of the demands this request places on you, and appreciate your assistance in this matter. 

Your letter will be seen by a group of faculty members serving in the campus’s promotion and tenure process. The 

candidate may request access to, and the University is legally compelled to give access to, the entire dossier. If this 

in any way influences your ability to write a candid evaluation, please let us know as soon as possible.  

To complete Professor [candidate name]’s dossier, we would appreciate receiving your comments by early to mid-

August of this year. 

Thank you for your assistance in this important process. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

[Department Chair or designated administrator] 

Enclosure(s) 
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B: ACADEMIC CALENDAR FOR THE PROMOTION, TENURE, AND SABBATICAL LEAVES PROCESSES 

April 1st Monday Office of Academic Affairs notifies units of candidates that must be 

considered for a promotion and tenure recommendation in following year. 

Units contemporaneously notify candidates. 

May 1st Monday Candidates notify chair, director, or dean of intent to pursue promotion 

and/or tenure or sabbatical leave. P&T candidates submit names of 

suggested external reviewers to responsible administrator. 

May 2nd Monday Unit informs Office of Academic Affairs, in writing, of all intended 
candidates under consideration for promotion and/or tenure. 

May – June  Candidate dossiers are sent to external reviewers by chair, director, or 

dean as appropriate. 

June 1st Monday Promotion and Tenure Committees constituted. 

September 2nd Monday Both principal and supplemental dossiers for promotion and/or tenure 
candidates due in department or unit office  

  Sabbatical leave applications are also due. All external reviews should be 

received prior to this date. Reviews of dossiers progress from primary area 

(department or school) to unit committees and dean. 

October  2nd Friday Reappointment recommendations due in Office of Academic Affairs, for 

tenure track faculty in the second year of their appointment (for third year 

appointment only), and for lecturers in the first year of their appointment 

(for second year appointment only). 

October  3rd Monday Dossiers have been reviewed completely in schools and colleges, and are 
due in the Office of Academic Affairs. 

October - December  Dossiers reviewed by the Campus Promotion and Tenure Committee, and 

sabbatical applications reviewed. 

January 2nd Monday Reviews of the Campus P&T Committee are transmitted to the EVC. 

February  mid-month Recommendations of the EVC to the Chancellor. 

February  end Complete campus recommendations/principal dossiers are transmitted to 

the Office of the Executive Vice President for University Academic Affairs. 

Supplemental dossier may be requested. 

March  early Candidates notified by EVC that their dossiers are undergoing Executive 

Review. If applicable, candidates may elect to withdraw their applications 

at this time. 

March – April  Executive Review in consultation with Chancellor. 

April early President recommendation communicated to campus, followed by 

Chancellor or EVC notification to candidate whether a favorable 

recommendation will be forwarded to the Board of Trustees. 

April mid-month Board of Trustees action, followed by candidate notification from the 

President. 

April 3rd Friday Reappointment recommendations due in Office of Academic Affairs, for 
tenure track faculty in second year and later, lecturers, and senior 
lecturers in their second year of three-year term. 

Office of Academic Affairs, revised July, 2016. Dates may change from time to time. Current dates are available from the Office. 
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C: EDOSSIER PROMOTION AND TENURE MAPPING GUIDE 

(GENERAL GUIDELINE: DO NOT PUT MULTIPLE COPIES OF THE SAME FILE/LETTER IN EDOSSIER; 
RATHER PLACE A LINK OR A FILE WITH A LINK POINTING TO THE OTHER COPY!) 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

P & T Routing and Action 
Summary Form 

 Not used in the 
eDossier system 

Recommendation from the 
Executive Vice Chancellor 

 Uploaded by 
Academic Affairs 

Recommendation of Campus P 
& T Committee 

 Uploaded by 
Chair/delegate of 
Campus P & T 
Committee including 
vote tally 

Recommendation from the 
Dean 

 Uploaded by 
Dean/delegate 

Recommendation from 
College/School P & T 
Committee 

 Uploaded by 
Chair/delegate of the 
College/School P & T 
Committee including 
vote tally 

