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Committee on Rank, Tenure and Promotion 

Draft Proposal to Establish a University Tenure Committee  

To be presented to Faculty Council on 04/11/2012 

The Committee on Rank, Tenure and Promotion unanimously proposes the formation of a University 
Tenure Committee, an elected committee of the faculty, to review tenure dossiers and make tenure 
recommendations.1 

Background 

Although the Committee on Rank, Tenure and Promotion (RTP) has been discussing the possibility of a 
college-wide or university-wide tenure committee for at least the past seven years, the immediate 
impetus of this proposal is the Faculty Council vote on April 14 2010, charging the RTP with the task of 
developing a plan to establish a university-wide or college-wide tenure committee that would 
supplement the procedures for tenure currently in effect.  During the 2010-11 academic year, the RTP 
surveyed the faculty and developed a proposal for college-wide tenure committees.  The proposal was 
presented at a faculty meeting on February 4, 2011.  After substantive discussion, the faculty voted to 
send the proposal back to RTP for further study. 

The RTP has continued to work on the charge of the Faculty Council during the 2011-2012 academic 
year.  The RTP has carefully reviewed the concerns expressed by the faculty and responded by preparing 
a new proposal for the faculty’s review and ratification. 

Rationale 

Academic tenure plays a central role in faculty life at American universities.  This continuing relationship 
between a faculty member and a university promotes and safeguards freedom of expression and 
freedom of investigation and is “indispensable to the success of an institution in fulfilling its obligations 
to students and society.”2   Decisions regarding tenure are among the most important decisions for the 
faculty and for the long-term health of an institution. 
 
The criteria for granting tenure at John Carroll University involve an assessment about the candidate’s 
past performance and future trajectory in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service with primary 
emphases on teaching and scholarship.3  Teaching, research, and faculty status are some of the primary 
responsibilities of the faculty in University governance4 and thus meaningful faculty governance 
demands that the faculty play a leading role in all tenure decisions.   This proposal would enhance 
faculty governance at JCU by increasing faculty input in all tenure recommendations. 
 
Since tenure is granted by the University, not merely by a given department, it is appropriate that a 
faculty committee representing the faculty as a whole participate in the tenure decision.  The University 
Tenure Committee would further ensure that tenure decisions are fair, uphold high academic and 
professional standards, and respect the candidates under consideration.   
  

                                                           
1
 As specified in the Faculty Handbook, tenure and promotion are separate decisions.  The proposed University 

Tenure Committee would only address the tenure decision. 
2
 The 1940 Statement of Academic Freedom and Tenure, AAUP 

3
 The Faculty Handbook, Part Three Section IV D 

4
 The Faculty Handbook, Part One, Section V 
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Advantages 

 
1. Adding a University Tenure Committee to the tenure approval process would shift the relative 

balance of faculty and administration recommendations on tenure decisions in favor of the faculty. 
 

2. A University Tenure Committee, in a recommendation for tenure, would confirm the candidate as a 
valued member of the University, as well as a member of a department. 

 
3. A University Tenure Committee would reinforce fairness and equity because of its neutral 

perspective from outside the department. 
 
4. A University Tenure Committee, with clear departmental standards in hand, would evaluate 

procedure as well as substance of the candidate’s dossier in its coherence and conformity to these 
standards. 

 
5. By participating in the mid-term review, the University Tenure Committee would provide tenure 

candidates with additional feedback on their progress towards tenure, provide departments with 
additional feedback on the tenure review letter, and enhance the transparency of the tenure 
process.  

 

Implementation 

 
The complete proposal to the faculty is attached at the end of this document.  It has three parts: 
 
A. Two amendments to the Faculty Handbook.    
 

1. An amendment to Part One of the Faculty Handbook.  This amendment will establish a 
University Tenure Committee (UTC), a new Standing Committee of the Faculty, with the charge 
to undertake a substantive review of the dossiers of tenure candidates at the time of the mid-
term review and at the time of the tenure decision. 

