University of Missouri - St. Louis Tenure and Promotion Procedures (approved by Faculty Senate 2/15/05; Revised 11/14/2017; Revisions approved by Faculty Senate 3/23/2021; Revisions approved by Faculty Senate 3/22/2022)

[bookmark: University_of_Missouri_-_St._Louis_Proce]University of Missouri - St. Louis Procedures Concerning Tenure and Promotion

This document specifies the procedures for reviewing candidates for tenure and/or promotion. It supplements the Collected Rules and Regulations of the University of Missouri including, but not limited to, CRR 320.035, Executive Order 6A, which take precedence over any campus, school or college, or department policy, should there be a conflict. The ATP process should be conducted at all levels – Unit, College, Campus -- in a way that demonstrates the University’s commitment to equity, inclusion, and diversity.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This is the current version of Executive Order 6A.  (https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/rules/collected_rules/personnel/ch320/320.035_policy_and_procedures_for_promotion_and_tenure). 

All participants in the Tenure and Promotion evaluation process are reminded of the confidential nature of all information gathered, all discussions and deliberations, and all recommendations.

[bookmark: Definitions:]Definitions:

Ad Personam Committee: a committee consisting of at least three tenured regular faculty members of rank equal to or higher than that the candidate will hold if tenure or promotion is granted. This committee will normally be appointed from the Unit but occasionally it may include members from other Units or from outside the University of Missouri - St. Louis. Ad Personam Committee members who are from outside UM-St. Louis will normally not receive financial compensation. The candidate shall have the right to select one member. The Unit Committee or its designee will select the remaining members, after consultation with the candidate.
Candidate: a faculty member being considered for tenure and/or promotion or an individual being considered for a tenured appointment to the campus faculty.
College/School Committee: The dean shall form a committee of faculty representatives with academic rank equal to or higher than that for which the candidates are being considered.
Dean: the dean of the school or college in which the candidate has her or histheir primary appointment. In engineering, the Director of the School fills the role of dean in the promotion and tenure process.

Department Chair: in Arts & Sciences, Business, and Education, the Chair of the Department; in Nursing, Optometry, Social Work and Psychological and Brain Sciences, and Engineering there is no Department Chair. The Department Chair step is removed when the Department Chair is the candidate and can be removed if the Department Chair is not qualified to serve on the Unit Committee. 	Comment by Hall, Alice: All "unit chairs" are department chairs; Suggesting dropping :unit chair" in favor of a term that is consistent with the CRRs and more commonly understood. 

Dossier: The dossier is the complete package of information related to the candidate’s case for tenure and/or promotion, including evaluations of that application. Guidelines for assembling the Dossier are given in Appendix 2. When the Dossier is forwarded from one level of review to the next level of review, it must include: (1) everything in the original Dossier; (2) all material added at prior levels of review; (3) all material solicited at the current level of review; and (4) all reports, recommendations and responses generated at the current level of review. No unsolicited information shall be included in the Dossier or considered in the evaluation.

Recommendations: Deliberations by Units; Unit Department Chairs (where applicable); Colleges and or Schools committee (where applicable); Deans; and the Senate Appointments, Tenure, and Promotion Committee, and the Provost all result in recommendations to the Chancellor. These recommendations are formally addressed to the Chancellor although they are forwarded through the channels specified below.
Regular Faculty: a faculty member holding a tenured or tenure-track position at the rank of Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, or Professor.

Response Options: at each stage of the process when a recommendation is placed in the candidate’s Dossier, the candidate shall have fourteen calendar days from the date of receipt to review the materials and to submit a response. The candidate may: 	Comment by Hall, Alice: The updated UM System CRRs specify that at each step of the process (department, chair, college, dean, campus committee, provost, chancellor), they can not only submit a response but, "If the recommendation is against promotion, continuous appointment or both, the response may also request reconsideration. In the event of a request for reconsideration, the [person or  committee] will consider the response of the candidate, issue a written recommendation that addresses the request, and provide a copy to the candidate." This differs from the way UMSL's guidelines are written, in that  response option 1 suggests only that the candidate's response is included in the dossier as it goes forward, but not that a reconsideration can be requested. (Although see page 12 - where reconsideration is allowed for at the unit level.)   

(1) (1) submit a written response if desired; or (2) withdraw from consideration, in writing, thereby waiving any right to further review, reconsideration, or appeal for that cycle. If the recommendation is against promotion, awarding tenure or both, the candidate’s response may also request reconsideration. In the event of a request for reconsideration the individual or committee will consider the response from the candidate and issue a written recommendation that addresses the request. 
(2) withdraw from consideration, in writing, thereby waiving any right to further review, reconsideration, or appeal for that cycle. By withdrawing, a candidate does not waive her or his their right to file a grievance related to recommendations made prior to the withdrawal. If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), the Dossier is forwarded to Academic Affairs and retained indefinitely as required by University regulations. If the review process from which the candidate has withdrawn is a mandatory tenure review, then the candidate will be given a one-year terminal contract for the following academic year. If the review is not mandatory, then the candidate may come up for review in subsequent years pursuant to III.B. of this document.At the Unit level Tthe candidate’s Dossier is not forwarded until there is a response from the candidate, or fourteen calendar days pass with no response. At other levels, the Dossier may be forwarded to the next level of review prior to receipt of a response from the candidate but shall not be evaluated at the next level of review until a response has been received, or fourteen calendar days have elapsed. Any response should be sent to the next level of review, unless otherwise noted. The individual at the next level of review is responsible for including the letter in the dossier and sending copies of the candidate response to all earlier levels of review.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Sending a dossier forward and then sending a candidate response afterwards to be added in (as this passage suggests can be done after the Unit Committee level) is less practical now that we're not using hard copies of dossiers and you can't just add a letter into a binder. Our timelines are now set up to allow for a 14-day response window at each step.  

Unit: the faculty body that puts forward the first recommendation concerning tenure or promotion. In Arts & Sciences, Business, and Education the Units are departments; in Nursing, Optometry, and Social Work and Psychological and Brain Sciences,  and Engineering, the Unit is the college or school as a whole.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Adding in a new unit and updating the title of the School of Social Work.

Unit Chair: in Arts & Sciences, Business, and Education, the Chair of the Department; in Nursing, Optometry and Social Work there is no Unit Chair. The dean may appoint a representative should the unit chair not possess an academic rank equal to or higher than that for which the candidates are being considered or in cases where the unit chair is the candidate.

Unit Committee: for tenure recommendations the Unit Committee consists of all tenured members of the unit; for promotion recommendations the Unit Committee consists of all tenured members of the unit with academic rank equal to or higher than that for which the candidate is being considered. The Unit Committee shall consist of no fewer than three (3) members. When fewer than three qualified members are available within the unit, external members from other units or from outside the University of Missouri-St. Louis shall be selected by the Dean. When external members are required, it is recommended that the external member(s) participate in no fewer than one (1) annual review of the candidate’s performance prior to the year in which the candidate is considered for promotion.

Unit Committee Coordinator: A member of the Unit Committee, elected (by majority vote of the Unit Committee members) to facilitate discussion of the candidate, coordinate and tally the unit vote, and write/compile the Unit Committee report. In those cases where a Unit Department Chair has the academic rank to serve is a on member of  the Unit Committee, the Unit Department Chair may be elected to serve as the Unit Committee CoordinatorCoordinator and may attend the meeting and take part in the discussion. However, as the Department Chair writes a separate letter, they abstain from voting..	Comment by Hall, Alice: The question of whether the chair can/should vote with the unit committee now that they've started writing a separate recommendation letter (provided they have the rank) comes up often.  This approach allows the Chair to take part in the discussion (which informs their recommendation) and allows for them to be elected to the organizational role  of Unit Coordinator if the committee so chooses. However, they don't vote. Rather, their input comes in the form of the letter. 

Unit Standards: When unit tenure and promotion guidelines standards are changed, faculty being evaluated for progress toward tenure must be given the option of being evaluated thenceforth under the new guidelinesstandards. The Tenure candidates may choose to continue to be evaluated under the guidelines standards in effect at the time of initial appointment in the tenure-track position. In cases ofCandidates for  promotion to professor, may choose to be evaluated under the new standards or the previous standards for five years after the the guidelines standards are changed. After five years, they will be evaluated under the standards used will be those in effect at the time of application for promotion to professor. Units are asked to review, update if necessary, and re-approve their promotion standards every five years.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Adds a 5-year "window" after promotion standards are changed in which a candidate for full Professor may choose to go up under the previous standards. This facilitates strengthening/updating guidelines while still being fair to faculty, and is intended to strike a balance between allowing for adjustments in standards as fields shift while not changing criteria or "moving goal posts" without warning. It also benefits faculty in situations where units merge or split and promotion standards are adapted.     

