
SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY
ONE WASHINGTON SQUARE

SAN JOSE, CA 95192

S15-8, University Policy, Retention, Tenure and Promotion for
Regular Faculty Employees: Criteria and Standards

Rescinds S98-8

Effective: AY 2016-2017

Legislative History:
At its meeting of April 27, 2015, the Academic Senate approved the following policy
recommendation presented by Senator Peter for the Professional Standards
Committee. This policy rescinds University Policy S98-8, the Appointment, Retention,
Tenure, and Promotion Criteria, Standards and Procedures for Regular Faculty
Employees. On June 12, 2015, President Mohammad Qayoumi signed and approved
University Policy S15-8.

On September 18, 2015, Interim President Susan W. Martin approved Amendment A to
University Policy S15-8. During a transition, tenure/tenure track faculty appointed
before AY 2016/17 shall have the choice to be evaluated using the criteria and
standards of the old policy or according to this policy. (The criteria and standards of the
old policy means these sections of S98-8: II (Criteria) V.B (Standards for Tenure), and
VI.B (Standards for Promotion) excluding the procedural sections on retention.)

On May 4, 2020, President Mary A. Papazian signed and approved Amendment B to
University Policy S15-8. The revised language in Amendment B seeks to correct a
problem with the way the current languagethe
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effect. The Senate temporarily lost interest after the failed effort, but it
became increasingly clear that the existing policy was accumulating
problems and inconsistencies with every passing year.

In AY 2012-13 the Professional Standards Committee decided to tackle
the problem. In 2012-13 the Committee gathered information about the
way the existing policy was working. We interviewed members of
numerous RTP committees, interviewed the Provost, and distributed a
campus-wide survey to t/tt faculty. What we discovered was troubling.
Hundreds of responses from faculty at different stages of their careers
reported concerns that the old policy lacked sufficient flexibility in choices
related to professional development, that the criteria for tenure and
promotion were often unclear, and that the procedures used in
implementing the process were sometimes unfair.

In AY 2013-14 the committee spent the first half of the year exploring
alternative policies, surveying both within and outside the CSU. Ultimately
we proposed that the new policy be designed around three criteria
corresponding to the most commonly accepted traditional divisions of
faculty development: Academic Assignment (teaching for most but not all
faculty), Scholarly/Artistic/Professional achievement, and Service.
Furthermore, we proposed that faculty should receive an evaluation of
their achievements in each of these three categories, with their tenure or
promotion dependent upon their overall level of achievement accumulated
across all three areas. This plan was endorsed by the Senate in
SS-F13-8, Sense of the Senate Resolution, Endorsing a Proposal to
Reform the SJSU Policy on Retention, Tenure, and Promotion by Adopting
the ñFlexible Achievementò Plan.ò

Armed with the Senateôs support for our general approach, the committee
began the long task of rewriting the policy. The debate over SS-F13-8,
however, did expose one significant concern. In dividing the evaluation of
faculty into three categories some feared that faculty who embraced
synergistic practices (that cut across the categories) might be placed at a
disadvantage. In response to this concern, the committee drafted
language that emphasizes the value of such synergies.

In AY 2014-15 the committee has spent the year working on revised
language, section by section and at times word by word. Even a simple
paragraph may have received an hour or two of debate in committee, as
we examined conflicts with the current Collective Bargaining Agreement
and considered the numerous problems identified with the old policy in
recent years. The committee is not finished, and if truth be toldðthe
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ARTP Policy needs far more regular oversight than it has received over
the past 17 years. The current draft is a major step forward to address
those original concerns expressed to us about transparency, fairness, and
flexibility while maintaining high standards for all phases of Appointment,
Retention, Tenure, and Promotion, but Professional Standards intends to
continue to monitor and update the policy regularly as was the practice
prior to 1998.

Approved: (April 20, 2015)
Vote: (7-1-0)
Present: (Peter, Green, Lee, Mathur, Fatoohi, Fujimoto, Riley, Dresser)
Absent: (Romero, White)
Financial Impact: Few direct impacts beyond the existing ARTP processes
Workload Impact: Considerable education will be required to train both faculty
committees and administrative evaluators in the application of the new policy.
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1.4 Integration of Professional Development and Holistic Evaluation.
1.4.1 Categories of Achievement are devices that should prompt

evaluators to consider all dimensions of a candidateôs professional
development. The categories should promote a holistic evaluation
of the effectiveness of a faculty member in serving the mission of
San Jos® State University, and reviewers should apply this policy
with a holistic temperament.

1.4.2 San Jos® State encourages faculty to integrate the various
components of their academic career whenever the outcome
enhances student success, faculty achievement, and the university
mission.

1.5 Definitions
1.5.1 This document pertaT
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2.2.1 Academic Assignment is the specific role given to a faculty member
to support the educational mission of San Jos® State University.
Academic Assignment is the primary, but not the only, consideration
in evalurat] Vacultyr ra rtar ags dhe

ionqt]ion V_r R ]i n dhe dniversity .
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special demands or challenges; and the extent to which
student learning occurs outside formal instruction through
mentoring, advising, or the integration of students into a
research program, especially where these impact
historically underserved students.

