Rationale for Updating the Campus Tenure and Promotion Guidelines now: 
· It is a part of the university strategic plan. More specifically, Objective 6 “Develop Stewardship and Vitality,” Goal 3. All units across campus have been charged with reviewing and updating tenure and promotion criteria and policies to be consistent with current UM System Guidelines, best practices, and UMSL’s mission and goals. It will facilitate this effort if the campus-level guidelines are also updated, as is consistent with this goal. Moving forward, it will be expected that these guidelines will be reviewed at least every 5 years.
· The proposed updates: 
· align with System-level changes in the CRRs (see rows highlighted in grey below.) 
· update the appendices that describe the Factual Record and Ad Personam Committee Report to make it easier to clearly present candidates’ accomplishments in a way that is appropriate for their discipline. The proposed revision is based on research into faculty perceptions of promotion policies as well as feedback from faculty committees as we developed promotion resources (e.g., Ad Personam and Unit Committee templates, guidelines about reporting student feedback surveys). This work revealed a number of friction points that candidates and committees felt make presenting and evaluating candidate records more challenging. 
· Clarify/update process points that have become more difficult or confusing given changes in the CRRs or changes in higher education.  
· Address a handful of minor corrections and cosmetic issues (see rows highlighted in yellow below)

Summary of Proposed Changes to the campus promotion guidelines: 

	
	Location in Document 
	Rationale and Notes

	Adding the School of Engineering as its own unit, updating the title of the School of Social Work.   
	Definitions of the Dean (p. 1), Department Chair (now pp. 1- 2), Unit (p. 3). 
	The School of Engineering was launched in 2025. It is a distinct discipline and will have its own promotion standards. The Department of Psychological Sciences moved from CAS into the School of Social Work, whose title is changing to School of Social Work and Psychological and Brain Sciences in 2026.

	Replacing the term “unit chair” with “department chair.” 
	Definition of “Department Chair” (now on pp. 1- 2), and throughout 

	All “unit chairs” are department chairs. Replacing term unit chair with department chair is less confusing in that it is consistent with common practice and with the phrasing in the CRRs.  

	Asking that units review their standards every five years. 
	Definition of “Unit Standards” (pp. 3 - 4)
	If the standards do not require changes, they can be re-approved as written. However, regular reviews ensure they don't fall too far out of date. (We are also working to integrate this into the five-year review process. If units haven’t done it within the last five years of the review, they’d do it at this point.) 

	Correcting/updating references to CRRs. 
	Introduction (p.1)

Section III.B.3 (p. 10) 
	Some passages refer to “Executive Order 6A,” which has been replaced by CRR 320.035, or have an out of date/incorrect CRR listed.  

	Updating process steps that were based on the use of paper dossiers or ballots 
	Definition of “Response Options” (pp. 2 - 3) 

Section covering the “College/School Promotion and Tenure Committee” in the “The Complete Review Process,” (Section III.C.3, p 15)

Appendix I & 2  
	See notes in tracked-changes document or “clean copy” of appendices for details/rationales  

	Adding the candidate’s option to request reconsideration at each step of the process, as allowed for in current UM System CRRs in addition to filing a response that is added to the dossier. The current version of the UMSL campus guidelines allow this only at the initial, unit committee step. At all the other steps a candidate could file a response that would then roll forward, but not ask the committee or person to reconsider the case. Now, candidates can either request reconsideration or just file a response at each step.  

	Definition of Response Options available to a candidate after receiving a recommendation (pp. 2 – 3) 

The option is integrated into the discussion of response options at each step of the process described in Section III.C. “The Complete Review Process,” including the department chair’s recommendation (section III.C.2 pp. 14-15), the college committee’s report (section III.C.3 pp. 15 - 16), the Dean’s recommendation (section III.C.4 p. 16-17), the campus committee’s report section III.C.5 p. 17), and the Provost’s recommendation (section III.C.6 p. 18). 

	To bring the campus guidelines into alignment with the CRRs. Implementation questions include: 
· The current UMSL campus guidelines give unit committees 10 calendar days to respond to a request for reconsideration (see p. 13 in the tracked-changes version). The draft allows the same time frame at each of the other steps. 
· In the current campus guidelines, if a candidate requests reconsideration at the Unit Committee level and the committee reconsiders the case and confirms a negative recommendation, the candidate can submit a response to the reconsideration that is added to the dossier, effectively giving them the last word at the unit committee step. The draft retains that option to file a response after a reconsideration at the unit committee level. However, at all other levels, the report of the reconsideration (whether a confirmation or a revision) would be the final document of the step. The candidate would continue to have the option to file a response without requesting reconsideration. In that case, the candidate’s response would be the final document of the step.   
The campus timeline has been set up to allow for reconsiderations at each step. 

