
To: Brenda Johnson, Ruth Lilly Dean of University Libraries 

 

From: Indiana University Libraries Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion and Tenure 

Processes 

Julie Bobay (chair), Jackie Byrd, Gabrielle Carr, Elizabeth Johnson, Rick Ralston, 

Cheryl Truesdell, Nonie Watt 

 

Date: May 13, 2011 

 

Subject: Ad Hoc Task Force Report 

 

Please find attached the report from the IU Libraries Ad Hoc Task Force to Review 

Promotion and Tenure Processes for Librarians. In this report, we describe our investigation, 

the evidence we gathered, and our conclusion. Our single recommendation is: 

 

After carefully reviewing the issues, the IU Libraries Ad Hoc 

Promotion and Tenure Task Force unanimously recommends that 

the current system-wide librarian Promotion and Tenure process be 

replaced by campus-specific processes. 

 

The Task Force realizes that the dissolution of the current system-wide promotion and 

tenure process raises a number of questions and concerns. Anticipating the need for at least 

tentative answers to those questions and concerns, we have included in this report a list of 

suggested next steps. (Appendix C) 

 

In our view, this is fundamentally a faculty issue and should be driven by faculty bodies. At 

the same time, administrators of each library are ultimately responsible for ensuring the 

integrity and compliance of their Promotion and Tenure processes, so once the decision is 

made to do this, librarians and library administration at each campus must work closely 

together to craft new procedures. 

 

Finally, the Task Force strongly asserts that changing the system-wide promotion and 

tenure process for librarians to a campus-based system will not affect the many ways that IU 

libraries collaborate to create and offer outstanding library services and resources to all IU 

faculty, students, and staff.  It is important to differentiate IU librarians’ personnel policies from 

the IU Libraries, which have a decades-long record of broad and deep collaborations that are 

unrelated to the promotion and tenure system under which we have operated. These 

collaborations, including a shared integrated library system (ILS), collaborative collection 

development, sharing expertise and services, and much more, will not only continue, but in fact 

be strengthened by relevant and realistic promotion and tenure systems that make sense in 

each campus’s own unique environment. 
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IU Libraries Ad Hoc Promotion and Tenure Task Force Report 

May 10, 2011 

 

Julie Bobay, Bloomington (chair)  

Jackie Byrd, Bloomington 

Gabrielle Carr, Southeast 

Elizabeth Johnson, Bloomington 

Rick Ralston, Indianapolis 

Cheryl Truesdell, Fort Wayne 

Nonie Watt, Bloomington 

 

Background 

 

In 2010, IU Bloomington Provost Karen Hanson and Vice-Provost for Academic Affairs Tom 

Gieryn expressed concern to Brenda Johnson, Ruth Lilly Dean of University Libraries, that some 

promotion and tenure policies and procedures for Bloomington librarians were not consistent 

with university and campus norms. As an initial response to these Bloomington-specific 

concerns, Dean Johnson asked Executive Associate Dean Carolyn Walters and Associate Dean 

for Collection Development and Scholarly Communication Julie Bobay to gather pertinent 

documents and note differences.  After they worked through the documents, Walters and 

Bobay reported that the issues were much more complex and diverse than originally thought, 

so Dean Johnson appointed a system-wide IU Libraries Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion 

and Tenure Processes. The Dean’s charge to the task force (Appendix A) was threefold: 

 

1. Identify and recommend changes to those policies and practices that are in direct 

conflict with stated university and/or campus policy. Some examples: 

 Bloomington librarians do not adhere to the campus requirement to use the 

following terms to describe candidates: Excellent, Very Good, Satisfactory, and 

Unsatisfactory.  

 Mid-tenure review is mandatory for faculty on most campuses, but optional for 

librarians.   

 Per university guidelines, only full-rank faculty may vote on full-rank cases.  The 

IU Libraries’ promotion and tenure procedures require all members of the 

system-wide Promotion and Tenure Committee (regardless of rank) to vote on 

recommendations related to rank. 

 IU requires faculty at all campuses to have at least four external review letters; 

the IU library procedures do not require letters for tenure or for promotion to 

associate rank.   

 

2. Identify those areas in which librarian processes and policies differ from those of the 

faculty. For example, the criteria/standards used for evaluating librarians are much 

more general than those for faculty. 
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3. Note possible improvements to librarians’ promotion and tenure process in any area, 

even those that do not necessarily conflict with those of the faculty. It was suggested 

that these notes inform the work of future groups.  

 

In her letter to the Task Force, Dean Johnson wrote that she understood that librarians have 

different appointments and expectations than faculty, and many of these differences might be 

justifiable and necessary. However, she counseled that it is to librarians’ advantage to align 

librarian processes with those of the faculty whenever possible, and be ready to defend those 

differences that we think are critical for the success of librarians. 

 

Dean Johnson asked that the Task Force submit to her a report detailing our recommended 

changes to processes, terminology, standards and criteria by April 15, 2011, which she would 

then discuss with appropriate groups to determine next steps. 

 

Committee Process  

 

The Task Force met five times by teleconference in March and April. We invited Jennifer 

Chaffin, IU Bloomington Libraries’ Director of Human Resources, to participate in our meetings. 

Primary resource materials and minutes of each meeting were posted on an ONCOURSE site. As 

members read through the documents and discussed issues from our campus perspectives, we 

shared our notes in ONCOURSE and created an “A List” (matters that were delineated in the 

Task Force charge as well as additional issues that require immediate attention.) The 

Bloomington members of the Task Force also created a separate list of questions to ask Tom 

Gieryn, IUB Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, and met with him and IUB Libraries 

administrators on April 19, 2011. The work of the task force is based on the perspective of 

members from Fort Wayne, Indianapolis, Southeast and Bloomington and is sufficiently broad 

to support our conclusion, even though systematically surveying all campuses was beyond the 

scope of our charge. 