I. [bookmark: I._Unit_Guidelines]Unit Guidelines and Standards
[bookmark: 1._General_Philosophy]Units must establish procedural guidelines and Unit Standards for the review of candidates for tenure or promotion. These must be consistent with the University of Missouri System Collected Rules and Regulations, and with this document, and must be approved by the Dean and by the Provost. The Collected Rules and Regulations (Section 320.035) provide the following guidelines:
1. General Philosophy	Comment by Hall, Alice: The majority of this section comes, more or less word for word, from CRR 330.035.B. There are a handful of additions that are specific to UMSL that have been incorporated over the years, typically dealing how information should be reported by an Ad Personam Report. There are also several sections that are in the CRRs but were either dropped or never incorporated into UMSL's guidelines.  

As one of the nation’s leading teaching and research institutions, the University of Missouri maintains high standards in recruiting, promoting, and awarding tenure to faculty members. In doing so, each unit specifies particular standards for promotion and tenure. Cases should be evaluated only according to each Unit’s particular standards.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This paragraph is a bit different in the CRRs, in that it describes how each unit has to define and publish its own standards and ensure that that faculty are advised on them, but that the standards have meet the University-wide standards described in this document (i.e., the CRRs).  

The University seeks faculty members who are genuinely creative scholars and inspired teachers and who are dedicated to the pursuit of knowledge and its transmission to others. These high standards are to be observed in the recruitment, promotion, and tenure of faculty members. All persons and committees making recommendations regarding promotion and tenure will consider the candidate's demonstrated ability to meet these standards.

Outstanding intellectual qualities as reflected in teaching and scholarship are the primary criteria for recommendation for promotion and tenure. Additional criteria include professionally-oriented public service contributions and service to a faculty member's department, school, college, and the University. Because the faculty has a special role in the decisions of the University, service to the University and its numerous units is expected of every faculty member; but such service shall not substitute for teaching and scholarship in matters of promotion and tenure.

2. [bookmark: 2._Special_Policy_Considerations]Special Policy Considerations

a. Sustained Contributions Essential

The essential factors in consideration of candidates for promotion and tenure will be documented merit in the traditional areas of teaching, research, and service and the degree to which contributions are comprehensively substantiated and represent sustained efforts.

Candidates for promotion and tenure should demonstrate sustained merit and contributions over an extended period of time. Recommendations for promotion and/or tenure before the sixth year should be rare and restricted to truly exceptional cases. Early recommendations for promotion and/or tenure should not be made primarily on the basis of market conditions that make it appear as if a faculty member might accept an offer elsewhere.
b. [bookmark: b._The_Role_of_Research_and_Other_Schola]The Role of Research and Other Scholarly Contributions

Productivity in research and other scholarly activities is the most distinguishing characteristic of the faculty of the University, setting it apart from all other public institutions in the state. Research by University faculty not only generates new knowledge but also results in teaching which is up-to-date and intellectually stimulating. The University expects faculty members to be engaged in scholarly or creative activities appropriate to their disciplines.	Comment by Hall, Alice: A sentence from the UM System guidelines was excised from the UMSL ones here: "Recommendations for promotion or tenure involving cases in which such activities are not at the highest level will be approved only in very rare cases where the documented evidence for teaching (including extension) and/or service contributions is exceptionally compelling."

A recommendation for promotion and/or tenure must include supporting evidence that the individual's contributions have had an impact on the discipline; that is, the research should have made a significant contribution to knowledge that is recognized by professional colleagues. One common method of documenting such impact is through outside evaluations by authorities in the field. The most relevant letters of evaluation usually are written by disinterested experts who are recognized nationally and internationally for their own achievements. Because they may be biased, letters from former students, departmental colleagues, research collaborators, or former mentors should be used sparingly, if at all, and under no circumstances should the number of such reviewers exceed the number of wholly independent external evaluators; when such letters are submitted, an explanation of the personal relationship should be included.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This passage is an UMSL addition. 
If the candidate’s dossier includes collaborative research, the Ad Personam committee may seek information on the nature and extent of the candidate’s collaboration. For example, a letter from a collaborator should address the nature and extent of the collaboration without including an evaluation of the candidate’s case for tenure and/or promotion. Or, the candidate should describe the percentage of their contribution and their role in collaborative publications.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This paragraph is an UMSL addition. 
Evidence of effective and sustained research and creativity must be presented. Quantity can be a consideration, but quality must be the primary one. Evidence of favorable judgment by colleagues includes publication in journals where expert evaluation is required for acceptance; favorable review of books, appointments or awards that require evaluation of professional competence; election to office in learned societies; and receipt of fellowships. Frequent citation by other scholars also provides evidence of good research. Good researchers often are invited to serve as editors of journals, members of site visit teams, review grant proposals and/or other evaluative functions of the scholarly work of their peers. Similarly, such researchers may be invited to participate in applied research projects with local, community, regional, national, or international impact. Any evidence of such contributions should be emphasized in promotion and tenure recommendations. Research grants awarded, programs initiated, and other research in progress or research findings submitted for publication all represent activities that are expected of faculty members recommended for promotion and/or tenure. Some unit guidelines may allow additional types of scholarly activities unique to the discipline.  Although faculty committees on promotion and tenure have the first responsibility for evaluating the quality of the work of a candidate for tenure or promotion, it is within the scope of the department chairpersons', deans', provost's, and chancellor's responsibilities to gather confirming evidence of scholarly competence by seeking the comments of other scholars within and outside the University.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This is also a UMSL addition.

c. [bookmark: c._The_Role_of_Teaching,_including_Exten]The Role of Teaching, including Extension

Teaching includes, besides classroom and laboratory instruction, many activities that require professional knowledge and that directly contribute to the academic advancement of students; for example: academic advising, supervision of junior staff, creative redesign of courses, including courses offered through telecommunications and the internet; liaison with teachers outside the University, off-campus teaching, and preparation of teaching materials, including textbooks. Mentoring and advising should be documented, especially for the faculty who are members of groups that are underrepresented relative to our student population and often receive many requests for mentoring and advising.	Comment by Hall, Alice: UMSL Addition 

Teaching of all faculty members shall be evaluated annually. Among the most useful kinds of evaluative evidence are testimony of chairpersons and deans, especially when based on student interviews covering several semesters, comments of colleagues who are well acquainted with the teaching performance of the candidate, achievement of students, and the quality of teaching materials prepared by the staff member. Evaluations based on classroom visitations by departmental peers can help to document the teacher's efforts to reach or maintain a given level of quality.

A significant element in the evaluation of teaching is the overall judgment of students, and each unit, department, school, and college is responsible for obtaining such information on all staff members, particularly those recommended for promotion. Questionnaires developed at the college or school level in cooperation with the faculty committees on promotion and tenure may be used for this purpose, or a similar procedure can be followed which is designed to reflect comprehensive student judgment concerning teaching qualities. Data from questionnaires should be buttressed by interpretation and comparative data. Simple numerical summaries of evaluations are not sufficient to judge teaching ability. Faculty members whose records consistently reflect poor teaching will normally not be recommended for promotion.

Other indicators may be used to point out good teaching. Good teachers receive public recognition in a variety of ways. Students, both individually and through organizations, seek them out more often. Such teachers make more innovative contributions in courses, sometimes whole curricula. Their students demonstrate achievement in learning. They often serve on more student activity committees and carry heavier advising loads. They are known for their enthusiasm and involvement in the education of students. Evidence that documents such contributions is strongly encouraged.

Extension and continuing education activities represent an extension of the teaching and research functions of the institution. Faculty engaged in this mission will be evaluated by the same criteria applied to other faculty. Outstanding performance in extension leads to special recognition of faculty by groups, individuals, and organizations. These faculty members develop innovative curricula, adapt research findings to everyday needs of citizens, serve on committees and boards, and use innovative ways of enhancing learning by part- time students. They are sought out by others for advice and counsel and are known for their enthusiasm, competence and interest in helping individuals solve problems and learn.