2.2.3 For non-teaching Unit 3 faculty employees, effectiveness in
academic assignment will be evaluated in conformity with
guidelines developed by the unit of assignment, with appropriate
components of peer evaluation and evaluation of impact on
students.

2.2.4 Department Chairs, Directors, Coordinators, etc. may be
nonteaching faculty due to the portion of their chair assignment or
other academic assignments. In such cases, their related duties
should be discussed as part of Academic Assignment ï especially
as related to curriculum and program development and oversight.
Other areas of a Chairôs or coordinatorôs Academic Assignment
may also be discussed more thoroughly under RSCA or Service. 

2.3 Scholarly/Artistic/Professional Achievement
2.3.1 The second basic category for evaluation is

scholarly/artistic/professional achievement. Such contributions to a
faculty member's discipline or professional community, or
application of scholarly expertise to improve the community, are
expected for continuation and advancement in the university. This
category is subdivided into several areas for ease of description
and reference. These areas are not perfectly distinct and some
candidates will demonstrate their disciplinary expertise within two or
more of the areas. Some achievements may have characteristics of
more than one area. The overarching principle should be to reward
significant scholarly/artistic/professional achievement regardless of
the form it may take.
2.3.1.1 The nature of the expected contributions will vary

according to the discipline, and may be more specifically
defined in each departmentôs guidelines.

2.3.1.2 The nature of contributions will also vary according to the
faculty memberôs professional interests.
Scholarly/Artistic/Professional Achievements may include
original research that advances knowledge; or the
synthesis of information across disciplines, topics, or
time; or the engaged application of disciplinary expertise
within or outside the University; or the systematic study of
teaching and learning within the discipline; or a
combination of these forms of achievement.
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2.3.1.3 Evaluation must be made by disciplinary peers.
Acceptance of scholarly or artistic work by an editorial or
review board (or jury) constitutes an evaluation of that
work. Professional contributions should be evaluated by
persons in a position to assess the quality and
significance of the contributions. Candidates may
request that disciplinary experts provide evaluations of
any of their work to be included in the dossier. Such
evaluations should characterize the broad impact, scope,
or significance of the work, whether within academic
fields or beyond. Significant contributions that would not
otherwise be peer reviewed should be evaluated in this
manner. External reviewers must







of achievement represented by the efforts to seek and/or
obtain external funding.
An explicit requirement that faculty must obtain









3.2.1 Hostility toward a candidateôs ideology as expressed in a research
agenda.

3.2.2 Opposition to a candidateôs choice of pedagogy when the
pedagogy is exercised appropriately under curricular policy.

3.2.3 Dislike of a candidateôs emphasis in professional development
when the emphasis is permitted by policy.

3.2.4 Any personal or professional conflicts-of-interest such as those
delineated in the Universityôs policy on Academic Freedom and
Professional Responsibility.

3.3 Criteria to be



3.3.1.3.1. Unsatisfactory. The candidate has not documented
teaching accomplishments that meet the baseline
level as described below.

3.3.1.3.2. Baseline. The candidate has taught assigned
courses that are well crafted and appropriate for
the catalog description as evidenced by syllabi
and other materials related to the academic
assignment. The candidate has taken measures to
correct any problems identified earlier in either
direct observations or prior evaluations. Recent
direct (e.g. peer) observations are supportive.
Student numerical SOTEs, narrative SOTEs, and
other evidence indicate effectiveness in academic
assignment. All materials submitted should be
examined from a holistic view that takes into
account the nature, subject, and level of classes
taught, Numerical SOTEs are generally within
norm ranges by the end of the review period,
particularly for classes within the candidate's
primary focus and any curriculum specifically
identified in the appointment letter.

3.3.1.3.3. Good. In addition to the baseline as described
above, the candidate has documented a degree of
innovation within the teaching assignment and
provides evidence of using inclusive or
equity-based practices, especially use of related
techniques in the classroom. 

For example, a candidate at this level may have
effectively taught a wide range of courses, or
created one or more new courses to fill important
curricular needs, or documented the use of
high-impact practices in teaching, or been actively
involved in mentoring, outreach, or student
support, particularly for historically
underrepresented students. Candidates meeting
this level of achievement have direct (e.g. peer)
observations that identify a faculty member with
good skills in the academic assignment. Numerical
SOTEs, taking into account the nature, subject,
and level of classes taught, are generally above
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mean, and above norm ranges where possible, by
the end of the review period, particularly for
classes within the candidateôs primary focus and
any curriculum specifically identified in the
appointment letter. Narrative SOTEs further
confirm effective teaching and support for student
learning, keeping in mind the nature and subject of
the course.

3.3.1.3.4. Excellent. In addition to criteria for good
performance as described above, the candidate
has engaged in a higher level of curricular or
pedagogical innovation, documented consistent
positive impacts for student success or
educational equity, or received peer and student
course evaluations that are consistently above
mean (and, where possible, above norms) when
taken in context of the nature, subject, and level of
classes taught. Excellent teachers may have
received recognition or awards for their teaching,
may have mentored other teachers, or may have
created curriculum that is adopted in other
departments or at other institutions. Excellence in
academic assignment may include exceptional
advising, recruitment, retention and mentoring of
students, and the like.