 

An Important Note on Terminology 

 

The words “areas,” “criteria,” “standards” are used in many ways in all documents related 

to this issue – library, campus, and university. In this document, we use these definitions:  

 

• Areas:  These are the broad divisions in a librarian’s responsibilities:   

o Performance 

o Professional development, research, and/or creativity 

o Service 

• Criteria:  These are the levels of accomplishment that a librarian can achieve in a given area, 

currently: 

o Excellent 

o Beyond satisfactory 

o Satisfactory 

• Standards:  These are the professional achievements upon which the assignment of a criterion 

is based for a given area. 
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Historical Perspective 

 

In 1972, when the Indiana University Board of Trustees approved a Library Tenure policy, 

the notion of a single university with many “front doors” was strong. In fact, library and staff 

physically located in Bloomington served the entire university and the library was under the 

central university administration, not the Bloomington Chancellor. Librarians created a system-

wide promotion and tenure system similar to other IU system-wide schools such as the School 

of Education and the School of Business. This was a good fit, giving librarians on every campus a 

much-needed identity and a process guaranteed to be relevant to the only non-faculty group in 

the university to hold tenure status.  There was a single Dean with system-wide responsibility 

for the Indiana University Promotion and Tenure system for librarians. In intervening years, 

other librarian positions based in Bloomington took on system-wide responsibilities, (e.g.; 

Personnel Librarian; Systems Librarian.) 

 

In recent years, however, the administrative structure of Indiana University has moved 

away from system-wide schools. In 2005, IU President Adam Herbert launched the Mission 

Differentiation project, which developed distinct mission statements for each IU campus, 

subsequently approved by the Indiana University Trustees. In 2006, President McRobbie 

charged a group of senior administrators, co-chaired by Provost Karen Hanson and SPEA Dean 

emeritus Charles Bonser, to “conduct a review of Indiana University’s ‘system’ schools, (those 

that conduct programs on campuses throughout the IU system,) and its core campus schools.” 

(A core campus school is a single school, with a single dean, that operates on the Indianapolis 

and Bloomington campuses.)  The Libraries were not included in this review. In 2007, the 

Trustees accepted the group’s recommendations to terminate the system school organization, 

with the exception of the School of Social Work, but to retain the core school organization. A 

process was developed to work through the break-up of system schools, focusing heavily on re-

envisioning promotion and tenure processes to operate at each campus. In 2009, the University 

Faculty Council endorsed Circular U8-2009, “Adoption of Principles for Promotion and Tenure 

Procedures on Campuses of Indiana University.” (Appendix B) This document codifies the 

principle of making promotion and tenure procedures and policies responsive to campus 

missions and characteristics, noting the importance of “consideration of both the interests of 

the entire University and the interests of specific campuses as reflected in the judgments of 

faculty, committees and administrators on those campuses.” [Note:  The principles have as yet 

not been incorporated into the Academic Handbook.]   

 

The Libraries’ Promotion and Tenure procedures and processes have certainly changed and 

adapted over time. In 2004, Dean of Libraries Suzanne Thorin appointed a system-wide 

committee to review librarian promotion and tenure and its recommendations were approved 

by IU librarians. The Indiana University Library Faculty Council (IULFC) has valiantly worked to 

keep the IU Library Faculty Handbook current, especially in regard to changes to the various 

routing procedures required for librarians. (For all campuses except Bloomington, librarians’ 

dossiers go through their campus faculty promotion and tenure process after the librarians’ 

process.) In 2008, to conform with campus requirements that diverged from the IU Library 
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Faculty Handbook, including requirements for evaluation standards, IUPUI librarians seceded 

from the system-wide Librarians’ Promotion and Tenure process altogether. Dossiers from 

IUPUI librarians no longer go through the IULFC Promotion and Tenure Committee, nor do 

IUPUI librarians serve on that committee.  The secession was voted on and approved by IU 

librarians.   

 

During 2010, Dean Johnson took action to change two aspects of the libraries’ promotion 

and tenure procedure to be in compliance with principles stated in Circular U8-2009 and to 

ensure the integrity of the promotion and tenure process for librarians.  External letters for all 

promotions to full librarian, as well as for promotions to associate librarian for IUB librarians, 

were requested by her office. She also convened a Full Rank Review Committee for the libraries 

consisting of all full rank librarians across the system.  She noted in her announcement of this 

committee that the action was for 2010 only and that she viewed her action as a short term 

solution.   

 

Emerging Reality 

 

None of these changes or adjustments to the Libraries’ processes over the past seven years, 

however, acknowledged the fundamental change that has occurred at Indiana University 

regarding system-wide promotion and tenure procedures. Since the 2005 Mission 

Differentiation project, campus-specific promotion and tenure requirements have grown 

increasingly different and are frequently in direct conflict with the procedures and processes 

specified in the IU Library Faculty Handbook. 