 
2. An amendment to Part Four of the Faculty Handbook.  This amendment makes the necessary 

changes to include the new UTC in the tenure process. 
 
B. A revision of Appendix J to include the University Tenure Committee in the University tenure 

procedures and timetable. 
 

C. A charge to the Committee on Rank Tenure and Promotion to work with the Faculty and the 
Administration to rewrite Appendix J of the Faculty Handbook, specifying additional procedures and 
dossier content for the revised tenure process.  The revisions will follow the general outline laid out 
in this proposal and must be submitted for faculty approval within one year of passage of the 
Faculty Handbook amendment. 
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Expected Outcomes 

If the Handbook amendment is approved, the changes would apply to all new faculty who sign their first 
contract after the amendment becomes effective.  The Appendix J would be revised within one year of 
approval of the Handbook amendment, which would give the tenure candidates ample time to prepare 
their dossiers according to these new requirements. 

Untenured faculty hired before this amendment becomes effective would have the option of continuing 
with the tenure review process in effect at the time they were hired or of choosing to participate in this 
revised tenure review process. 

If the Handbook amendment is approved, the RTP committee will work to modify Appendix J as 
specified in Part C of the proposal.   

 

Discussion of Part A – The Composition of the UTC  

 
The opinion of the RTP Committee is that a single university-wide committee best serves the academic 
mission of John Carroll University.  The model for the formation of the UTC approximates the format of 
our Faculty Grievance Committee, where five faculty are drawn by lot from a pool of elected faculty.  
Election to the UTC pool ensures that the members of the UTC have the confidence of the faculty.  
Choosing the UTC by lot from the pool eliminates the potential for real or perceived bias in the selection 
of a UTC for any particular candidate.  The divisional structure ensures that the UTC represents a cross 
section of the academic disciplines. 

 
Because the number of tenure candidates varies significantly from year to year (in the past eleven years 
it ranged from zero to seventeen with the average about seven), the proposed committee structure 
might include more than one UTC to ensure that the workload for each committee is manageable.  
Because the tenure evaluations and the mid-term reviews take place in different semesters, a UTC 
workload of five tenure candidates and five mid-term reviews seems reasonable. 

 
Illustration:  If the number of tenure candidates in a given year is five, one UTC would be formed.  If 
there are six to ten candidates, two UTCs would be formed and the candidates would be randomly 
assigned to the committees.  Similarly, if there are more than eleven candidates, three UTCs would 
be formed.  In the unlikely event of more than fifteen candidates in a given year (a circumstance 
that has only occurred once since the year 2000) the UTCs may need to review the dossiers of more 
than five candidates each. 

 

Discussion of Part B – The Revision of Appendix J  

 
A favorable vote for Part A of this proposal requires that the University Procedures and Guidelines 
(Appendix J of the Faculty Handbook) be updated to establish procedures and time-lines that include the 
University Tenure Committee.  These revisions are made in Part B of the proposal. 
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Discussion of Part C – The Charge to RTP  

 
The RTP recommends that the updated Appendix J also include protocols for the format and content of 
tenure dossiers to ensure that the UTC, the COAD, and the AVP are able to make a fair and valid 
assessment of the candidate.  After the faculty have voted to establish the UTC, the RTP will work with 
the faculty to make further revisions to Appendix J. 
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Proposal for Establishing a University Tenure Committee 

Note:  This proposal has three parts.  Approval of Part A, two amendments to the faculty handbook, 
requires a majority of the faculty eligible to vote.  Part B is a revision of Appendix J that only makes 
sense if Part A is approved, and most of Part C is also contingent on the passage of Part A.  Thus, we 
recommend that all three parts of the proposal be presented to the faculty as a single proposal.  
Approval of the proposal requires approval by the majority of faculty eligible to vote. 