Qualifications for teaching and scholarship are very closely related. The faculty member who does not keep current with developing knowledge in the field or who is not constantly searching for new insights cannot be an effective classroom teacher. Graduate as well as undergraduate instruction is a responsibility of the faculty of the University; a continuing interest in, and a capacity for, creative scholarship by a faculty member is essential to effective instruction for undergraduate as well as graduate students. A faculty member who lacks the qualifications to teach advanced students ordinarily will not be recommended for promotion to senior ranks.	Comment by Hall, Alice: A sentence from the UM System guidelines was excised from the UMSL ones here. "In unusual circumstances, tenure may be recommended for demonstrated excellence in teaching, even in the absence of significant published research."

d. [bookmark: d._The_Role_of_Service]The Role of Service

Opportunities for service contributions abound and can take many forms. Service may occur within a discipline, through national, regional, and state organizations, or in the community at large; it may also occur in an administrative unit, such as the home department, school, or college, or on the campus. However, an uncritical list of such activities provides little support for the recommendations. A case should be made for the impact and quality of the individual's contributions. There should be evidence that the individual's efforts and judgment are held in high regard. Evidence of unusual service contributions, however, cannot by itself be sufficient grounds for a recommendation for promotion and/or tenure. It must be supported by significant additional evidence of contributions in teaching and research.

II. [bookmark: II._Expedited_Procedures_for_Tenure_for_]Expedited Procedures for Tenure for Persons New to the University	Comment by Hall, Alice: This concludes the section from the CRRs. The rest of the document is UMSL specific. 
A document is prepared which includes: a) a current curriculum vitae; b) a brief Unit report evaluating the areas of research (including quality of publications and citations, and record of external funding), teaching, and service which focuses on the time since tenure; c) letters of endorsement obtained during the hiring process; and d) the vote of the Unit Committee.

[bookmark: Full_Professor_with_Tenure]A. Full Professor with Tenure

A successful candidate who already holds the rank of professor with tenure at an institution of equal or higher status (e.g., equal or higher Carnegie classification) than UM-St. Louis may be granted tenure and full professor rank at UM-St. Louis based on the recommendation of the Unit Committee, the concurrence of the hiring college's or school's promotion and tenure committee and academic dean, the recommendation of the Provost, and the approval of the Chancellor. The Dean's letter of recommendation will accompany a unit report that should outline the stature and standing of the candidate and provide an explanation of the candidate’s record in the form of citations, reviews, journal quality, press quality (for books) or other data that best supports the candidate.
[bookmark: Associate_Professor_with_Tenure]B. Associate Professor with Tenure
A successful candidate who already holds the rank of associate professor with tenure at an institution of equal or higher status (e.g., equal or higher Carnegie classification) than UM-St. Louis and who is seeking associate professor rank with tenure may be reviewed under the provisions of "expedited tenure review" as stated above. In such cases, the Dean of the College or School shall send a letter of recommendation to the Chancellor stating the major strengths of the candidate to be shared with the Provost.
In all other cases, including those in which promotion is proposed, academic appointments for new faculty members must undergo the review process specified in the following sections.

III. [bookmark: III._Procedures_for_Reviewing_Candidates]Procedures for Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion

A. Reviews of Progress toward Tenure and/or Promotion

1. All untenured regular faculty shall be reviewed annually regarding their progress toward tenure in light of the Unit Standards. The appropriate Unit Committee will conduct this review. Faculty under review shall be given the opportunity to appear before the Unit Committee and to submit material that she or hethey believes should be reviewed by the Committee. A written report, prepared by the Unit Committee or the Unit Chair, shall be given to the faculty member and the Dean.

2. A comprehensive performance review of all tenure-track faculty shall be conducted at the midpoint of their probationary period at UM-St. Louis. The Unit Committee, consisting of all qualified faculty members (i.e., those holding tenure and, in cases involving promotion, rank higher than the individual under review), shall conduct this review. Faculty under review shall be given the opportunity to appear before the Unit Committee and to submit material that she or hethey believes should be reviewed by the Committee. Upon completion of the review, a written summary of the conclusions and recommendations reached by the committee shall be provided to the faculty member, the Unit Department Chair, and the Dean. The report shall evaluate whether the candidate is making satisfactory progress towards progress towards promotion and tenure in teaching, research, and service, and include one of the following possible outcomes:

a. The faculty member is making satisfactory progress overall toward tenure and sustained progress may result in a favorable recommendation from the unit;
b. There are deficiencies that, if satisfactorily corrected, may lead to a favorable recommendation for tenure, or;
c. The faculty member has not met the stated requirements for the position in one or more areas of responsibility, and the Unit Committee recommends against further contract renewals.

If the Unit Committee’s recommendation is against further contract renewals, notice to the faculty member should include information about how the candidate may request reconsideration. 

The Dean shall review the faculty member’s material and the Unit Committee’s report and provide an independent recommendation of the faculty member’s progress towards promotion and tenure and whether the faculty member’s appointment should be continued. This recommendation shall be provided to the faculty member and the Department Chair. If the Dean’s recommendation is against further contract renewals, notice to the faculty member should include information about how the faculty member may request reconsideration and appeal to the Chancellor in accordance with Collected Rule (Section 310.020.F).

3. A final comprehensive performance review is required prior to recommendations concerning tenure (see Section III.B.).

4. All tenured Assistant and Associate Professors should be reviewed annually regarding their progress toward promotion. The appropriate Unit Committee will conduct this review. Faculty under review shall be given the opportunity to appear before the Unit Committee and to submit material that she or hethey believes should be reviewed by the Committee. A written report, prepared by the Unit Committee or the Unit Department Chair, shall be given to the faculty member and the Dean.

B. [bookmark: B._Who_is_to_have_a_complete_tenure_and/]Who is to have a complete tenure and/or promotion review

In the spring the Provost will establish a schedule for reviews to be conducted during the following academic year. Each year Units will determine which faculty members are to be reviewed for tenure and/or promotion during the coming academic year based on the following guidelines:

1. Untenured regular faculty who will be in their sixth year of service creditable towards tenure must, in the sixth year, go through a complete tenure and promotion review.

2. Untenured regular faculty who were appointed at the associate or full professor rank without tenure must go through a complete tenure review no later than their fourth year of service at UM-St. Louis.
3. In accordance with Section 310.025 310.035B of the Collected Rules and Regulations of the University of Missouri, the Chancellor may grant a maximum of two one-year extensions during the probationary period.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This was incorrect.  310.025 is now the relevant CRR.

4. A Unit may recommend an Associate Professor for promotion at any time. In cases when the Unit has not acted sooner, Associate Professors are entitled, at their written request, to go through the full promotion process after their fifth year in rank. Candidates for promotion to full Professor who have either withdrawn an application for promotion or had an application denied should not reapply until there have been substantively greater accomplishments that strengthen the record. and at least three years after their most recent request.

5.	A Unit Committee may grant the opportunity to other regular faculty to go through a complete tenure and/or promotion review in any annual cycle. Untenured regular faculty who are put forward prior to their sixth year of service creditable toward tenure and who are not awarded tenure may be considered again in their sixth year under conditions of III.B.1.

C. The Complete Review Process

Note: Once outside letters have been solicited, the complete review process, as detailed below, must be followed (unless the candidate withdraws).
The Ad Personam Committee. An Ad Personam Committee will be established, normally in the spring, for every Unit faculty member who is slated for a complete tenure or promotion review the following academic year. Working with the candidate, the Ad Personam Committee will prepare an initial Dossier for the candidate that includes the candidate’s factual record (see Appendix 1); a thorough written summary of the candidate's research, teaching, service, and outreach activities; and external letters (see following paragraph).

The Dossier will also include a copy of the letter appointing the candidate to a tenure track position (in tenure decision cases only), a copy of the applicable Unit Standards, and copies of every annual review of progress toward promotion and/or tenure of the candidate (in tenure decision cases only).

The committee shall request external letters in a timely manner. Letters from outside reviewers shall address the candidate's record of research and creative activity including community-engaged scholarship and artistic performance where applicable. The letters may also address other aspects of impact on the field, such as service, teaching, community outreach and engagement, institutional leadership, or the integration of these when the writer has particular knowledge of the candidate’s activities in these areas. Diverse representation in solicitation of external reviewers is desirable. When requesting outside evaluations the Ad Personam Committee should advise reviewers that the University of Missouri - St. Louis policy is to keep the identity of outside reviewers confidential to the extent allowed by law. External reviewers should be advised not to state whether the candidate would be given tenure and promotion at their own institution. Instead, the letters should focus on professional evaluation of the candidate’s scholarly record and impact. The Ad Personam Committee should describe the process for soliciting the external review letters and the reviewers who were the candidate’s choice and those who were the committee’s choice. Letters should be solicited from external reviewers who are recognized nationally and internationally for their own achievement, with the goal of obtaining 6-8 letters from these reviewers.