 

Today, the IU Libraries are the only system-wide faculty left at Indiana University. Instead of 

a single dean for a single faculty, the majority of IU campuses now have their own Deans of 

Libraries, (IUPUI, IPFW, Kokomo, IUB and South Bend.) IUPUI librarians seceded from the 

librarians’ system-wide process in 2008. Librarians on several campuses have already changed 

or are considering changing their procedures and processes to meet campus requirements, 

even if/when they conflict with procedures and policies specified in the IU Library Faculty 

Handbook. Task Force members are not aware of any two campuses that are currently using 

the same process for promotion and tenure, and now, in addition to IUPUI, at least two other 

campuses are being asked to make significant changes in the IU librarian promotion and tenure 

criteria and procedures to conform to campus-specific promotion and tenure policies and 

procedures. �

 

Bloomington and IPFW Libraries have been asked by their campuses to develop campus-

specific Promotion and Tenure processes and procedures for librarians. In fact, the initial 

motivation to form this ad hoc task force was to align Bloomington librarians’ processes and 

procedures with campus requirements. IPFW’s case is similar, and their new processes and 

procedures are to be presented to the IPFW faculty council in fall 2011. As with Bloomington, 

many of the IPFW campus requirements are in direct conflict with the IU Library Faculty 

Handbook, as well as with required processes and procedures at other campuses. For example, 

faculty (and librarians) at IPFW are required to go through a mandatory mid-tenure review, 
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solicit outside letters and develop evaluation standards that conform to their campus 

guidelines. At IU Southeast and IPFW, librarians are described using campus-required 

terminology, “Excellent,” “Satisfactory,” “Unsatisfactory.” They do not use the “Beyond 

Satisfactory” criteria specified by the IU Library Faculty Handbook. IU Bloomington has added 

“very good” to accommodate the balanced case. To illustrate the complexity even further, the 

balanced case itself is not an option recognized at IPFW, and they are not allowed to use the 

phrase “very good.”  

 

In addition to dealing with direct conflicts, librarians’ processes must meet the IU 

requirement that campuses create much more specific standards (evaluation metrics) than the 

general university-wide statements. These campus and school standards ensure that campus 

and university-level evaluators use standards that are relevant and reasonable for each 

discipline and each campus. Given the distinct mission of each campus, these standards for 

librarians will, by definition, vary campus to campus. 

 

 These serious issues led the Task Force to acknowledge a serious structural problem with 

our system-wide Promotion and Tenure system: librarians across the university are mandated 

to conform to their campus Promotion and Tenure requirements. These requirements, 

designed at the campus level without central university-wide coordination, vary in almost all 

respects other than basic university-wide policies. While tenure has always been campus-

specific, until recently the IU Libraries system-wide process had been able to successfully marry 

a university-wide evaluation system with campus-specific requirements. We believe that 

changes in the university have made that impossible to sustain. 

 

Options Considered 

 

Before concluding that promotion and tenure must be the responsibility of librarians at 

each campus, we searched for other options that would allow us to preserve a system-wide 

Promotion and Tenure process for librarians. We found that some issues could, in theory, be 

resolved by changing the IU Library Faculty Handbook to reflect university policies; e.g., making 

mid-tenure review mandatory, or requiring outside letters. We quickly discovered, however, 

that this strategy will not work for the increasing number of policies and procedures that differ 

from campus to campus. We also considered significantly shrinking the universe of Promotion 

and Tenure processes governed by the IU Library Faculty Handbook to a “core” of shared 

processes, jettisoning all others to the care and responsibility of the campus librarians. 

Examples of the types of currently-shared processes that could be moved to campuses include 

those mentioned above (mid-tenure review and outside letters,) plus a host of others: routing 

procedures; responsibility for compiling dossiers, etc. We concluded, however, that while this 

strategy could work for some of the issues confronting us, it cannot fix the two fundamental 

and, in our opinion, irresolvable problems with a system-wide faculty:   

- varying criteria, standards, and policies 

- multiple Library Deans 
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Recommendation 

 

After carefully reviewing the issues, the Ad Hoc Promotion and 

Tenure Task Force unanimously recommends that the current 

system-wide librarian Promotion and Tenure process be replaced 

with campus-specific processes. 

 

We no longer have, nor does it appear possible to attain, shared criteria or standards for a 

single committee to apply to dossiers across the IU system. We cannot credibly defend a 

system-wide Promotion and Tenure process whereby a single committee evaluates librarians 

using different criteria and standards. To attempt to write a unified promotion and tenure 

policy with an accompanying set of procedures that reflects the diversity on all campuses at IU, 

and expect the IULFC Promotion and Tenure Committee to evaluate dossiers using an almost 

ever-changing group of campus specific policies, seems to defy logic.  Finally, we believe 

multiple deans for a single faculty is an irresolvable inconsistency that makes a system-wide 

faculty simply impossible. In hindsight, the appointment of multiple campus-level library deans 

may have been a missed signal that librarians had ceased to be a system-wide faculty in the 

university’s eyes. 

 

One thing that has not and we hope will not change, regardless the system-wide or campus-

specific procedure we adopt, is the university requirement for the primacy of performance in 

the evaluation of all Indiana University librarians. While this does differ from faculty, we believe 

it is absolutely essential for the success of librarians in supporting the university’s mission. Per 

the IU Academic Handbook, 3.2.2.2 “Promotion in Rank”: 

“When considered for promotion, the librarian should be assessed in regard to all three criteria from 

the preceding section [performance, professional development/research and/or creativity, and service.] 

Favorable action should result when the individual has demonstrated a level of excellent performance of 

Librarianship duties and a level of competence or distinction appropriate to the proposed rank in one of 

the other areas of endeavor… 

From Assistant Librarian to Associate Librarian. Excellent performance of Librarianship duties is 

the primary criterion. Professional development/research/creative activities and service are secondary 

criteria.  