	Removing mention of appointing an “acting chair” when the chair is the candidate.  

	Definition of a Department Chair (pp. 1 – 2)



	UM System CRRs now specify that when the candidate is the department chair, the department chair’s review step is “removed” (CRR 320.035.A.2) UMSL’s process has been to appoint an acting chair to write the letter in the chair’s stead in these situations. Updating the campus guidelines to be consistent with the CRRs. 

	Removing mention of appointing an “acting chair” when the chair does not have the rank to be eligible to vote on the case.  

	Definition of a Department Chair (pp. 1 – 2)



	In addition, recommending that UMSL no longer appoints acting chairs when the chair not have tenure or does not have the rank that a candidate is applying for. This step would be removed, just as when the candidate is the chair. 

After several years of appointing acting chairs from outside the department, we’re finding that this is logistically difficult and, because the Chair has not overseen the candidate, does not contribute as much to the evaluation as originally envisioned. Furthermore, as some cases will have the step removed when the candidate is the chair and many units have never had a chair’s letter, it is less necessary to keep the structure uniform. That is, the lack of a letter in some dossiers does not signal to committees and evaluators that the candidate lacks support, which was one of the original reasons for appointing an acting chair to write a letter. 

	Indicates that when the Department Chair has the rank to serve as a member of the Unit Committee, they: 
· count towards the minimum of 3 members required by the campus guidelines, 
· can join in the Unit Committee meeting and could be part of the discussion, 
· could be elected to serve as Unit Committee Coordinator and draft the unit committee letter, but 
· abstain from the vote. 
	Definition of a Unit Committee Coordinator (p. 3) 

Section covering “Voting” in the “Unit Committee” portion of “The Complete Review Process” (Section III.C.1.b., pp. 12-13)
	The guidelines are ambiguous on the question of whether a ranking department chair can or should vote with a Unit Committee in addition to writing a letter. This clarifies the process by having department chair participate with the unit committee, but not vote in addition to writing a letter with the UM System required independent evaluation.    

	Proposing that when unit standards are changed, there is a 5-year window in which Associate Professors going up for full Professor can chose to go up under the previous standards. After five years, they go up under the current standards.  

	Definition of “Unit Standards” (pp. 3 - 4 of the tracked-changes version of the campus guidelines)  
	Giving candidates who are working towards promotion to full Professor a discrete but explicit “grace period” to go up for promotion under the previous standards is fairer to these candidates. It avoids the reality or perception that the goalpost for promotion is being moved underneath them, while still allowing units to update and modernize their standards. This would be particularly beneficial to candidates in units that merge or reorganize and thus change their standards. 

Candidates for tenure already have the choice of going up under the standards in place when they were hired or current standards if the unit standards change during the candidate’s probationary period.  

	
Section I.1 “Unit Guidelines,” including the sections labeled “General Philosophy” and “Special Policy Considerations,” including the subsections on “Sustained Contributions” and the roles of research, teaching and service (pp. 4-7), is largely excerpted from UM System CRR 320.035. We are not proposing modifications to this section of the campus guidelines.  


	Updates the section on mid-point reviews for tenure-track faculty to specify that the unit’s mid-point review is shared with the Dean, who is also charged with making an assessment.   
	Section covering “Reviews of Progress towards Tenure and/or Promotion” (Section III.A.2, p. 9)
	UM System considered an Executive Order requiring an independent Dean’s review of mid-point reviews of progress towards tenure but eventually decided against it in favor of allowing candidates to allow specific Universities to take the steps necessary to ensure the consistency and quality of these reviews.  The proposed revision is consistent with CRR 310.020.E.1, which charges the Dean with responding to the unit’s evaluations by renewing (or not) a tenure-track faculty member’s contract.  The proposed revision also specifies that if a mid-point recommendation is against further contract renewals, the candidate should be given information about how to request reconsideration and appeal. Faculty have this right under CRR 310.020. 

	Removing a provision that prohibits candidates from applying for promotion within 3 years of an unsuccessful attempt while specifying that candidates should not reapply until “there have been substantively greater accomplishments that strengthen the record.” 