The Ad Personam Committee Rreport has a strict limit of no more than 15 pages, excluding the candidate’s list of scholarly contributions and appendices and the candidate’s factual record.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Edited for clarity, and to avoid suggesting the Ad Personam Report should have a list of the candidate's scholarly accomplishments separate from the factual record. 

The Ad Personam Committee shall submit the candidate’s Dossier in written form to the Unit Committee. The report of the Ad Personam Committee is intended to be a factual document. It should not be an advocacy document. The Ad Personam Committee chair confirms on behalf of the committee in recognition of their belief that this is a factual statement. The Ad Personam Committee shall submit the candidate’s Dossier to the Unit Committee.

The Unit Committee shall review the Dossier assembled by the Ad Personam Committee to be sure it is complete, factual, and unbiased.

Dossiers that do not meet these tests will be returned to the Ad Personam Committee for revision. If the Unit Committee still finds the Dossier incomplete, inadequate, or biased after one revision by the Ad Personam Committee, the Unit Committee will correct these deficiencies in a supplement to the Dossier.

1. The Unit Committee. A recommendation on the tenure and/or promotion of the candidate shall be made on behalf of the Unit Committee by the Unit Committee Coordinator.

a. As required by Executive Order 6A of the Collected Rules and Regulations of the University of Missouri, prior to the deliberations of the promotion and tenure committee, all tenured members of that department or school holding the same rank as or higher rank for which the candidates are being considered shall be given the opportunity to provide written and signed comments to the promotion and tenure committee regarding the candidate.	Comment by Hall, Alice: The reference is out of date and there is no longer a system-level provision for department members to be able to submit letters.  Executive Order 6A (which dates from 1992) is now CRR 320.035. It says that "The Department/division promotion and tenure committee shall solicit input from all the members of the department at or above the promotion rank being sought," but does not indicates that department members must be able to submit letters. A Unit Committee is essentially defined as anyone who holds the rank at or above the promotion rank being sought, which insures their input is sought. We have confirmed with UM System that this provision can be removed and remain consistent with the CRRs. 
b. Deliberations. Upon receiving and accepting the report by the Ad Personam Committee, and any letters submitted by tenured members of the department or school holding the same rank or higher rank than that of the candidate, the candidate’s Dossier will be discussed fully and appropriately. Attendance at the Unit Committee meeting can occur in person or by synchronous electronic means.

c. Voting. After appropriate discussion, the Unit Committee members will vote whether to recommend tenure and/or promotion. The Dean may not participate or vote in meetings of the Unit Committee, but with the approval of the Unit Committee, he or she or they may attend Unit Committee meetings as an observer. The Unit Department Chair, when also a member of the Unit Committee, may participate in discussions of the committee. However, because Department Chairs write a separate letter, they typically abstain from the committee vote. and vote with the committee. Unit Committee members should vote at this level and may not vote at subsequent levels of review.

Voting shall be conducted by secret ballot. In-person or synchronous electronic voting may be used. Each ballot shall include a vote for, against, or abstaining, and a rationale for the vote in the case of negative or abstaining votes. If voting occurs in person and paper ballots are used, each ballot shall be placed in an envelope and the sealed envelope shall be signed by the committee member. If voting occurs by synchronous electronic means, University resources that provide a secure electronic environment should be used.

The Unit Committee Coordinator will coordinate the counting of votes and provide a tally of the votes for, against, abstaining or invalidated because of lack of signature or rationale in the case of negative or abstaining votes.

A record of the vote, whether ballots placed in sealed envelopes or an electronic summary, shall be forwarded to the dean’s office. The vote shall be conveyed in the unit committee report only by tally of votes for, against, abstaining, or invalidated; percentages should not be used.

Unit committee members may submit absentee votes in advance if they are unable to attend the Unit Committee meeting and participate in the discussion either in person or by electronic synchronous means. Absentee votes must be accompanied by a written appraisal of the candidate’s strengths and weaknesses and this appraisal must be made available to the Unit Committee before its vote.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Clarifying that an absentee vote is when a faculty member can't make the meeting and thus is not there for a discussion - as the increasing prevalence of hybrid meetings  makes the question of what constitutes a "attendance" less obvious. If someone were to "Zoom" into a meeting that is mostly in person, they would not be considered absent and would not have to submit their vote/rational in advance. Absentee voting has only allowed at the unit level, not at the college or campus level. 
a. c.  The Unit Committee Report. The Unit Committee Coordinator will prepare the Unit Committee report unless he or she or they are opposed to the Committee's recommendation. In this instance, the Unit Committee elects another member to prepare the report. In some cases, the Unit Committee may choose to elect someone else to write the report. The report will be based on the contents of the Ad Personam Committee Report, on the discussion that occurred before the vote and on the rationales on the ballots cast by committee members. The Unit Committee report shall be signed by the preparer on behalf of the committee. 
The unit committee report must include a section listing reasons for any negative votes or abstentions. All members of the Unit Committee shall be given the opportunity to review the report before it is signed by the preparer on behalf of the committee.

Within one business day of the vote, Unit Committee members may individually or collectively submit additional statements to the Unit Committee Coordinator and Unit Chair in support of, or in opposition to, tenure and/or promotion. These statements must be signed or confirmed electronically, but only copies with the signatures removed become part of the Dossier. The original signed statements must be placed in a sealed envelope forwarded to the dean’s office. Any sealed envelope shall be opened only as required by law in any future legal action.	Comment by Hall, Alice: This doesn't seem to be in the CRRs and is not something that is commonly done.  Suggest specifying that the committee should be given the opportunity to review the committee report before it's finalized to make sure that it reflects the consensus of the committee, and then taking out the provision that allows unit committee members to add additional commentary (anonymously) to the dossier.  

d. Informing the Candidate. After a vote has been taken, the candidate is to be informed, in writing, of the Unit Committee's action (the vote tally, for, against, abstaining), and given a copy of the Unit Committee’s report and copies of any additional statements submitted by Unit Committee members (with signatures removed).

e. Candidate Response Process (see definitions for Response Options). If the Candidate selects Response Option (1) and responds but does not request reconsideration, the response is addressed to the Chancellor and added to the dossier so that it is available to the further levels of review, the response and the Dossier are sent to the Dean and Unit Committee Chair. If the Candidate selects
Response Option (2), the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options. In addition to the defined Candidate Response Options, If tthe candidate may submits a written response and asks that the Unit Committee reconsider the original recommendation, . Tthe Unit Committee will reconvene and act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The committee will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise its original recommendation. If the recommendations do change, the candidate is so notified and is given the new recommendations (including the new Unit Committee vote, if there is one).  The Candidate has the option to submit a response to the reconsideration that would be incorporated into the dossier or to withdraw. Response Options are again available to the CandidateThe actions subsequent to the exercise of one of the Candidate Response Options are 	Comment by Hall, Alice: The current UMSL guidelines suggests that if a candidate requests consideration, and the unit committee does so, but the recommendation is still negative, the candidate can submit a response to the reconsideration that is then added to the dossier, effectively giving them the last word at this step.  