Recommendation from the 
Chair/Director* (if applicable) 

 Uploaded by Chair of 
the Department 

Recommendation of the 
primary committee (if 
applicable) 

 Uploaded by 
Chair/delegate of the 
committee including 
vote tally 

 Assign a Candidate Delegate Candidate has option 

 Assign a Guest Candidate has option 

 Dossier (Candidate’s Name)  
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Principal dossier component 

External Letters (Outside 
reviewers solicited by the 
Chair/Director/Dean) 

 

Uploaded by the 
Chair/Director/Dean 

Principal dossier component (if 
any) 

Solicited Letters  

 

Teaching (Student letters 
solicited by the 
Chair/Director/Dean) 

 

Naming Convention for 
student letters: 
Student#.pdf 

 

 

Uploaded by the 
Chair/Director/Dean 
indicating how they 
were chosen. This 
section also includes 
Grade Point 
Distribution. 

 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 

 

Research (Confidential 
letters written by IUN 
colleagues and solicited by 
the Chair/Director/Dean) 

 

Naming Convention for 
external and internal 
reviewers:  

LastName.FirstName-
Candidate Name.pdf 

Uploaded by the 
Chair/Director/Dean 

 
 

Service (Confidential letters 
written by IUN colleagues 

Uploaded by the 
Chair/Director/Dean 
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and solicited by the 
Chair/Director/Dean) 

 

Naming Convention for 
external and internal 
reviewers: 

LastName.FirstName-
Candidate Name.pdf 

 

Principal dossier component General  

 
Department and School 
Criteria 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
(departmental and 
school promotion and 
tenure guidelines) 

 

 

Candidate’s Curriculum Vitae 

 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 Candidate’s Statements 

Three (3) 
statements: 
Research/Creative 
Activity, Teaching, 
and 
Service/Engagement 
statements uploaded 
by candidate—each 
with 5- page limit 

 
Department (School) List of 
Prospective Referees 

Final list of external 
reviewers composed 
by the 
Chair/Director/Dean 
(list also includes 
brief bio**) 
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Not used in IUN Guidelines 
Candidate’s List of 
Prospective Referees 

List provided by 
candidate to 
Chair/Director/Dean 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 

Research Indicated by 
Substantive and Significant 

 

Research/Creative Activity  

 
• Scholarly articles in peer-

reviewed journals 
(substantive) 
 

• Shows, exhibits, notable 
acquisitions, 
performances, literary 
publications 
(substantive) 

 

• Peer-reviewed books, 
chapters, monographs—
only include title pages 
and table of contents in 
eDossier entry 
(substantive) 

 

• Non-peer-reviewed 
articles or presentations 
in local, non-juried shows 
(significant) 
 

Copies of Publications and/or 
Evidence of Creative Work 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
[Candidate option: not 
required in IUN 
Guidelines] 
 
If candidate’s Area of 
Excellence is 
Research/Creative 
Activity, letters from 
colleagues should be 
uploaded here. 
 

Reviews of Candidate’s 
Books, Creative 
Performances and Exhibitions 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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If the letter makes 
additional comments in 
the areas of Teaching or 
Service, it should be 
indicated within the 
respective areas 
providing the link to the 
area it is uploaded (see 
Help tab in eDossier 
under Embedded URLs).  
 
Confidential letters 
solicited from colleagues 
by a Chair/Dean should 
be uploaded within the 
Solicited Letters section 
of principal dossier by 
the administrator. 
 

• Efforts to attract external 
funding to support 
students, scholars, and 
expenses of research if 
appropriate to the 
discipline (substantive) 

List of Grants Applied 
for/Received 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 
• Evidence of substantial, 

promising ongoing 
projects or programs 
(substantive) 
 

• Student presentations of 
the candidate’s research 
or creative activity 
(significant) 

 

Copies of Manuscripts or 
Creative Works in Progress 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Conference presentations 

when highly regarded 
(substantive) 
 

• Invited lectures at other 
colleges or universities on 
the candidate’s research 
or creative activity 
(substantive) 
 