	Section covering “who is to have a complete tenure and/or Promotion process.” (Section III.B.4, p. 10)
	The rewording clarifies that promotion candidates who were unsuccessful are discouraged from reapplying without substantive improvements to their record when the attempt unsuccessful because they were denied or because they withdrew. (Both tenure-line and NTT candidates have been allowed to reapply for promotion within 3 years if they withdrew applications rather than were denied promotion.) The 3-year waiting period can function to discourage initial applications for promotion to full, as no one wants to risk being on the “bubble.” Shifting to a recommendation discouraging re-until applications until their record has strengthened.  

	Removing a provision that allows “all tenured members of the department or school holding the same or higher rank for which the candidates are being considered” to provide written and signed comments to the Promotion and Tenure Committee regarding the candidate that are to be included in the materials discussed at the Unit Committee meeting.  

	Section covering the “Unit Committee” in the “The Complete Review Process,” (Section III.C.1, pp. 11-12)
	The Executive Order cited (6A) as requiring this provision has been replaced by CRR 320.035, which does not require that all ranking, tenured faculty members be allowed to submit letters about a candidate to a Unit Committee. 

This provision has rarely been evoked in recent years. All “tenured members of the department or school holding the same or higher rank for which the candidates are being considered” serve on the Unit Committee per the definition on p. 3 of the campus guidelines. They can contribute to the evaluation of the candidate in the Unit Committee discussion and voting process without contributing additional letters. 

Unit faculty could still submit service letters when they have information about this portion of a faculty member’s workload or contribute letters clarifying the contributions of the candidate on joint or collaborative research (see Appendix II, section B.c) for the Ad Personam Report. 

	Clarifying that an absentee vote is when a faculty member can't make the meeting and thus is not there for a discussion. 
	Section covering the “Voting” under the “Unit Committee” in the “The Complete Review Process,” (Section III.C.1.b, pp 11 - 12)
	The potential for hybrid meetings, where a committee member may attend a primarily in-person meeting virtually, mean that it is helpful to define absentee voting. If someone is taking part in the meeting virtually but can take part in the discussion in real time, their vote would not be considered absentee. Note that absentee voting is allowed only at the Unit Committee level. 

	Removing a provision that allows Unit Committee members to “submit written and signed comments to the promotion and tenure committee” that are anonymized and become part of the dossier while clarifying that “all members of the Unit Committee shall be given the opportunity to review” the Unit Committee Report.  

	Section covering the “Unit Committee Report” under the “Unit Committee” in the “The Complete Review Process,” (Section III.C.1.c, p. 13)
	This provision is not mentioned in the current UM System CRRs and is rarely evoked. The Unit Committee Report produced by the Unit Committee should reflect the perspective of all the members in that it is “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.” Allowing Unit Committee members to add additional information or commentary is duplicative and has the potential to be prejudicial.  

	Updates the rules about faculty who hold joint appointments.  
	Section covering “Joint Appointments” under the “Unit Committee: in the “Complete Review Process,” (Section III.C.1.f, p. 14)
	The CRRs no longer specify that when a faculty member hold joint appointments, each unit must prepare separate recommendations. Rather, the current recommendation is 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.” The guidelines have been updated to be consistent with this new guidance. 

	Makes the rules regarding updating a factual record the same for promotion candidates and tenure candidates – all may provide updates to the status of items that are in the dossier when it is finalized and signed by the candidate, but not add new material, remove material, or rewrite the factual record.  
	Introduction to outline of the Factual Record (p. 19)
	Candidates for tenure and all NTT promotion candidates are allow allowed to update the status of items included in the initial factual record (e.g., articles submitted for publication, award nominations, etc.)   

	Substantive revision of the instructions/outline of the Factual Record prepared by the candidate  
	Appendix 1
	Seeks to be more compatible with electronic dossiers (where work in press or under consideration is integrated into the automatically compiled reports rather than filed separately) and to better address community-engaged scholarship and other contemporary forms of scholarship, as well as institutional leadership.   

See comments for rationale regarding specific proposed changes. 

	Substantive revision of the instructions/outline of the Dossier, including the Ad Personam Committee Report, prepared by the Ad Personam and Unit Committees  
	Appendix 2 
	Seeks to update language (e.g., replaces “student evaluations” with student feedback surveys) and to better address community-engaged scholarship and other contemporary forms of scholarship, as well as institutional leadership. Also encourages Ad Personam Committees to organize reports by the unit’s promotion criteria rather than by specific kinds of evidence (e.g., no longer requires separate sections addressing work in progress or citations, etc.) 

See comments for rationale regarding specific proposed changes.


· Rows Highlighted in grey align the campus guidelines with changes in the UM System CRRs. 
· Rows Highlighted in light yellow are seen as relatively minor corrections and or updates. 