If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options. If the candidate withdraws, the actions are the same as outlined in the preceding paragraph.

f. Joint Appointments - If a candidate holds a joint appointment in two or more Units, and is to be considered for tenure and/or promotion, the Collected Rules and Regulations of the University of Missouri specify that each must prepare a separate recommendation which shall be combined into one file. The recommendations should be developed independently by the two unit committees, and the conclusions of one should not be shared with the other. Thethe units involved should form a single Ad Personam Committee, including members from all Units in which the candidate holds appointments when possible, to work with the candidate in preparing the Dossier. The Ad Personam Committee should be chaired by a member of the primary Unit. The Ad Personam Committee report must consider the sum total of the research, teaching, service, and outreach records of the candidate. The Ad Personam Committee’s report should include an explanation of the distribution of responsibilities between the relevant units.	Comment by Hall, Alice: The CRRs do not say this any longer. CRR 320.080 (https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/rules/collected_rules/personnel/ch320/320.080_joint_appointments_and_joint_titles) indicates that the primary unit "shall be responsible for decisions regarding recommendations on tenure, sabbatical leaves and other academic perquisites." The "Best Practices for Joint Appointments" (https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/aa/faculty/best) suggests that having "Two full departmental reviews for promotion and tenure." is a problem and that "it is probably best to have a primary department review including consultation with a joint committee that meets to review final department recommendations." CRR 230.035 itself indicates that "the primary department, school or college bears the responsibility for recommendation for promotion in academic rank or award of continuous appointment. However, the non-primary department, school or college may prepare a recommendation which shall be included as part of one file pertaining to promotion or continuous appointment under the direction of the primary department." In other words, it allows for the secondary units to have input, but doesn't mandate a separate, independent recommendation that the initial unit doesn't see. 
The completed Ad Personam Committee rReport will be reviewed by the primary Unit Committee to be sure that it is complete, factual, and unbiased (see Section III.C.1.). The primary Unit Committee will then forward share the Dossier for review by the secondary Unit Committee(s) followed by the Chair(s) and Dean(s) of the candidate’s secondary Unit(s). The secondary Unit Committee(s), Chair(s), and Dean(s),  which shall follow the procedures set forth in Section III.C of this document to complete their review of the Dossier and prepare their recommendations. It is the responsibility of the Primary Units to may add to the Dossier any Reports or Recommendations, including vote tallies taken by the secondary Units, as well as written comments based upon their evaluation of the candidate’s total record. The Dossier will be forwarded to the primary Unit Committee, which shall follow the procedures set forth in Section III.C.2. of this document to complete their review of the Dossier and prepare their recommendation.
2. Unit Department Chair

The unit Department cChair shall review previous evidence, reports and recommendations within the dossier and prepare a written recommendation on whether the candidate should be promoted, placed on continuous appointment or both. In preparing the recommendation, the Chair may consult with the Unit Committee, members of the faculty individually and/or confer with persons at other institutions or organizations. However, any new information solicited by the Chair must be made part of the candidate’s Dossier. When this information is considered, an explanation of how and why it was solicited should be included in the recommendation. 

The candidate shall be given a written copy of the UDepartment nit Chair's recommendation. and may exercise the Candidate Response Options. The Unit Committee Coordinator will also receive a copy of the Unit Department Chair’s recommendation. The Candidate may exercise the Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1) and responds but does not request reconsideration, (1), the response is addressed to the Chancellor and sent to the Provost, the ATP committee and the Deanand added to the dossier so that it is available to the further levels of review. If the Candidate submits a response and asks for reconsideration, the Department Chair will act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The Department Chair will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise their original recommendation. The Candidate is notified of the answer to the reconsideration request and is given any new recommendation. Both the Candidate’s response and the Department Chair’s answer to the request for reconsideration are added to the Dossier so that they are available to the further levels of review.  	Comment by Hall, Alice: In contrast to the process at the unit level, this draft does not give the candidate the option to submit a response to a reconsideration that is added to the dossier, essentially giving the Chair the last word at this step. This is the case for  each subsequent step. In other words, after the unit committee step, if the candidate files a response but doesn't aske for reconsideration, the candidate's response is the final document for that step. However, if the candidate requests reconsideration, and the individual or committee confirm a negative recommendation, that confirmation is the final document for that step.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), either upon receiving the Department Chair’s recommendation or upon receiving the Unit Chair’s answer to any request for reconsideration, the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options.

The Dossier is forwarded to the Dean of the College in which the Candidate holds an appointment. 

3. The College/School Promotion and Tenure Committee.

Dossiers are forwarded to the Committee from the Dean. The Committee considers recommendations for tenure and/or promotion received from the Units. Attendance at the meeting can occur in person or by synchronous electronic means. All voting shall be conducted by secret ballot. College Committee members who participated in the deliberations by synchronous electronic means will submit their votes – including the rationale for the vote in case of negative or abstaining votes – electronically to a non-voting party, to be included with the in-person votes.  No absentee voting shall be permitted. In cases where a candidate is from the same Unit as a College Committee member, the College Committee member shall vote only at the Unit level but may participate by answering questions and may be present for the discussion of the College Committee. The College Committee may invite representatives of the Unit Committee, the Unit Department Chair or the Dean to meet with the Committee and to provide clarification to assist in reaching a decision in difficult cases.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Voting is now often done electronically, even for in-person meetings.  This is no longer necessary.  

The candidate shall be given a written copy of the College Committee’s recommendation which will include the vote tally (for/against/abstain) and a written summary of the committee members’ appraisal of the candidate’s record. The Unit Committee Coordinator, Unit Department Chair and Dean will also receive a copy of the College Committee’s recommendation. The candidate may exercise the Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1) and responds but does not request reconsideration, the response is addressed to the Chancellor and added to the Dossier so that it is available to the further levels of review. If the Candidate submits a response and asks for reconsideration, the College/School Promotion Committee will act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The College/School Promotion Committee will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise its original recommendation. The Candidate is notified of the answer to the reconsideration request and is given any new recommendation, including any new vote. The Candidate’s response and the committee’s answer to the reconsideration request are added to the dossier.
The candidate may exercise the Candidate Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1), the response is addressed to the Chancellor and sent to the Provost and the ATP Committee. If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), either upon receiving the College/School Promotion Committee’s recommendation or upon receiving its answer to any request for reconsideration, the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options.
4. The Dean of the School or College

The Dean shall review the candidate’s Dossier and shall prepare a written recommendation. In preparing the recommendation, the Dean may consult with the Unit Committee, members of the faculty individually, and/or confer with persons at other institutions or organizations. However, any new information solicited by the Dean must be made part of the candidate’s Dossier. When this information is considered, an explanation of how and why it was solicited should be included in the recommendation. The Dossier is forwarded with the Dean’s recommendation to the Provost.

The candidate shall be given a written copy of the Dean's recommendation. and may exercise the Candidate Response Options. The Unit Chair will also receive a copy of the Dean's recommendation. The Candidate may exercise the Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1) and responds but does not request reconsideration, the response is addressed to the Chancellor and added to the Dossier so that it is available for further levels of review. If the Candidate submits a response and asks for reconsideration, the Dean will act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The Dean committee will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise their original recommendation. The Candidate is notified of the Dean’s answer to the reconsideration request and is given any new recommendation. The Candidate’s response and the Dean’s answer to the reconsideration request are added to the Dossier.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1), the response is addressed to the Chancellor and sent to the Provost and the ATP committee. If the Candidate selects Response Option (2) either upon receiving the Dean’s recommendation or upon receiving their answer to any request for reconsideration, the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options.

The Dossier is forwarded with the Dean’s recommendation to the Provost.
5. The Senate Committee on Appointments, Tenure, and Promotion 

Dossiers are forwarded from the Provost to the Senate Committee on Appointments, Tenure, and Promotion (ATP). The chairperson of the Senate ATP Committee is elected from among the members. The Committee considers recommendations for tenure and/or promotion received from the Units and deans. Attendance at the meeting can occur in person or by synchronous electronic means. All voting shall be conducted by secret ballot. ATP Committee members who participated in the deliberations by synchronous electronic means will submit their votes – including the rationale for the vote in case of negative or abstaining votes – electronically to a non- voting party, [Faculty Senate and University Assembly Office] to be included with the in-person votes.No absentee voting shall be permitted. In cases where a candidate is from the same Unit as an ATP member, the ATP member shall vote only at the Unit level but may participate by answering questions and may be present for the discussion of the ATP Committee. The ATP Committee may invite representatives of the Unit Committee or the Dean to meet with the Committee and to provide clarification to assist in reaching a decision in difficult cases.

The Candidate shall be given a written copy of the ATP Committee’s recommendation which will include the vote tally (for/against/abstain) and a written summary of the committee members’ appraisal of the candidate’s record. The Unit Chair and Dean will also receive a copy of the ATP Committee’s recommendation. The Candidate may exercise the Candidate Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option 1 and responds but does not request reconsideration, the response is addressed to the Chancellor and added to the Dossier so that it is available for further levels of review. If the Candidate submits a response and asks for reconsideration, the ATP committee will act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The ATP Committee will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise its original recommendation. The candidate is notified of the Committee’s answer to the reconsideration request and is given any new recommendation, including any new vote tally. The Candidate’s response and the ATP Committee’s answer to the reconsideration request are added to the Dossier.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1), the response is addressed to the Chancellor and sent to the Provost and the ATP Committee. If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), either upon receiving the ATP Committee’s recommendation or upon receiving its answer to any request for reconsideration, the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options.