Evidence for the 
Impact/Influence of 
Publications or Creative 
Works 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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• Peer-reviewed 

publications: list of 
journals/publishers with a 
description of their status 
and rank (circulation, 
prestige, impact factor, 
acceptance rate, or other 
journal attributes) 
(substantive) 
 

Evidence for the 
Stature/Visibility of Journals, 
Presses or Artistic Venues 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Honors or awards for 

scholarly or creative 
activities (substantive) 
 

Awards and Honors for 
Research/Creative Activity 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Co-authored work should 

be accompanied by a 
clear statement of the 
candidate’s contribution 
(substantive) 
 

Candidate’s Contributions to 
Collaborative Projects 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

Teaching Indicated by 
Substantive and Significant 

Teaching  

 
• List of courses taught 

reflecting impact on 
program (significant) 
 

List of Courses Taught 
Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Other indications of 

teaching creativity or 
innovation appropriate to 
this category 
(significant) 

Sample of Course Materials 
Uploaded by 
candidate 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 
[Candidate option: not 
required in IUN 
Guidelines] 

 

Graduate Training 
Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Other indications of 

teaching creativity or 
innovation appropriate to 
this category 
(significant) 

     Student Awards, Honors, 
Collaborative 

     Publications, Achievements 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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• Involving students in 

research or creative 
activity (significant) 
 

• Mentoring of students or 
other faculty, with 
feedback if available from 
affected individuals 
(significant) 

 

• Effective student advising 
(significant) 

 

Undergraduate Research 
Experiences and Mentoring 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Consistently favorable 

student responses on 
evaluation-prose 
comments and numerical 
results (substantive) 
 

Student Course Evaluations 
Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Student letters 

commenting on or 
analyzing the value and 
effectiveness of teaching 
(significant) 
 

Unsolicited Letters from 
Former Students 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Evidence of student 

learning or teacher 
effectiveness 
(significant) 
 

Evidence of Learning 
Outcomes 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 
• Peer reviews (external 

and internal) attesting to 
impact and value of the 
candidate’s work 
(substantive) 
 

• Peer class teaching 
evaluations (significant) 

 

 
 

Peer Evaluations (Solicited 
by candidates) 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 
• If candidate’s Area of 

Excellence is Teaching, 
letters from colleagues 
should be uploaded here.  
 
If the letter makes 
additional comments in 
the areas of 
Research/Creative 
Activity or Service, it 
should be indicated 
within the respective 
areas providing the link 
to the area it is uploaded 
(see Help tab in eDossier 
under Embedded URLs). 

 

Confidential letters 
solicited from colleagues 
by a Chair/Dean should 
be uploaded within the 
Solicited Letters section 
of principal dossier. 

 

Peer Evaluations (continued)  

• Major curricular 
innovations or new 
degree programs 
developed, approved and 
offered (substantive) 
 

• Electronic formats 
developed for courses 
and used in teaching 
(significant) 

 

• Course and program 
design or supervision 
(significant) 

 

• Innovative course 
materials developed and 
implemented, 
pedagogical 

Curricular Development 
Uploaded by 
candidate 
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presentations on campus 
(significant) 

 

• Funded external 
proposals for pedagogical 
innovation or systemic 
change in teaching 
(substantive) 
 

• Contributions on teaching 
committees (significant) 

 

Professional Pedagogical 
Development 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

• Pedagogically-oriented 
publications in peer-
reviewed journals 
(substantive) 
 

• Peer-reviewed textbooks 
published (substantive) 

 

• Presentations on teaching 
innovation in professional 
meetings (substantive) 

Teaching Publications 
Uploaded by 
candidate 

IU Northwest P & T 
Guidelines 

eDossier Outline Action Needed 

 

• Awards: local, university-
wide, regional or national 
(substantive) 
 

• Funded external 
proposals for pedagogical 
innovation or systemic 
change in teaching 
(substantive) 

 

Teaching Awards, Honors, 
Grants, Fellowships 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