From Associate Librarian to Librarian. Promotion is based upon achievement beyond the level 

required for Associate Librarian. The librarian must have demonstrated an extraordinary ability and 

level of Librarianship which stimulates/ inspires others. Wherever feasible he or she should have 

demonstrated the ability to direct the work of others, mentor students or train staff and colleagues. If 

professional development/research/creative activities is the secondary criterion, the candidate should 

have shown a continued growth in professional contributions which has enhanced the reputation of the 

university. If professional service is the secondary criterion, distinguished contributions must be evident.” 

(University Faculty Council, November 30, 1976; April 28, 2009; Board of Trustees, June 12, 2009)  
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Conclusion 

 

The task force began its work expecting to make recommendations for changes to the IU 

Library Faculty Handbook, bringing it into compliance with university requirements and 

expectations. What we found instead was an impossible task of integrating into a single shared 

process a set of mutually-exclusive campus-specific requirements that conflict with system-

wide librarian requirements. We were forced to ask ourselves whether a system-wide librarian 

promotion and tenure process is possible in today’s Indiana University. While we believe 

librarians across Indiana University will continue to collaborate and work closely on shared 

goals and projects, we concluded that a shared system-wide Promotion and Tenure process for 

librarians is no longer feasible.  

 

We acknowledge that some librarians may consider this a drastic recommendation, but we 

have come to believe it is really not that radical – in many senses, it simply codifies what is 

already happening on many campuses. We believe that librarians at Indiana University will 

benefit from aligning our Promotion and Tenure policies and procedures with faculty 

requirements on each of the campuses, and repeat our strong belief that dissolving the IU 

system-wide Promotion and Tenure process will not – indeed, must not - eliminate the many 

other ways that IU libraries and librarians collaborate to create and offer an outstanding IU 

library system of services and resources to all IU campus faculty, students, and staff.  

 

Discovering such a wide gap between university/campus Promotion and Tenure processes 

and those of librarians, however, was very troubling. We need structures and practices that 

will ensure that our processes stay in sync with the university. We asked ourselves how this 

gap went unnoticed for so long and, perhaps more importantly, how we can keep it from 

happening again. A partial explanation is that on the largest campus, (Bloomington,) librarians 

have become so distant from the campus’s Promotion and Tenure process that our diverging 

paths were not recognized. In addition, the Indiana University Library Faculty Council did not 

recognize or was unaware of the impact of changes in university structure on librarians’ 

Promotion and Tenure processes. Strong advice from campus administrators and experience of 

other campuses such as IUPUI indicate that the way to keep it from happening again is to align 

closely with the campus processes. In addition, each campus needs to invest in strategies that 

monitor and align librarian practices with the university’s.  

 

We have addressed the charge given to us to the best of our ability, and respectfully submit 

our recommendation to you for your consideration.    

 

Next Steps 

 

Since our recommendation is to replace the IU Library Faculty Handbook with yet-to-be-

developed campus-specific documents, we are not recommending changes to the IU Library 

Faculty Handbook. In anticipation of a positive decision on our recommendation, however, we 

attach two appendices that we hope will help in the transition to campus-specific promotion 

and tenure processes: 



 8

 

Appendix C, “Suggested Implementation Plan” 

 

This is intended to jump-start a process to replace our current system-wide librarian 

promotion and tenure process with campus-specific processes. The Task Force assumes 

that the existing IULFC-governed Promotion and Tenure process will proceed as usual 

this fall and for as long as it needs to until it is replaced. 

 

Appendix D, “Promotion and Tenure Issues for Bloomington Librarians: A report from the 

Bloomington members of the IU Libraries Ad Hoc Task Force on Promotion and Tenure 

Processes” 

  

In the process of our work, we identified critical changes needed for librarian processes on the 

Bloomington campus, regardless of the outcome of this discussion.  This appendix, written by 

the Bloomington members of this task force, records the current librarian policies and 

procedures that differ from those of the Bloomington faculty. We have listed these as 

issues (and occasional recommendations) that can inform the development of a 

Bloomington librarian Promotion and Tenure process, and hope that it will be helpful to 

the campuses and the steering group tasked with developing and implementing new 

procedures at all campuses. 
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Appendix A:  Task Force Charge 

 
To:  Julie Bobay (chair)  

 Jackie Byrd  

 Gabrielle Carr  

 Elizabeth Johnson  

Rick Ralston  

Cheryl Truesdell  

Nonie Watt 

 

CC: Jennifer Chaffin, Director of Human Resources 

 Members of the Council of Head Librarians 

 Jennifer Hehman, Secretary, IULFC 

 

 

From:  Brenda L. Johnson      

Ruth Lilly Dean of University Libraries   

Date: January 24, 2011 

 

Subject: Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion and Tenure Processes 

 

 

Thank you for agreeing to serve on the Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion and Tenure 

Processes for IU Librarians. We have recently become aware that some policies and procedures on 

librarian promotion and tenure are not consistent with university and campus norms, and I am grateful 

for your willingness to provide leadership and guidance to resolve these important issues. 

 

I understand that such an evaluation is complex and is complicated by the differing Promotion and 

Tenure requirements on various campuses. Additionally, I realize that IUPUI librarians have a separate 

process, yet it is very important to have their input into this important discussion. For issues related to 

IUB and regional campuses, I advise that IUPUI’s role be one of observer and advisor.  IUPUI will be an 

active participant when deliberating on system-wide issues, such as our shared standards for excellence 

in performance, with service and professional development defined as secondary areas. Since we are a 

single faculty with these shared standards, it is our responsibility to ensure that all campus and system-

wide processes align with those of the university. 

 

There are three parts to the charge before your task force. The first, and most critical part, is to 

identify and recommend changes to those policies and practices that are in direct conflict with stated 

university and/or campus policy. Some examples: 

4. The Libraries do not adhere to the Bloomington campus guideline that all assessments must use 

the following terms to describe candidates: Excellent, Very Good, Satisfactory, Un-satisfactory. 