6. The Provost shall review the Candidate’s Dossier and shall prepare a written recommendation. In preparing the recommendation, the Provost may consult with the Unit Committee, Unit Department Chair, Dean, the Senate ATP Committee, members of the faculty individually, and/or confer with persons at other institutions or organizations. However, any new information solicited by the Provost must be made part of the candidate’s Dossier. When this information is considered, an explanation of how and why it was solicited should be included in the recommendation. The Dossier is forwarded with the Provost’s recommendation to the Chancellor.
The candidate shall be given a written copy of the Provost’s recommendation. and may exercise the Candidate Response Options. The Unit Department Chair and Dean will also receive a copy of the Provost’s recommendation. The Candidate may exercise the Response Options.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1) and responds but does not request reconsideration, the response is addressed to the Chancellor and added to the Dossier so that it is available for further levels of review. If the Candidate submits a response and asks for reconsideration, the Provost will act upon a request for reconsideration within 10 calendar days of receiving that request. The Provost will, after reviewing all newly submitted material, either confirm or revise their original recommendation. The candidate is notified of the Provost’s answer to the reconsideration request and is given any new recommendation. The Candidate’s response and the Provost’s answer to the reconsideration request are added to the dossier.

If the Candidate selects Response Option (1), the response is addressed to the Chancellor and sent to the Provost. 
If the Candidate selects Response Option (2), either upon receiving the Provost’s recommendation or upon receiving their answer to any request for reconsideration, the Dossier is handled as described in Response Options.

The Dossier is forwarded with the Provost’s recommendation to the Chancellor.

7. Action by the Chancellor

The Provost forwards the Dossiers to the Chancellor. In reaching a decision, the Chancellor may consult with the Unit Committee, the Dean, the Senate ATP Committee, the Provost, members of the faculty individually, and/or confer with persons at other institutions or organizations. However, any new information solicited by the Chancellor must be made part of the candidate’s Dossier. 

The Chancellor shall communicate her or histheir  decision to the candidate in writing, typically within 45 days of receipt of the Dossier by the Chancellor. Copies of her or histheir decision should also be given to the Candidate’s Unit Committee Coordinator, Unit Department Chair and, Dean, Chair of the ATP Committee, and the Provost. The candidate has fourteen days to request that the Chancellor reconsider the decision. Only the candidate can request reconsideration by the Chancellor. The Chancellor normally will respond within 20 days, either confirming the original decision or informing the candidate of a revised decision. Final action by the Chancellor must occur before 31 July.
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Appendix 1

[bookmark: Preparing_the_Factual_Record]Preparing the Factual Record
 Guidelines for Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion

The candidate for tenure and/or promotion is responsible for preparing and submitting to the Ad Personam Committee a Factual Record as described below. A preliminary version of the Factual Record should be submitted to the candidate's Ad Personam Committee in the spring of the academic year preceding the year of the tenure/ promotion decision. The dates for submission of initial and final versions of the Factual Record will be set forth in an annual memo from the Provost. After submission of the final version of the Factual Record, no new information may be added in promotion cases. In tenure cases, the candidate may submit new material that updates the status of items already in the Factual Record (acceptance or publication of articles or books, receipt of research grants or awards, etc.) but may not add new material to the Factual Record, remove material from the Factual Record or rewrite parts of the Factual Record. The status updates must be submitted to the Unit Committee. If the Dossier has left the unit, the Unit Committee will forward the status updates to subsequent levels of review, with or without comment on the updates. The candidate is responsible for the factual accuracy and completeness of the Factual Record.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Makes the rules regarding updating the status of items already mentioned in the factual record, but not adding new items consistent  for both promotion and tenure candidates.  

Information should be presented in the order indicated below. Please submit iInformation must be submitted for all relevant items. If an item is not applicable, a notation that this is not relevant or that no activities in this category have been completed a notation “n/a” must be inserted at that point, rather than simply omitting the itemcategory. The Candidate should consult Unit Standards for direction on the kinds of information to include. The Factual Record should be clear, concise, and to the point while recognizing that it will be read by individuals who may not be knowledgeable in the discipline. The Factual Record should be organized as follows:	Comment by Hall, Alice: As background MyVITA has been set up so that it includes a heading for all the relevant items. If the faculty member has no entries in a particular category, the notation "no activities" entered is included rather than getting rid of the category completely. 
I. Educational, Academic and Professional Background	Comment by Hall, Alice: Academic Affairs often fields questions from candidates who are seeking to figure out how to make MyVITA present their works in exactly the order and exactly the format listed in this appendix (e.g., to list in-press publications in a separate section letter D). However, our discussions with the committees indicate that they didn't intend for this appendix to be a strict guide to formatting that had to be followed this precisely.  We've sought to adapt this to guide candidates in providing ad personam committees and evaluators with the necessary information to make a fair assessment in a consistent way, without specifying formatting details that are likely to change with the software platform. 

List in order: name, current position, educational history (degrees), professional credentials, honors or awards, and and employment history.
II. Teaching

A. Provide a brief statement of your philosophy of teaching, goals and accomplishments including creative contributions to teaching that can be understood by someone outside of your discipline. Accomplishments might include, for example, new courses developed, participation in interdisciplinary courses, and teaching that necessitates assembling,  and organizing a new body of information. Other examples of accomplishments include honors or awards, curriculum development,  invited or peer- reviewed publications relating directly to teaching and targeted at other instructors, as well as the development of textbooks or materials developed related to teaching for use in the undergraduate classroom. 
1. You may mention relevant accomplishments that are compiled elsewhere in the dossier (teaching awards, publications relevant to teaching) that speak to your standing in the field as a teacher in the summary of your accomplishments.
2. Candidates in institutional leadership roles such as department chair may mention accomplishments in this role that are relevant to teaching, positively impacted the teaching accomplishments of the unit, or furthered the mission of the university as allowed for by their Unit Standards.
B. List courses taught at UM-St. Louis at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. Identify the mode of instruction (e.g., face-to-face, online asynchronous, blended) and any courses that those courses that used distance learning (e.g., televideo and Web-based courses) or were taught at off-campus sites.
C. List undergraduate and graduate research and independent study projects supervised, including master’s theses and doctoral dissertations. Identify any notable student accomplishments and explain if the time commitment or level of instructor engagement was unusual for the discipline.
D. List teaching done through continuing education/extension and teaching done at other institutions.Give a complete listing of publications relating directly to teaching.
E. List materials developed relating to teaching.
F. List allany  oother activities relevant to teaching including developing new materials for use in the classroom or online, new course development, innovative course revisions, curriculum development, etc..
III. Scholarly Performance
Note: Some publications may be directed primarily to teaching or service and if so, should be cited there rather than under this category.	Comment by Hall, Alice: MyVITA does not separate publications according to whether they're teaching, service, or research-focused. Although a candidate can address them in teaching or service narrative rather than research one, they can't currently exclude them from the listing of publications that appears in the "research" section of the vita.  See below (III.B.3 for a suggested revision) to encourage candidates to address these types of publications in teaching or service narratives, while acknowledging they'll be listed in the "research" section.
A. Provide a brief statement of your research interests and an overview of your research program that can be understood by someone outside of your discipline. Explain how your publications, grants, or other scholarly work fit into a coherent research project or projects and summarize your primary accomplishments. 
1. .Consider highlighting primary accomplishments, such as key publications, grants, or other scholarly work. Provide any additional information that a committee will need to fairly evaluate the quality and impact of these accomplishments (e.g., the funding agency, total amounts, and for subcontracted awards, the funding amount coming to UMSL) or to reconcile differences in the way an accomplishment is reported on a C.V. and in the Factual Record. If relevant according to Unit Standards, you may include information regarding funding that supports new, innovative initiatives to address a problem of practice within a community as well as evidence of community agency or organization adoption if relevant.
2. You may mention relevant accomplishments that are compiled elsewhere in the dossier (research awards, editorships, professional consulting, etc.) but that speak to your standing in the field as a scholar in the summary of your accomplishments.
3. Candidates in institutional leadership roles such as department chair may mention accomplishments in this role that are relevant to research, positively impacted the research accomplishments of the unit, or furthered the mission of the university as allowed for by their Unit Standards.
B. List all relevant publications or other scholarly work with publication dates, publishers, volume numbers, pages, et cetera. Clearly Iidentify when publications are peer reviewedrefereed articles (R), publications from the dissertation or parts of it (D), and or invited works (I)at the beginning of the description. If a submission was refereed only by an editor (either for a journal or a book), the publication should be identified as edited  by ®(E)  rather than as peer reviewed. (R). List separately: books, articles, chapters in books, reviews, abstracts, other work.Include technical reports and non-text scholarly activities as allowed by the Unit Standards (e.g., presentations, data sets, patents, performances, exhibitions, policy documents for use by agencies or organizations). List different types of works separately (e.g., books, articles, chapters in books, reviews, abstracts, other work).	Comment by Hall, Alice: It's become unclear where these abbreviations (R, D, I, etc.) should be placed in MyVITA or on a CV. (i.e., at the beginning of an entry, next to a title). Furthermore, MyVITA and other platforms pull the same entries for purposes other than promotion dossiers (e.g., CVs, reviews) and the abbreviations are confusing if they appear in a title or a notes section out of context.  The proposed revision continues to ask for this information, but does not specify a relatively arcane abbreviation system to present it.  
1. Briefly describe each item listed and provide appropriate evidence regarding the significance, quality, and impact of the work, such as awards or acknowledgements the work received, royalties, textbook or production adoptions, information about independent reviews, evidence of the adoption of a practice by others (including documented use of scholarship in other communities or organizations), or the including number of citations to the work. If citations are appropriate to the kind of work, include a  and a selected list of the publications citing the work, excluding . Exclude self-citations. The candidate should retain a complete list of citations that can be immediately provided to the Unit Committee, the Dean, or the ATP Committee if requested.
2. In the work’s description, include Co-authored works should indicate the approximate percent contributed by the candidate and a brief description of the role of the co-authors..
3. Beginning and ending page numbers or should be given for all items .word count should be provided when available.
4. Journal titles should not be abbreviated.
5. List For publications in press, indicateing the expected publication date in the description and . Aattach a copy of the acceptance letter.
6. For manuscripts that have been submitted for publication, describe the work  and indicate the outlets to which they have been submitted, and the number of typed double-spaced pages.
7. Include work in progress. Work under contract but not yet completed should be included in this category.
8. ForList papers presented to scholarly groups or conferences, indicating include dates and places of presentations. Place an asterisk before the entry for Clearly indicate any papers presented at scholarly conferences that were subsequently published at the beginning of the description.
9. For technical reports, include the agency or organization who the report was requested or written for. In the description, provide a summary of the data obtained, the methodology and analyses use, and dissemination information.
C. List work in progress. Work under contract but not yet completed should be included in this catProvide a record of grant pre-proposals submitted and/or accepted, and grant proposals submitted s proposed/acceptedor /funded. Include the agency solicited, the duration and amount of grant.
1.  Enter information about grant proposals that are being drafted for submission. 
2. List internal grants separately. 
3. Provide any additional information about grant subcontracts an evaluator will  need to fairly evaluate its quality and impact.

