Hi Andrew,
 
I'm responding to the e-mail you sent to Sue on October 16 requesting clarification on items for discussion in Advisory Council.

1. In light of recent discussion over revisions to Program Tenure and Promotion Expectations, I can clarify the sequence of events surrounding this process, and provide answers to questions about the lengthy submission and approval term that some programs have experienced.
 
In 2016, discussions with Directors, Chairs and the Provost’s office indicated that several programs would need to submit changes to their Tenure and Promotion expectations, particularly given the structural changes involved in the 2014 Academic Reorganization. As described in Section 5.227 of the Faculty By-laws, substantive programmatic changes require submission through the Division Director to Faculty Personnel Committee, Faculty Senate, and then to the Provost’s office for final approval. In the event that clarification and/or phase-in planning is required, FPC may request consultation with the Program Chair. Minor changes (i.e. to format and/or to items of lesser significance) may be enacted without full review and approval.
 
In Fall 2016, a call went out to programs to review and revise their expectations if needed. Karen created and distributed a standard template for programs to use in order to facilitate the process and enable consistency in presentation and formatting. The template was placed in a shared drive and made available to Directors and Chairs. Over the course of AY 2016, many programs revised their expectations using the standard template, and then submitted them to Division Directors, in some cases, and to the Provost’s office via the shared drive, in others. Several programs did not submit changes immediately for various reasons, including faculty availability and change in Chair roles. Others revised and submitted their expectations but did not use the standard template, while some did not submit any expectations at all.
 
Upon resumption of the academic year in Fall 2017, our office worked to compile and review these expectations. Those that involved only minor changes were posted directly to the Provost’s website, while others were held for additional review to determine whether the changes were sufficiently substantive to warrant FPC and Senate review. We also reached out to programs who had either not submitted their changes, or who had not used the template. This process took significantly more time than expected, and delays occurred. In late fall and Winter 2017, I took on the task of finalizing the process, and contacted the programs from whom expectations were still outstanding. My intention was to gather all outstanding expectations in hopes that one single packet of unreviewed expectations could be submitted to FPC for their review prior to the close of the academic year. The intent was to expedite and simplify the process for FPC and Senate. However, this also meant that some programs’ approvals were delayed. Unfortunately, this process was not complete in time to provide FPC and Senate the opportunity to review and approve the outstanding expectations before the close of AY 17-18, and they were held over to this academic year.
 
I understand and regret that these unexpected delays have created concern for some. These expectations inform crucial institutional decisions and processes, and there was no intent to either dismiss or minimize these. However, due diligence and institutional process flows can sometimes work at cross purposes, and this took much longer than anticipated. For this, I am truly sorry. This process also evolved without a clear process or structure to guide it, and we have learned where we need to make changes and improvements. Moving forward, we expect that the submission and approval of program tenure and promotion expectations will be contained and curated within each division, under the purview of the Division Directors, and that the Provost’s office will act as a resource, while providing final approval following the full program, division, FPC, and Senate review sequence.
 
2. FPAR Deadline:  Changes to the bylaws that eliminated the FPAP and changed the submission of FPARs from fall to spring originated in Chair and Directors meetings in Fall 2016. In response to concerns about the efficacy of faculty reporting as a professional development and growth opportunity, the Provost’s office administered a survey to Chairs to gather insight on the process, and suggestions for revisions that would improve it (see the attached slide deck). Based on those discussions, and on the adoption of Activity Insight which was occurring simultaneously, the attached proposal went to Senate and was approved in Spring of 2016. I do not think, however, that the bylaws language was actually changed.
 
With respect to the deadlines for FPAR submission, this is largely within the purview of the faculty, as the FPAR process is governed by the bylaws. However, with respect to the question about other factors that need to be considered, are the following:
 
· Moving the deadline to mid or late June (assuming spring submission) would require Chair review to take place over the summer (when not all faculty are on contract), or in the early fall. This may impact the quality and efficiency of the feedback, and its suitability to inform dialogue between Chair, Director, and faculty member;
· Fall submission would raise similar concerns to those that initially prompted the revised process – i.e. that Chairs and Directors would then be tasked with reviewing and discussing FPARs in the fall, which could be problematic given other workload during a busy time;
· [bookmark: _GoBack]In terms of system administration and oversight, there are no barriers to altering the submission date. Rather, expected outcomes of the FPARs, and how best to achieve those objectives, need to be considered.
I've attached documentation from the original discussion for background.
 
Please let me know if you require any additional information. 

Thanks, Jody 