Part A. Proposed Amendments to the Faculty Handbook: 

1. Amend the faculty handbook to create a Standing Committee of the Faculty  (Part One Section IV) 
 
The University Tenure Committee  

Responsible to:  the Faculty 

Basic Objective:  to review candidates for tenure.  The committee will undertake a substantive review of 
tenure dossiers at the time of the mid-term review and the year of the tenure decision.  The committee 
will determine whether the tenure candidate meets the standards specified in the statement of 
Procedures and Standards for Tenure of the candidate’s department.  The University Tenure Committee 
will forward a written report and recommendation to the Committee of Academic Deans and the 
Academic Vice President. 

Composition:  the University Tenure Committee is one or more committee of five faculty drawn from a 
pool of fifteen faculty elected by division from the tenured faculty.   For the tenure pool, five will be 
elected each year (one from each Division of the Faculty) for a three year term.   At the start of each 
academic year one or more University Tenure Committees, each with five members, one from each 
Division of the Faculty, will be drawn by lot from the pool.   Typically, the University Tenure Committee 
will review up to five tenure candidates and five candidates at the mid-year review.   If necessary, a 
second and third University Tenure Committee will be formed by the same procedure from the 
remaining pool, according to the number of candidates under review.    

No department may have more than two members in the University Tenure Committee pool.   
Simultaneous membership of the University Tenure Committee pool and either the pool for the Faculty 
Grievance Committee or the pool for the Faculty Board of Review is prohibited.  

Duties and Procedures:  as prescribed in PART FOUR, section II B  

 

2. Amend Part Four Section II B – replace the existing text with the following:   
(Changes to the current Faculty Handbook are highlighted) 
 
B. Tenure Process  
 
Each untenured Faculty member on active or on leave status is reviewed annually by the department’s 
Tenure Committee to determine the person’s progress toward tenure.  Untenured library Faculty 
members are reviewed by the library’s Tenure Committee.  This is done in accordance with the 
procedures and guidelines presented in Appendix J.  
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In all years but the year of the mid-term review and the year of the tenure decision, the annual report of 
the departmental Tenure Committee is forwarded to the respective dean and that of the Library Tenure 
Committee to the Graduate Dean. The respective dean responds to the Tenure Committee according to 
the guidelines in Appendix J.   
 
In the year of the mid-term review and the year of the tenure decision, copies of the candidate’s tenure 
dossier and the department or library Tenure Committee’s recommendation and report are forwarded 
to the University Tenure Committee (UTC) and to the Committee of Academic Deans (COAD).   The UTC 
will submit a written report and recommendation to the COAD and the Academic Vice President.  The 
COAD makes its recommendation to the Academic Vice President.   The Academic Vice President has 
responsibility for final decisions in matters of tenure.  Final tenure decisions are completed, and written 
notification is provided to candidates by December 15.  
 
The criterion for tenure is given in Part Three, Section IV.D. University guidelines, procedures, and 
notification for continuance are given in Appendix J. For termination of contract by non-reappointment 
of non-tenured Faculty see Part Four, Section V. D.  

Appeals from the decision of the Academic Vice President may be made, normally within thirty days. 
The appeal process begins with the Faculty member notifying the departmental chairperson or the 
Director of the Library, the Department Tenure Committee chair, the University Tenure Committee chair 
and the deans of an appeal. Subsequently, a meeting of the Faculty member, the departmental 
chairperson or the Director of the Library, the Department Tenure Committee chair, the University 
Tenure Committee chair, and the academic deans is held to review the decision in question. Then the 
deans make a recommendation on the matter involved, sending their recommendation to the Academic 
Vice President for decision. Results of this appeal are communicated to the Faculty member and the 
chairperson by the Academic Vice President no later than the date on which contracts are to be signed.  
 