3.3.2. Scholarly/Artistic/Professional Achievement

3.3.2.1. Committees and administrators shall write an evaluation
of a candidateôs scholarly/artistic/professional
achievement and shall rate the overall performance in
this category according to the following descriptive scale.
When a candidateôs achievements are significant but
depart from the general description below, evaluators
should exercise judgment and give credit for unusual,
unique, or unanticipated activities at the same level as
better known activities of comparable significance.
Especially in unusual cases, candidates should carefully
document the significance of their accomplishments.

3.3.2.2. Unsatisfactory. The candidate has not created
scholarly/artistic/professional accomplishments that meet
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the baseline level as described below.

3.3.2.3. Baseline. The candidate has, over the course of the
period of review, created a body of completed
scholarly/artistic/professional achievements and shows
the promise of continued growth and success within
his/her discipline.

3.3.2.4. Good. In addition to the baseline as described above,
the candidate has created scholarly/artistic/professional
achievements that constitute important contributions to
the discipline and that help to enhance the
scholarly/artistic/professional reputation of the
candidateôs department, school, college, SJSU, or the
CSU more generally.

3.3.2.5. Excellent. In addition to a good performance as
described above, this level requires achievements of both
sufficient quality and quantity to establish a significant,
important, and growing reputation within the candidateôs
field. Excellence in scholarly/artistic/professional
achievement requires a body of work that is recognized
as significant within the discipline.

3.3.3. Service

3.3.3.1. Committees and administrators shall write an evaluation
of a candidateôs service achievements and shall rate the
overall performance in this category according to the
following descriptive scale. When a candidateôs
achievements are significant but depart from the general
description below, evaluators should exercise judgment
and give credit for unusual, unique, or unanticipated
service activities at the same level as better known
activities of comparable significance. Especially in
unusual cases, candidates should carefully document the
significance of their service accomplishments.

3.3.3.2. Unsatisfactory. The candidate has not documented
service activities that meet the baseline level described
below.
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3.3.3.3. Baseline. The candidate has undertaken a fair share of
the workload required to keep the Department functioning
well. This includes activities such as work on department
committees, educational equity activities, the creation or
revision of curricula, the assessment of student learning
outcomes, or participating in department program
planning, accreditation, outreach, and advising. This
level of service must include some documented service
to students. A baseline level of achievement for
promotion to Professor will also include at least some
service at the University level.

3.3.3.4. Good. In addition to the baseline described above, the
candidate may lead more advanced Department-level
service. Candidates may have significant service
activities beyond the department. This will usually include
college-level service and may include University level
service, service in the community, or significant activities
in a professional organization. It may also include
extensive and effective engagement with students and
student organizations within oneôs Department or beyond
the department, or extensive and effective educational
equity activities, such as



4.1.1 Timing of performance review for tenure and promotion

4.1.1.1 Under normal circumstances, probationary faculty
considered for both tenure and promotion to Associate
during their sixth year, to be effective at the beginning of the
following academic year.

4.1.1.2



Baseline in the other two categories:

4.1.3.2 Good in any two categories and at least baseline in
the remaining categories.

4.1.4 Early decisions. Candidates may request consideration for
tenure and promotion up to two years early, provided they
have previously completed a performance review for
retention and are not currently scheduled for a special
retention review.

4.1.4.1 Favorable early decisions require a significantly
higher level of achievement than a favorable decision after
the normal period of review.

4.1.4.1.1 One year early. Candidates may be
tenured and promoted to Associate one year early if
they if they attain evaluations of Excellent in two
categories and Baseline or better in the remaining
category.

4.1.4.1.2 Two years early. Candidates may be
tenured and promoted to Associate two years early if
they attain evaluations of Excellent in two categories
and Good or better in the remaining category.

4.2 Promotion to Professor

4.2.1 Timing of performance review for promotion to Professor. Under
normal circumstances. Associates may be considered for promotion to
Professor during their fifth year at the rank of Associate, to be effective at
the beginning of their sixth year at rank. (Note that for faculty who earned
promotion to Associate prior to earning tenure, the review period for
Professor begins with the promotion to Associate and not with tenure.)

4.2.2 Standard for promotion to Professor. Faculty must meet or exceed
one of these profiles across the three categories:

4.2.2.1 At least Excellent in two categories and at least Baseline in
the remaining category.

4.2.2.2 At least Excellent in one category and at least Good in the
remaining two categories.
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4.2.3 Early decisions. Associates may be promoted to Professor prior to
serving five years in rank if they meet the standards for Excellent in two
categories and Good in one.

5.0 Standards for Retention

It is expected that a candidate show increasing effectiveness in academic
assignment, or consistent effectiveness in the case of individuals whose performance in
academic assignment is fully satisfactory from the start. Faculty members should not
be retained if their performance in teaching and in the other aspects of their academic
assignment falls below baseline standards, and is therefore not sufficient to warrant a
reasonable expectation that tenure will be granted at the end of the probationary period.
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