A committee was appointed by the Interim Dean of CNSM (Professor Paul Layer) to formulate a revised unit criteria for tenure and promotion.  Committee members were selected to represent the major academic units of the college:
· John Olson (Professor/Chair of Physics)

· Bernard Coakley (Associate Professor of Geology & Geophysics)
· Richard Boone (Professor/Chair of Biology and Wildlife)

· Nicole Mölders (Professor/Chair of Atmospheric Sciences)

· Tom Clausen (Professor of Chemistry & Biochemistry)

Throughout the discussions, the committee members elicited comments from faculty in their departments.  Thus, the committee representation allowed for criteria to be established that generally reflect the philosophy of the college.

In formulating the criteria, the committee was unanimous in the philosophy to allow unit peer committees large latitude in evaluating promotion/tenure (P/T) files.  In particular, the committee eschewed establishing quantitative criteria that would hinder unit peer committees into taking into account the vastly different types of appointments found in the college.  Expectations of number of publications, graduate student mentoring, grantsmanship, and other research related activities vary with (joint) appointments and within disciplines and sub-disciplines.  Similarly, teaching workloads vary too much to justify a rigid algorithmic evaluation.  Factors of student demography, student enrollments, course type (lab-based, writing intensive, etc.), preparation (new course vs. established) are too great to justify one rule fits all criteria.  In coming to this conclusion, the committee was guided by criteria of similar institutions in the lower 48 (e.g. University of Montana).

The committee chose instead to clarify the criteria and to provide guidance to faculty going up for P/T on how to prepare a strong file.  In this manner, the committee made the following modifications:

· New examples of measures of teaching research and service performance are included throughout the document.
· A statement of clarification of the standard that must be met when going up for P/T was included (Section III.A.3).  Many assistant professors, for instance, have expressed confusion over what standard (assistant professor or associate professor) they must meet for obtaining tenure and this is now explicitly stated.

· A statement of clarification was made regarding the importance of sole and first authorship papers (Section III.C).  This was deemed necessary because the question is often asked by members of the University Wide Committees.  We also inserted a statement to the candidate that it is their responsibility to use their narrative to explicitly state their role in joint publications.
· For files containing funded grants with several PI / Co-PIs, we included instructions to the candidate to clearly state their role in the project (Section III.C).
· The committee felt that the Unit Peer Committee would benefit greatly from the candidate giving a seminar to their peers and we consequently included a statement of this recommendation in the first paragraph of section III.A.

The committee feels that the new criteria provides additional guidance to the candidate for P/T to establish a strong file, clarify issues that are frequently raised by the University Wide Review Committees, and provides numerous examples that can be used as evidence of quality teaching, research and service.  While we have attempted to remove ambiguities in the criteria, some level of imprecision must remain to maintain flexibility in dealing with diverse workloads.  We unanimously feel that resulting uncertainties will be minor and easily addressed during periodic evaluations by deans, chairs, and unit peer committees.