As described in Part Four, Section IV, the line of further appeal within the University is as follows: the 
Faculty Grievance Committee, the President of the University, and the Board of Directors.  
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B. Proposed revision of  Appendix  J 

 

APPENDIX J 

UNIVERSITY TENURE PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES  

 

DEFINITIONS 

  

1. “Candidate” means an untenured member of the Faculty on active or on-leave status.  

a. “Tenure candidate” means a candidate in the year in which the tenure decision is 

made. 

b. “Mid-term review candidate” means a candidate undergoing the mid-term review.   

2. “Department Tenure Committee” means the Tenure Committee of a department or of the 

Library.   

3. “Tenure pool” means the pool of fifteen tenured faculty, elected by Division of the 

Faculty, for the formation of the Standing Committee of the Faculty known as the 

University Tenure Committee.  (Defined in Part One Section IV of the Faculty 

Handbook). 

4. “University Tenure Committee” (UTC) means the committee or committees, each 

consisting of five faculty (one from each Division of the Faculty), selected from the 

tenure pool. 

 

  

TENURE PROCESS GUIDELINES  

 

1. Departments should offer active-status Faculty positions only to candidates who are 

deemed capable of attaining tenure.  

2. The tenure evaluation process should aid candidates in developing into the type of faculty 

that John Carroll University wishes to tenure.  

3. The tenure evaluation process should be open and candid with criticism given when 

deserved and ways of improvement suggested.  

4. Candidates should be made aware of the criteria and the supporting evidence expected of 

them.  

5. Evaluations and decisions should be in writing.  

6. The deans should be kept apprised yearly of each candidate’s progress toward tenure.  

 

UNIVERSITY TENURE PROCEDURES  

 

Department Level 

 

1. Each Department Tenure Committee is composed of all tenured members of the 

department who are on faculty contract and who have voting rights as defined in the 

Faculty Handbook. In the case of library faculty, the Director of the Library, if a tenured 
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member of the library faculty with voting rights as defined in the Faculty Handbook, will 

serve on the Library’s Tenure Committee.  

2. At the beginning of each academic year, each Department Tenure Committee elects its 

chair from among its members.  

3. At the time that a tenure decision is to be made, a two-thirds vote of a Department Tenure 

Committee is the requirement for a favorable recommendation for tenure.  

4. The recommendation of the Department Tenure Committee is the department’s 

recommendation and it is transmitted from the committee to the appropriate dean and the 

appropriate University Tenure Committee through normal communication channels by 

the chair of the department.  In the case of Library faculty, the Tenure Committee’s 

decision is transmitted to the Academic Vice President by the Director of the Library. If 

the final University decision is counter to the recommendation of the department, the 

reasons for the decision are communicated to the Department Tenure Committee by the 

Academic Vice President.  

5. Each department will have a statement of Procedures and Standards for Tenure, which 

has been approved by the Academic Vice President. This document will be given to each 

candidate at the time of the candidate’s initial appointment to active status on the Faculty. 

If a department changes this document during the probationary period the candidate has 

the option of using the initial document or the updated version. These departmental 

statements will not be in conflict with the University’s Tenure Procedures and 

Guidelines, or with the University’s Tenure Process Timetable.  

 

University Level (This entire section is new) 

 

1. At the start of each academic year the office of the Academic Vice President will provide 

the Chair of Faculty Council with the names of the faculty who will be undergoing the 

mid-term review and the names of the faculty who will be undergoing tenure review in 

that year. 

2. The Chair of Faculty Council will determine the number of University Tenure 

Committees that must be formed based on the number of candidates for review.  There 

are two candidate groups (mid-term review candidates and tenure candidates) which are 

reviewed in different semesters.   If neither candidate group has more than five members 

there will be one University Tenure Committee.  If either candidate group has more than 

five and no more than ten candidates, there will be two University Tenure Committees.  

If either group has more than ten members there will be three University Tenure 

Committees. 