The libraries’ terminology differs from this. 

5. At IU-Bloomington mid-tenure review is mandatory for faculty; in the libraries it is optional.  

6. I have already taken steps to temporarily change two procedures when it became clear they 

were not following university requirements: last year only full librarians voted on promotion to 
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full cases, and all requests for letters of reference were issued by the dean/director of the 

library. Both of these need more careful investigation and codification. 

 

The second part of the charge is to identify those areas in which librarian processes and policies 

differ from those of the faculty. Understanding that librarians have different appointments and 

expectations than faculty, many of these differences might be justifiable and necessary. However, I 

believe it is to our advantage to align our processes with those of the faculty whenever possible, and be 

ready to defend those differences that we think are critical for the success of librarians. For example, the 

standards used for evaluating librarians are much more general than those for faculty, and campus and 

university administrators have asked me to justify that difference. 

 

The third part is to note possible improvements to librarians’ promotion and tenure process in any 

area, even those that do not necessarily conflict with those of the faculty. In order to maintain focus on 

the first two parts that need immediate action, however, I suggest these notes inform the work of future 

groups.  

 

Please submit to me a report detailing your recommended changes to processes, terminology, 

standards and standards by April 15, 2011. I will discuss your recommendations with IULFC, CHL and 

other groups as appropriate and together we will institute the necessary changes. Please confer with 

librarians and administrators throughout your work as you see necessary and helpful.   I would welcome 

the opportunity to meet with your group at any point.  Jennifer Chaffin will provide administrative 

support for your work. 

 

Again, many thanks for agreeing to work on this critical issue. 
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Appendix B: Circular U8-2009 (Approved 04/28/2009) 

 

Adoption of Principles for Promotion and Tenure Procedures on Campuses of Indiana 

University 

 

As discussion of the task force report has proceeded, it has become clear that the best course 

of action at this time is for the UFC to recommend a set of Promotion and Tenure Principles to 

the campuses for them to attempt to implement. It appears to be premature to adopt 

university-wide principles because of the variability among the campuses. Differences remain 

regarding the Promotion and Tenure principles. The differences could be described as minor, in 

relation to consensus over much of the document, but they are strongly supported by the 

campuses that hold them. Differences also remain about the procedures to be used to go 

beyond review at the campus committee level through the Presidential recommendation to the 

Trustees. 

 

Accordingly, the Co-Secretaries of the University Faculty Council, in consultation with the Vice 

President for Policy and Planning, recommend UFC adoption of the following principles with the 

understanding that all these matters will be reviewed following one year of good-faith efforts 

to implement them and, following that review, will be considered by the UFC for incorporation 

into the Academic Handbook. 

 

PRINCIPLES FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE PROCEDURE 

 

In order to assure the integrity and quality of the promotion and tenure process, during the 

2009-2010 academic year, each campus and campus and system administrators, acting through 

the appropriate governance procedures, shall attempt in good faith to revise their promotion 

and tenure procedures as necessary to meet the following objectives at all levels of promotion 

and tenure review within each campus: 

 

1. Faculty members without tenure do not vote on the award of tenure in promotion and 

tenure review committees. 

2. To the extent feasible, faculty members who do not hold the rank being applied for or 

higher do not vote on the award of that rank in review committees. 

3. Faculty members and administrators do not vote on promotion or tenure in review 

committees without fully participating in committee deliberations. There should be no 

proxy voting on promotion and tenure cases at any level. 

4. Faculty members and administrators who participate in the promotion and tenure 

process have full access to all materials in the candidate’s dossier and to assessments at 

all previous levels of review. 

5. Except for reconsideration of prior decisions, each faculty member and administrator 

who participates in the promotion and tenure process votes only once in any particular 

case. 

6. Promotion and tenure dossiers are expected to have at least four external review letters 

from qualified individuals who are not from the candidate’s home campus. Individual 
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campuses may require more than four external letters and may require that external 

reviewers come from outside Indiana University. Librarians will follow the guidelines in 

the Indiana University Libraries Handbook regarding letters of review or support. 

7. External reviewers should not have a significant relationship with the candidate (such as 

thesis advisor, post-doctoral mentor, co-author, or former colleague or classmate, or 

personal relationship). At a minimum, any such relationship must be clearly disclosed by 

the reviewer or the candidate. 

8. All assessments by review committees or administrators must clearly describe the 

candidate’s performance by reference to the terminology in the IU Academic Handbook 

(“excellent,” “satisfactory,” or “unsatisfactory”), even if additional criteria or alternative 

terminology is also used. 

9. Since tenure at Indiana University is campus-specific, Presidential recommendations to 

the Trustees must reflect consideration of both the interests of the entire University and 

the interests of specific campuses as reflected in the judgments of faculty, committees 

and administrators on those campuses. During 2008-2010, the procedure for reaching a 

Presidential decision to be forwarded to the Trustees shall be as outlined in President 

McRobbie's December 5, 2008 memorandum to Chancellors concerning promotion and 

tenure notification procedures (attached). 

 

Each campus faculty governance body shall report their progress to the Chief of Staff of the 

University Faculty Council by April 1, 2010. These reports will be shared with the UFC Agenda 

Committee which shall decide whether further UFC action is needed. Also during this period, 

the President will review all aspects of executive review and notification procedures, with the 

objective of ensuring that the individual missions and needs of each campus and the interests 

and rights of individual faculty members are considered in determining final recommendations 

to the Board of Trustees. After his tenure and promotion recommendations from 2009-2010 

have been forwarded to the Trustees, the President will inform the Agenda Committee and the 

Co-Secretaries of the UFC of the results of this review.  
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Appendix C: Suggested Implementation Plan 

 

ASSUMPTION: Our existing IULFC-governed Promotion and Tenure process will proceed as 

usual this fall, 2011.  