Service indicated by 
Substantive and 
Significant*** 

Service/Engagement  

 
• Roles in reviewing 

departments or units in 
other colleges or 

Evidence of Service to the 
University, School and 
Department*** 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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universities 
(substantive) 
 

• Organizing major, visible 
campus events impacting 
the discipline, unit or 
campus (substantive) 

 

• Service to unit on 
committees, designing 
programs, mentoring 
colleagues (significant) 

 

• Service to campus on 
committees, as a 
representative or liaison 
(significant) 

 

• Administrative 
contributions that exceed 
the ordinary expectations 
of an administrative role 
(significant) 

 

 
• Peer-reviewed 

publications or 
presentations on service 
to the institution, unit, or 
discipline (substantive) 
 

• Grants for service 
projects (substantive) 

 

• Service to the profession: 
on academic boards, 
disciplinary and 
interdisciplinary 
committees, editing, 
reviewing, evaluating, 
invited lectures 
(substantive) 

 

• Roles in national 
professional 
organizations, such as 

Evidence of Service to the 
Profession*** 

Uploaded by 
candidate 
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elected positions on 
boards (substantive) 

 

• Local awards and honors 
for service (significant) 
IU Northwest P & T 

Guidelines 
eDossier Outline Action Needed 

• Major roles in 
representing the 
discipline or unit to other 
forums or in the 
community (significant) 
 

• Public lectures and 
presentations, discipline-
related community 
activities (significant) 

 

• Outreach and event 
organization 
(significant) 

 

• Consulting in the 
discipline (significant) 

Evidence of Engagement with 
Non-Academic Communities 
and Agencies*** 

Uploaded by 
candidate 

 

 

*For Social Work, the Director uploads the IUSSW Dean’s Recommendation 

 

 

 

 

**Biographical Summary of Professor X 
 
Professor X received his BS from XXX University, MS in Statistics from University of 
Waterloo, Canada and his Ph.D. from XXX University. He joined the Department of XX, YY 
University in 1991 and became Full Professor of Statistics in 2001.  
 
His current research interest is in Time Series Modeling. His research interests include 
stochastic process, state space modeling and methods of moments in time series 
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Revised: 6-17-2016 

 

modeling. Professor X published over 35 articles and his research has been published in 
many of the leading statistics and time series journals. In addition, he serves as a 
member of the editorial board for the Journal of Stochastic Processes of Dynamic States. 
Professor X met the candidate in professional meetings and has only had professional 
associations.   

 

 

 

 

*** If the candidate’s Area of Excellence is Service, letters from colleagues should be 
uploaded within the service area. 

 

If the letter makes additional comments in the areas of Teaching or Research/Creative 
Activity, it should be indicated within the respective areas providing the link to the area it 
is uploaded (see Help tab in eDossier under Embedded URLs).  

 

Confidential letters solicited from colleagues by a Chair/Dean should be uploaded within 
the Solicited Letters section of principal dossier. 
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Attachment 2: 

All-Campus Curriculum Committee Resolution 

All-Campus Survey & Curriculum Committee - scope of 
review  
Background  

Whereas the Survey & Curriculum Committee charge is “Committee shall review, criticize, and 
make policy recommendations with respect to all aspects of the credit curriculum, degree or 
non-degree.”  

And whereas the Survey & Curriculum Committee normally reviews curriculum items that pass 
through the CARMin system including new courses and course changes (including changes in 
prerequisites) as well as new programs, majors, and minors.  

And whereas the Survey & Curriculum committee does not currently review changes to majors 
and minors which are handled at unit curriculum committee level.  

And whereas the Survey & Curriculum Committee would like to maintain the integrity and 
meaning of the curriculum process and promote communication and coordination between 
academic units.  

Resolution  

The All-Campus Survey and Curriculum Committee shall review curriculum changes from all 
academic units including those outside of the CARMin workflow such as revisions to programs, 
majors, and minors beginning in the 21-22 academic year.  

Approval Path  

AASC - Approved Feb 5, 2021 
Exec Com - Recommended clarification Feb 5, 2021 AASC - To be considered Mar 5, 2021 
Exec Com - TBA 
Fac Org - TBA  

 