3. The University Tenure Committee(s) will be selected at random from the tenure pool.  

Each committee will consist of five faculty, one from each division of the faculty.  If 

there is more than one University Tenure Committee the candidates for review will be 

randomly assigned to the committees with approximately the same number of candidates 

from each candidate group assigned to each committee. 

4. The Chair of the Faculty Council will call a meeting of the University Tenure 

Committee(s).  At this meeting each University Tenure Committee will elect a chair from 
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among its members.  The University Tenure Committee(s) will be given the names of the 

candidates the committee(s) will be reviewing.  The chair of each University Tenure 

Committee is responsible for establishing communication with chairs of the relevant 

departments. 

5. If a University Tenure Committee will be reviewing a candidate from the department of 

one of the members of the committee an alternate committee member from the same 

division of the faculty, randomly selected from the tenure pool, will serve as a substitute 

for the review of that candidate. 

6. The chair of each University Tenure Committee is responsible for preparing a written 

report of the University Tenure Committee’s reasoning and recommendation to be sent to 

the COAD and the Academic Vice President. 

7. At the end of the academic year the chair of each University Tenure Committee is 

responsible for submitting a complete set of all written reports and documentation to the 

secretary of the Faculty Council.  All extra copies should be shredded. 

 

TENURE PROCESS TIMETABLE  

 

1. Each candidate is given a copy of the department’s Procedures and Standards for Tenure 

prior to or at the time of the issuance of the initial contract as a member of the Faculty on 

active status.  

2. In the spring semester and by March 15, the Department Tenure Committee meets to 

review the progress of each candidate. Candidates should be informed well ahead of time 

as to the material the Department Tenure Committee deems pertinent to its review. As 

part of the review process the assembled Department Tenure Committee meets formally 

with each candidate.  

3. After its meetings, the Department Tenure Committee furnishes to each candidate, by 

April 1, a written statement on his/her progress toward a recommendation for tenure, 

detailing the areas which are satisfactory and, where improvement is necessary, specific 

guidance as to how to achieve the required level of improvement. The Candidate may 

respond in writing within one week to the written statement.  

4. The Department Tenure Committee drafts an annual report that evaluates the candidate’s 

progress in teaching, scholarship, and service, following approved departmental standards 

and procedures. The annual report includes a recommendation whether or not the faculty 

member should continue on the Faculty and the numeric details of the vote. A 50% vote 

is required for a recommendation for continuance. 

5. The Department Tenure Committee forwards its annual report to the appropriate dean by 

April 15; responses by the candidate to the Committee are forwarded to the dean as well. 

The candidate also receives a copy of the annual report by April 15.  

6. The dean certifies in writing to the Department Tenure Committee no later than the 

Monday before spring commencement that the report addresses departmental and 

university guidelines and provides the candidate with open and candid criticism, 

suggestions for improvement, and a thorough analysis of the candidate’s supporting 

evidence. If the dean finds the annual report deficient in any of these respects, the 
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Department Tenure Committee produces an amended report that addresses the concerns 

of the dean. The amended report is forwarded to the dean and to the candidate by the end 

of the first week of October.  

7. In the case that the University’s decision is that the candidate not continue on the Faculty, 

the decision of the Academic Vice President will be delivered to the candidate, to the 

department, and to the Department Tenure Committee by the end of the academic year.  

8. Each candidate undergoes a more extensive review of progress toward tenure, during the 

year indicated below, approximately in the middle of the candidate’s probationary period.  

 

Length of probationary period, in years, 

determined at time of initial contract 

 

Year of mid-term review 

7 3rd 

6 3rd 

5 2nd 

4 2nd 

 

9. Any candidate may request a mid-term review or a tenure review before the time 

specified in the initial contract.  The candidate must notify the department chair and the 

Academic Vice President of this request by the start of the academic year in which the 

evaluation is to take place. 