 

Step 1:  Educate the library faculty about the changes to university structure and 

procedures and the critical nature of those changes. 

 

Step 2: Formalize the decision to replace the system-wide promotion and tenure process 

with independent campus-specific processes for librarians.  

 

Discussion: It is unclear how this decision would be made. When IUPUI opted out of the 

system-wide process, there was a vote managed by IULFC because it entailed a change 

to the shared IU Library Faculty Handbook. If we no longer have a shared promotion and 

tenure system, we will not be governed by a system-wide document. Some options 

include tacit acceptance, some kind of vote administered by IULFC, or other.   

 

Step 3: Charge IULFC to appoint a system-wide steering committee to support the work of 

each campus to develop their own Promotion and Tenure process. Each campus will be 

responsible for working with their librarians, faculty governance bodies, and administration to 

develop their own promotion and tenure policies and procedures for librarians.   

 

- IULFC should call for recommendations for membership on this steering committee, 

which should include at least one librarian from every campus.  

 

- The committee will be responsible for coordinating the transition from university-

wide to campus-specific systems; developing support and guidelines for each 

campus, and serving as liaison between their campus and IULFC.  

 

Possible charge to committee: 

 

- Develop a guiding document, “Principles for Librarian Promotion and Tenure Procedures 

on Campuses of Indiana University.” Such a document could draw from statements 

concerning librarians in IU Academic Handbook as well as ACRL guidelines on promotion 

and tenure for academic librarians. 

- Articulate university-wide principles for Promotion and Tenure as stated in the 

Academic Handbook and other administrative documents. 

- Explore ways to educate faculty on all campuses about the importance of academic 

status for librarians, and the critical nature of the primacy of performance in their 

evaluation. 

- Research and recommend processes/guidelines for librarians who have been hired 

under the current promotion and tenure system. This could be a voting item managed 

by IULFC. 

- Propose an implementation calendar – again, this could be a voting item 
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- Develop a template of model “standards” to be adapted by individual campuses to fit 

their needs (note – standards as defined in this document are achievements necessary 

to achieve a criteria of Satisfactory, Excellent, etc.) 

- Develop a “Checklist” - what every campus library needs to have completed to be 

successful 

o No campus or school is cut from system-wide process until ready and has been 

cleared by their campus administration. 

- Establish a structure for helping each other through this process, sharing models, 

language and content on which we can base our new processes. 

- Pay special attention to the unique circumstances that smaller campuses may face, 

providing leadership and support as needed on issues such as: 

o Campuses with too few librarians to form a campus library committee would 

need to pursue options that are also used by faculty in similar circumstances.  

These might include inviting librarians from other IU campuses to sit on the local 

committee or inviting faculty from the campus to sit on the committee.  The 

issue of rank-appropriate voting on promotions is another example of when 

small campuses may need to make exceptions to Promotion and Tenure 

processes.  There was a recent IUPUI case where a librarian from a professional 

school applied for full rank, and there were too few full rank librarians for the 

school level voting.  In this case teaching faculty members from the school were 

invited to sit on the committee.   

o Librarian dossiers from regional campuses would no longer be sent to the 

University Dean of the libraries.  This could be an issue for campuses whose 

library directors are not deans. 
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Appendix D:  

 
PROMOTION AND TENURE ISSUES FOR BLOOMINGTON LIBRARIANS: 

 

A Report from the Bloomington Members of the IU Libraries Ad Hoc Task Force on Promotion and 

Tenure Processes 

 

Julie Bobay, Jackie Byrd, Elizabeth Johnson, Nonie Watt, 5/10/11 

 

In her charge to the Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion and Tenure Processes, Dean Johnson 

stated, “I believe it is to our advantage to align our processes with those of the faculty whenever 

possible, and be ready to defend those differences that we think are critical for the success of 

librarians.”  The IUB members of the task force identify below several ways in which the Promotion and 

Tenure process for IUB librarians is not aligned with the campus.  We respectfully make 

recommendations on how some of these issues might be addressed in future documentation for IUB 

librarians.  We have also included some recommendations that are aimed at general improvements to 

the process and not at aligning ourselves with the campus. 

 

I.  TERMINOLOGY USED IN THE PROMOTION AND TENURE PROCESS: 

The IUB members of the Ad Hoc Task Force to Review Promotion and Tenure Processes found 

inconsistencies in the use of terminology for the promotion and tenure process in IUB documentation 

and in documentation for librarians.  The same was true for campus and university documentation.  For 

the purposes of this document, we are defining some of the primary concepts for the promotion and 

tenure process in order to avoid confusion: 

• Areas:  These are the broad divisions in a librarian’s responsibilities:   

o Performance 

o Professional development, research, and/or creativity 

o Service 

• Criteria:  These are the levels of accomplishment that a librarian can achieve in a given area, 

currently: 

o Satisfactory 

o Beyond satisfactory 

o Excellent 

• Standards:  These are the professional achievements upon which the assignment of a criterion 

is based for a given area. 

Recommendation:  The IUB members of the task force recommend that consistent terminology be 

used throughout any future documentation for the librarian promotion and tenure process and for 

related processes, such as FAR and the peer review process. 