D. List elected offices held in scholarly organizations, refereeing, and/or editorships that may speak to your reputation or standing in the field at a scholar.List academic awards and honors.	Comment by Hall, Alice: MyVITA lists all awards, whether they're associated with teaching, research, or service, in one place. Currently, this is arranged near the top of the vita, after the descriptive information in section I. The proposed revisions suggest candidates speak to research honors and awards in the narrative, but not that they are listed separately. 

List additional scholarly activities not covered by the above, as allowed by the unit guidelines. Examples might be patents, performances, or exhibitions. Provide the appropriate evidence of quality and impact (e.g., textbook or product adoptions, royalties, reviews, citations, etc.).	Comment by Hall, Alice: Sought to integrate this information about non-text scholarly work above for clarity and to help avoid the implication that it is some how "additional" or extra rather than just less typical.  This is the regular scholarly output of some faculty.   
IV. Service

A. Provide a brief overview of your perspective on service and summarize your primary accomplishments. In the overview, describe your role in departmental/division affairs. List any publications relevant to service. Describe role in departmental/division affairs. Candidates in institutional leadership roles such as department chair may mention accomplishments in this role that do not fall under teaching or research but that positively impacted their unit or furthered the mission of the university, as allowed for by their Unit Standards.
B. List departmental, college, campus, and university system committee memberships and other service with dates. List any publications relevant to service. Popular book reviews, program notes, and the like, should typically be classified as service.
C. List memberships in scholarly organizations and professional service provided for these organizations if different from that given in III.HD.
D. [bookmark: _Hlk207188658]Summarize professional activities typical of a university engaged in the external community, clearly indicating both the type and degree of involvement. Public presentations, popular book reviews, program notes, and the like, should typically be classified as service in the form of community outreach unless they meet the criteria for community-engaged scholarship defined in the unit standards.
E. Summarize unpaid professional consulting.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Question for the Committee: Is this common enough to be it's own category and to require people to indicate that they didn't do any of it?  (It typically doesn't "count" as service in terms of workload if it's paid.)  Suggesting (see above) that it is something that can be mentioned in the research narrative if it speaks to someone's standing in field. 
F. List all other activities relevant to service.
V. Curriculum Vitae

The Candidate must certify that the Factual Record is complete and accurate.
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Appendix 2
[bookmark: The_Dossier]The Dossier
Dossiers should be submitted and disseminated according to the guidelines set by the Provost’s Office. Be clear, concise, and to the point. Be sure to review Unit Standards. Do not include items about nonprofessional characteristics of the candidate that could be the basis for allegations of discrimination and other unfair treatment. The order should follow the guidelines below, however, the submission and dissemination guidelines set by the Provost’s will take precedence.
[bookmark: Order_of_Dossier:]Order of Dossier:

I. Summary Sheet - See attached form.
II. Letter of Appointment – to a tenure track position (tenure review only).
III. Unit Standards
IV. Annual Reviews of Progress Toward Tenure (tenure review only).
V. Candidate’s Factual StatementRecord
VI. The Ad Personam Committee Report (this should be limited to no more than 15 pages).

A. Evaluation of Teaching.	Comment by Hall, Alice: The document indicates elsewhere that the Ad Personam Committee report is intended to be objective, whereas the unit committee report is intended to be evaluative.  Adapted the language to help further clarify that distinction. 
1. What method does the Unit use to evaluate teaching? (This method should be the same for all evaluations reports from the Unit and should be stated in the Unit Standards.) As part of this section, the committee should document any disciplinary-specific norms that would help those outside the candidate’s field fairly evaluate a teaching record (e.g., expectations regarding graduate student supervision and mentorship, standard class sizes)  

2. Evaluate Describe the candidate's teaching record according in relation to the norms established by the Unit. Evaluation methodsTypes of evidence  might include, for example, statements from alumni, specific statements of strengths and weaknesses, summaries of student evaluationsfeedback surveys, written appraisals based on in-class observation by colleagues here and elsewhere. For student evaluationsfeedback surveys:
a. Provide a full explanation of the methods used to collect data.
b. Be sure that the data include all kinds of classes that the candidate has taught (graduate and undergraduate, on and off-campus, etc.)
c. The evaluations student feedback surveys should cover a long period of time such as the last five years or the time since the faculty member was appointed or last promoted, not just a recent semester. Briefly explain why the time period was chosen.Handwritten letters must be transcribed and typed.
d. Be sure the reader can interpret a numerical result.
e. A teaching evaluation of a candidate who received years of credit toward tenure at UM-St. Louis from another institution may include an evaluationstudent feedback surveys regarding  of teaching at that institution.