10. In the year of the mid-term review, the candidate prepares two copies of a dossier 

documenting progress to date in teaching, scholarship, and service and submits the 

dossiers to the Department Tenure Committee by March 1. After making its evaluation, 

and by April 1, the Department Tenure Committee provides the candidate with a copy of 

its report.  At the same time the Department Tenure Committee adds a copy of its annual 

report and recommendation to each copy of the dossier and forwards one copy of the 

dossier to the COAD and the other to the Chair of the appropriate University Tenure 

Committee. 

11. The University Tenure Committee must meet by April 15 to review the candidate’s 

dossier.   By April 25 the University Tenure Committee submits its written report and 

recommendation to the COAD and the Academic Vice President. 

12. By May 1, COAD makes its recommendation to the Academic Vice President, 

concerning whether the candidate should continue on the Faculty. Before the end of the 

academic year, the Academic Vice President notifies the candidate of his/her decision. If 

the Academic Vice President’s decision is contrary to the recommendation of the 

Department Tenure Committee, the University Tenure Committee, or the COAD, then 

these Committees are advised of the reasons that contributed to that decision.  

13. For candidates continuing on the Faculty, COAD will note areas of concern and offer 

suggestions for improvement.  At the same time the candidate is provided with a copy of 

the University Tenure Committee report.  A copy of the deans’ communication to the 

candidate and the University Tenure Committee report is also provided to the Department 

Tenure Committee. All of these communications should be made by the end of the 
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academic year. Candidates not continuing on the faculty have the right to obtain copies of 

all written reports.  

14. In the semester in which a tenure decision is to be made the candidate prepares two 

copies of a dossier documenting progress to date in teaching, scholarship, and service and 

submits the dossiers to the Department Tenure Committee by September 30.   By October 

15 the Department Tenure Committee meets with the candidate.  After making its 

evaluation, and by October 31, the Department Tenure Committee adds a copy of its 

report and recommendation to each copy of the dossier.   The Department Tenure 

Committee forwards one copy of the dossier to the COAD and the other to the 

appropriate University Tenure Committee. 

15. The University Tenure Committee must meet by November 15 to review the candidate’s 

dossier.   By November 25 the University Tenure Committee submits its written report 

and recommendation to the COAD and the Academic Vice President. 

16. By December 1, COAD makes its recommendation to the Academic Vice President. By 

December 15, the Academic Vice President notifies the candidate of his/her decision, and 

informs the COAD, the University Tenure Committee, the department and the 

Department Tenure Committee of that decision. These communications are done in 

writing.  

17. If the final decision is contrary to the recommendation of the Department Tenure 

Committee, the University Tenure Committee, or the COAD, then these Committees are 

advised of the reasons that contributed to that decision.  

18. If the final decision is unfavorable to the candidate, and if the candidate so requests, the 

candidate should be advised by the Academic Vice President of the reasons that 

contributed to that decision and, if further requested by the candidate, those reasons 

should be confirmed in writing.  

 

Approved: April 27, 1987  

April 13, 1988  

Revised: January 14, 1998  

Revised: February 5, 2003  

Revised: March 26, 2008  

 

Proposed Revision:  April 2, 2012 
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C. Proposed charge to the Committee on Rank Tenure and Promotion 

The Committee on Rank Tenure and Promotion will work with the Administration and the department 
and library Tenure Committees to revise Appendix J of the Faculty Handbook.   The revised Appendix J 
must be submitted for faculty approval within one year of the passage of a Handbook Amendment 
establishing the University Tenure Committee.  The revision will incorporate the recommended changes 
listed below.  
  

 Establish procedures for including the University Tenure Committee in the review of Department Tenure 
Guidelines before the guidelines are approved by the Administration. 

 Develop protocols for the format and content of the tenure dossiers to ensure that the UTC, the COAD, 
and the AVP can make a fair and valid assessment of the candidate.  This should include procedures for 
reviewing the candidate’s scholarship and recommendations for the type of evidence required to 
demonstrate that standards of teaching excellence have been met. 

 

 

 