II. CRITERIA 

IUB Campus Process:  The campus has four criteria that must be used to rate the achievements of a 

faculty member:  excellent, very good, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory.  The university’s Academic 

Handbook has three criteria – it does not list “very good,” but it does allow for campuses to add to the 
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three criteria that it does mandate.  IUB has added “very good,” in support of the balanced case option 

for the promotion/tenure process. 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:  Our current documentation uses three criteria, i.e.  excellent, beyond 

satisfactory, and satisfactory. 

 

Recommendation:    The IUB members of the task force recommend that the librarians adopt the 

four criteria used elsewhere on campus in future IUB librarian documentation. 

 

III.  CAMPUS COMMITTEES 

IUB Campus Process:  Faculty promotion and tenure dossiers are voted on at the 

school/department level.  Dossiers are then forwarded to the IUB Tenure Advisory Committee and/or 

the Promotion Advisory Committee.  These campus-level committees review the dossiers and play an 

active role when the recommendations are not all in agreement.  In these cases, the committees advise 

the VPFAA (Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs) on the dossier. Faculty members from any IUB 

school/department may serve on these committees, including librarians. 

 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:   Dossiers from librarians do not go through the IUB campus 

committees.  They currently go through the system-wide process for librarians and are then sent directly 

to the VPFAA. 

 

Recommendation:    The IUB members of the task force recommend that dossiers from librarians be 

aligned with the campus and go through these committees.  Librarians on all other campuses go through 

a campus committee, as do all faculty on the IUB campus.  Given the campus-based nature  of 

Promotion and Tenure at Indiana University, the danger of becoming far removed, and the importance 

of demonstrating librarians’ worth, we feel it is critical to align librarians with the campus process. We 

also recommend that librarians become full partners in the process and serve on the campus 

committees.   

 

IV.  STANDARDS FOR EVALUATION 

It is important that future IUB librarian documentation offer concrete guidance on standards that 

must be met in order to meet a given criteria for each area.  The current documentation for librarians 

lacks specificity and offers little guidance.  The IUB members of the task force recommend that IUB 

school/department policies and policies from peer libraries be used as possible models as new 

promotion and tenure policies are written for IUB librarians. 

 

V.  MID-TENURE REVIEW 

IUB Campus Process:  Mid-tenure review is required for all untenured IUB faculty members in the 

3
rd

 or 4
th

 tenure-probationary year.  The review may or may not go first through a committee, such as 

our Promotion and Tenure Committee, but the committee would write a report when it is involved.  The 

committee report, if included in the process, and other documentation are reviewed by all tenured 

faculty members in a school/department, and a vote is taken to determine an evaluative category for 

the candidate that will serve as a recommendation to the dean about whether or not to reappoint the 

candidate.  On campus there are normally 3-4 levels of ranking possible, i.e. reappoint with no 

reservations, reappoint with some reservation, reappoint with grave reservations, reappointment not 
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recommended.  If not recommended for reappointment, the candidate can remain in her/his position 

until the end of the previous reappointment period.  If a candidate is not reappointed (s)he has two 

options: 

• (S)he can request that no further action be taken, i.e. (s)he accepts the non-reappointment decision. 

• (S)he can prepare, with the dean/chair, a dossier representing his/her qualifications, including, if 

desired, outside letters.  A school/departmental review committee is appointed with at least two 

faculty members other than the dean/chair to assess the dossier.  There is also a full review of the 

case and vote by all tenured faculty members in the school/department.  The written report of the 

review committee and the written report of the dean/chair reflecting the assembled faculty review 

and vote become part of the enhanced review dossier.  Unless the candidate requests at this time 

that no further action be taken, the enhanced review dossier is forwarded to school/department 

and the campus tenure committees and administrators, using procedures analogous to the tenure 

process.  Appeals of non-reappointment decisions may be made to the Mediation Committee 

and/or the Faculty Board of Review. 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:  Mid-tenure review is optional for librarians. Access to the information 

in the mid-tenure review is very limited, available only to the librarian and his/her supervisor.  The 

supervisor may discuss the results of the mid-tenure review with a librarian, but the supervisor may not 

refer to them in future oral or written reviews.  A copy of the mid-tenure review is retained by LHR, but 

it cannot be used in any future review for promotion and/or tenure.  This process is intended as one that 

offers guidance to a librarian for a future successful decision on tenure and possibly promotion.  It is not 

intended as a tool for the Libraries to consider non-reappointment.  Only the Promotion and Tenure 

Committee, and not the tenured librarians as a group, participate in the mid-tenure review of a librarian. 

 

Recommendation:  The IUB members of the task force recommend that the mid-tenure review 

process for librarians be more aligned with the process for IUB faculty.  It is important that the Libraries 

and the librarians have a tool for use in cases when a librarian should not be reappointed.  Mid-tenure 

review should be mandatory for all untenured librarians in a tenure-track position.  The timing of the 

mid-tenure review should coincide with the timing of the process elsewhere on campus.  The possible 

outcomes of the process should reflect those elsewhere on campus.   

However, it is also important to maintain the advisory function that mid-tenure review provides to 

librarians who are making sufficient progress in their careers.  Although it is important to be able to 

address librarians who are performing at an unsatisfactory level, it is also essential that we continue to 

guide the librarians who will continue successfully through the process. 

 

VI. VOTING 

IUB Campus Process:  Elsewhere on campus a school/department has a small committee made up 

of tenured faculty at the appropriate rank (associate or higher to review dossiers for mid-tenure review, 

tenure and/or promotions to associate and full rank to review dossiers for promotion to that rank).  That 

committee writes an assessment of the candidate and a recommendation for the promotion/tenure 

decision.  After that is done, dossiers for tenure are voted on by all tenured faculty members in the 

school/department.  Dossiers for promotion are voted on by all faculty members at the rank being 

sought or higher. 
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How the IUB Libraries Differ:  Our current documentation has a committee made up of tenured 

librarians at the associate and full rank reviewing all IUB librarian dossiers.  Last year we had a 

committee of all full rank librarians serve to review and vote on dossiers for promotion to that rank.  