3. Estimate the future potential of the candidate's teaching at UM-St. Louis.

B. Evaluation of Research.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Feedback from evaluation committees suggests that they want to know how the Unit Standards evaluate research and how evaluations from external peer reviewers were gathered. However, they find the evaluation of the research to be easier to make sense of when it is organized by promotion criteria. The current version of the guidelines, however, suggest that the information must be organized by the source of the evidence (i.e., outlets, citations, etc.)  This revision seeks to help units present the relevant information in a way that is more readily interpretable to a reader.  
1. What methods does the Unit use to evaluate research or scholarship? (This method should be the same for all evaluations reports from the Unit and should be stated in the Unit Standards.) 
a. As part of this section, the committee should document the norms for professional collaboration in the candidate’s area of scholarship (e.g., author order and credit, collaborations with advisor or graduate students, status of online journals, etc.).
b. Preferably, the dossier should contain evaluations from at least 6 external reviewers who are recognized nationally and internationally for their own achievements. Diverse representation in solicitation of external reviewers is desirable. Letters from former students, departmental colleagues, research collaborators, or former mentors should not be used. Evaluators will usually be from universities of a status at least comparable to that of the University of Missouri-St. Louis. The majority of these evaluations should be from persons selected by the Ad Personam Committee and not by the candidate. Be sure that outside reviewers' areas of expertise are as specific and targeted as possible. External reviewers should be advised not to state whether the candidate would be given tenure and promotion at their own institution. Instead, the letters should focus on professional evaluation of the candidate’s scholarly record and impact. Include a list of documents sent to the outside reviewers. All reviewers should receive the same set of documents. The letter to the reviewer can suggest the reviewer limit the evaluation to those documents in their areas of expertise. In the Ad Personam Committee Report, describe how the reviewers were selected. Indicate which reviewers were suggested by the candidate. Summaries of each reviewer's qualifications, a sample letter to the reviewers should be included in appendixes. All letters received must be included in their entirety in appendixes.
c. 	When a candidate has co-authored a large portion of publications, seek the assessment of selected co-authors related to the candidate's contribution to the articles as well as to the field of study. Co-authors should not serve as primary outside reviewers.
2. Describe the evidence regarding the quality of the candidates’ scholarly record, impact on the discipline, and any other criteria for evaluating the candidate’s scholarship that are defined in the unit standards. Some examples of types of evidence that are often used to evaluate the scholarly record are noted below. Assessments of 6 to 8 external reviewers are expected. Other forms of evidence will vary depending on the discipline and Unit Standards. This section of the Ad Personam Report should be tailored to the specific case so that the evidence provided is appropriate to the discipline and is organized to present the evidence clearly and concisely. The candidate's submitted work and work in progress can be considered if they are relevant to a criterion described in the Unit Standards.
a. Reports generally discuss Discuss the quality of the journals outlets in which thethat  candidate hashave published or presented the candidate’s work according to criteria appropriate to the discipline and described in the Unit Standards.  including Example criteria include the assessments external reviewers, rankings, acceptance rates, impact factors,  and other indicators of quality. Focus should be placed on regard and impact within the candidate’s specific area of expertise.
b. Reports generally discuss the quality of the candidate's publications or other scholarly work according to criteria appropriate to the discipline and described in the Unit Standards. Example criteria include the assessments of the external reviewers  by means of reviews, commentaries, citations, and documented adoption of innovative best practices or impact on community and professional practice. Work that has been formally accepted but has not yet been published can be addressed in these sections.
3.  and statements by outside authorities.
a. Preferably, the dossier should contain evaluations from at least 6 external reviewers who are recognized nationally and internationally for their own achievements. Diverse representation in solicitation of external reviewers is desirable. Letters from former students, departmental colleagues, research collaborators, or former mentors should not be used. Evaluators will usually be from universities of a status at least comparable to that of the University of Missouri-St. Louis. The majority of these evaluations should be from persons selected by the Ad Personam Committee and not by the candidate. Provide a brief statement about each outside reviewer's standing in the field and academic relationship to the candidate. Indicate which reviewers were suggested by the candidate. Be sure that outside reviewers' areas of expertise are as specific and targeted as possible. External reviewers should be advised not to state whether the candidate would be given tenure and promotion at their own institution. Instead, the letters should focus on professional evaluation of the candidate’s scholarly record and impact. Include a list of documents sent to the outside reviewers. All reviewers should receive the same set of documents. The letter to the reviewer can suggest the reviewer limit the evaluation to those documents in her or his areas of expertise. All letters received must be included in their entirety.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Most of this passage is moved up in the document to section B.1.b
b. When a candidate has co-authored a large portion of publications, seek the assessment of selected co-authors related to the candidate's contribution to the articles as well as to the field of study. Co-authors should not serve as primary outside reviewers.
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. Evaluate the citations.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Incorporated above as an example of evidence of the quality and impact of the candidate's work.  
4. 
a. Evaluate the candidate's work in press, submitted work, and work in progress, and other scholarly activity.	Comment by Hall, Alice: Work in press incorporated above with discussions of accepted/published work.  Submitted and in progress work mentioned below as evidence of scholarly trajectory.  
b. 
c. Evaluate tReports should consider the candidate's record in seeking and receiving grants, if appropriate to the discipline and consistent with the Unit Standards. 
d. Reports should address any other criteria described the Unit Standards. 
e. Reports may discuss submitted work and work in progress as evidence of the scholarly trajectory of the candidate and capacity to continue research and scholarly productivity at UMSL.

C. 
D. 
E. Estimate in detail the future potential of the candidate, indicating capacity to continue research and scholarly productivity at UM-St. Lou

F. Evaluation of Service.
1. What method does the Unit use to evaluate service? (This method should be the same for all evaluations from the Unit and should be stated in the Unit Standards.)
2. Evaluate Describe the candidate's record of service. Identify all persons, including those on-campus, who have evaluated the candidate's service.

VII. Unit Committee Report
VIII. Reasons cited for any negative votes or abstentionsabstentions.
IX. Candidate Response to the Unit Committee Report (if any)
X. Revised Unit Committee’s answer to  ReportRequest for Reconsideration (if any)
XI. Candidate Response to the Unit Committee’s Reconsideration (if any)
XII. Department Chair’s Recommendation (when applicable)
XIII. Candidate Response to the Department Chair’s Recommendation (if any)
XIV. Department Chair’s Answer to Request for Reconsiderations (if any)
XV. Appendices

A. Supporting materials for evaluation of regarding teaching.
1. Include a sample of the evaluation formstudent feedback survey items.
2. DO NOT include raw data from teaching evaluationsstudent surveys.
3. Include original student letters on teaching (with typed transcript if the original is hand-written).

B. Supporting materials for evaluation of regarding research.
1. Include a model letter sent to outside evaluators.
2. Provide a summary of each outside evaluator’s standing in the field and academic relationship to the candidate. Please do NOT include the evaluators’ CVs.  
3. Include original letters by evaluators. Translate in entirety any letters that are not written in English. Transcribe and type handwritten letters.
4. DO NOT include copies of each letter to outside evaluators.
5. DO NOT include the curriculum vita for each evaluator.

C. Supporting materials for evaluation of regarding service (e.g., any service support letters).
This completes the Dossier from the Unit. The original Dossier will be kept on permanent file with the Provost’s Office.Subsequent levels of review will add the following to the Dossier:

1. Any iInformation solicited by the College Committee and the recommendation of the College Committee (when separate from the Unit Committee)
2. Response of candidate to the College Committee (when applicable)
3. College Committee’s Answer to Reconsideration Request (when applicable)
4. Any iInformation solicited by the Dean and the recommendation of the Dean.
5. Response of candidate to the Dean (when applicableif any).
6. Dean’s Answer to Reconsideration Request (if any)
7. Any iInformation solicited by the ATP Committee and the recommendation of the ATP Committee. 
8. Response of candidate to ATP recommendation (when applicableif any).
9. ATP Committee’s Answer to Reconsideration Request (if any)
10. Any iInformation solicited by the Provost and the recommendation of the Provost. 
11. Response of candidate to the Provost’s Recommendation (if applicableany)
12. Provost’s Answer to Reconsideration Request (if any)
13. Information solicited by the Chancellor and the decision of the Chancellor.


Tenure and Promotion Review Summary Sheet University of Missouri - St. Louis

Review Cycle: Academic Year 20XX/20YY


Name of Candidate	Current Rank and Tenure status Department and/or School or College
Recommendation is for
Tenure 		Is tenure consideration mandatory? Yes 		No 	
Promotion to rank of	Associate Professor		Professor 	


If recommendation is for tenure
Date and rank of initial appointment 	

Years credited towards tenure when appointed 	

Number of years in current rank as of September 1, 20XX 	



Summary of Recommendations and Action Taken

	Unit Committee:
	For	Against 	
	Abstain 	 No. of Members 	

	Unit Chair, if applicable
	For	Against 	
	Abstain 	

	Dean
ATP Committee
	For	Against 	 For	Against 	
	

Abstain 	 No. of Members 	






Action of Chancellor: 	

Chancellor's signature: 		Date 	
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