Only the Promotion and Tenure Committee voted on dossiers for tenure and/or promotion to associate 

rank.  

 

Recommendation:  The IUB members of the task force recommend that the process used last year 

for promotions to full rank be formalized for IUB librarians applying for that rank.  We further 

recommend that a future group consider the issues involved in expanding the voting for other cases, e.g. 

mid-tenure review, tenure, and promotion to associate rank. 

 

VII. LETTERS IN DOSSIER 

 

IUB Campus Process:  While the Adoption of Principles for Promotion and Tenure Procedures on 

Campuses of Indiana University (Appendix B) requires four external review letters, the IUB campus 

requires a minimum of six letters for a tenure case, according to the P&T FAQ for IUB.  The “Adoption of 

Principles” document notes that while external review letters for faculty are required, “Librarians will 

follow the guidelines in the IU Library Faculty Handbook regarding letters for review or support.”  In the 

campus process, the candidate identifies half of the names of people from whom to solicit letters, and 

the other half comes from the school/department.  All letters are solicited by the dean or unit head, half 

from the list submitted by the candidate and half from the list created by the school/department. 

 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:  Letters are not required for dossiers for tenure or promotion to 

associate rank.  Four letters are required for a dossier for promotion to full rank, and three of these 

must be from people not currently associated with Indiana University.  None of these three external 

letters should be from former co-workers or supervisors of the candidate. 

 

Recommendation:  The IUB members of the task force recommend that librarians on campus align 

themselves with the campus when letters are solicited for a dossier.  The dean should request any 

letters written specifically for a dossier.    

There are, however, other issues related to letters in dossiers to be considered in future IUB 

librarian promotion and tenure documentation.  For example: 

• What should be considered “external” for librarians?  With performance as the most important area 

for librarians, could some letters from Indiana University colleagues be more helpful in assessing 

performance than letters from outside the university? 

• Should we follow the campus and have the dean identify half of the people from whom to solicit 

letters for a dossier?  If so, with whom should the dean consult to identify appropriate sources of 

letters for an individual librarian? 

• Regardless of how closely we align ourselves with the campus on the issues of letters in dossiers, it 

may be even more important that we align our procedures with practice.  For quite some time 

librarians applying for tenure and/or promotion to associate rank have felt that letters must be 

included in their dossiers, although they were not required by the procedures for librarians.  Any 

new documentation should address this issue and, if letters are required for these librarians, outline 

a process for librarians to follow. 

 

VIII.  COORDINATION OF THE PROMOTION AND TENURE PROCESS FOR LIBRARIANS 
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The IUB members of the task force recommend that a librarian position, or part of one, be identified 

to provide oversight of the promotion and tenure process for librarians.  At one time this responsibility 

was borne by the Personnel/Human Resources Librarian.  Although LHR does an admirable job with the 

important procedural steps, we feel that the promotion and tenure process needs the attention of a 

librarian with a role similar to that of “departmental chair” and even “Associate Dean,” with official 

contact and ongoing relationship with the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs. This position 

would have two areas of responsibility: monitoring and shepherding changes to our processes and 

procedures to stay in sync with university and campus norms, and providing guidance and 

encouragement to librarians throughout their careers. Supervisors and mentors of librarians preparing 

for promotion and/or tenure could also benefit greatly from this position.  From very early on in her/his 

career here a librarian must begin to prepare for eventually going through this process.  Although 

supervisors, FAR, peer review, and mentors all play an important role for a librarian as (s)he develops as 

a librarian, we really lack the coordination that is needed in this important process.   

 

IX. EXTRA-SYSTEM LIBRARIANS 

Librarians from extra-system libraries will require special consideration as new IUB librarian 

documentation is drafted.  These librarians must be involved in a process that involves our library dean 

and a school/department/college dean or administrator. 

 

X.  TENURE WITHOUT AT LEAST ASSOCIATE RANK 

IUB Campus Process:   The IUB Academic Guide, Section E.1.2.3 states that the granting of tenure to 

IUB faculty shall also constitute promotion to associate professor for those not already holding that 

rank.  The campus requires the same level of achievement for tenure and promotion to associate rank. 

 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:   Documentation for librarians distinguishes between standards that 

must be met for tenure and those required to be promoted to associate rank.  The Promotion and 

Tenure Committee takes separate votes and applies different criteria for each of these processes. 

 

Recommendation:    The IUB members of the task force recommend that the Libraries follow the 

campus process and promote to associate any librarian who achieves tenure and is not already at that 

rank or higher.  We further recommend that new IUB librarian documentation follow the campus model 

and not distinguish between the standards for tenure and those for promotion to associate librarian. 

 

XI.  AFFILIATE RANK 

IUB Campus Process:   The IUB Academic Guide, Policy E.7 lists three possible ranks for tenure-track 

faculty positions:  assistant professor, associate professor, and professor. 

 

How the IUB Libraries Differ:   The IU Library Faculty Handbook lists four possible ranks for tenure-

track librarians: affiliate librarian, assistant librarian, associate librarian, and librarian. 

 

Recommendation:    The IUB members of the task force recommend that the affiliate rank not be 

included in future IUB librarian documentation.  We do not currently have any affiliate librarians and 

have not had any for quite some time.  This would just be a matter of having our policy match our 

practice. 

 


