
Recent Background on A Post-Tenure Review Policy Draft 
 

 On May 9, 2012, Dr. McMillan met with the AAUP EC to discuss post-tenure review. 

 On May 10, 2012, Dr. McMillan met with the Personnel Policies and EC of the FS to discuss PTR. 
He mentioned the tension between viewing PTR as a developmental vs. a punitive/personnel 
matter and voiced his his preference for the former. He also pointed to the Alcorn St. policy as a 
model (including its use of AAUP Minimum Standards) and noted his agreement with including 
the FS's Principles for PTR. We asked if he could provide us with a policy draft along these lines, 

and he agreed. 

 In late May, Dr. McMillan sent us a policy draft of "what a PTR policy might look like." 

 The PPC and EC met on June 13 to discuss the document. 

 I emailed McMillan on 6/20 to let him know that the FS would be working on developing a PTR 

policy that builds on the areas of overlap and agreement between his policy draft and our policy 
recommendations. 

 On 7/31 I sent McMillan the document that included balloon comments to his policy draft. 

 McMillan replied: “Dr. Fridley, I have completed a first reading of the PTR recommendations. Let 
me say that I am very impressed with the thoughtfulness and thorough nature of the comments. 
On first reading I do not see anything that disturbs me. I would like to have a draft that reflects 
the changes that the Faculty Senate, AAUP, PTR Task Force etc. could support. How do we 
complete such a draft? I could complete a new draft but that does not seem to be in line with a 
truly shared process. Just wondering what the reasonable next step is?” 

 I then replied: I will confer with my fellow senators as to how we will proceed on a draft. The FS 
has been working for over a year on PTR, and we have enjoyed widespread agreement and 
support from faculty on the various resolutions and policy recommendations we have made. 
Moreover, the AAUP chapter has been very supportive of the FS's role as the representative body 
for SE faculty. In short, the faculty support is there. I will contact you as our work on a policy 

draft develops. 

Email of the draft was sent to the EC and PP committee for review and comment (9/13).  Received 
comments were included in this draft.  This is for the Senate’s review and consideration.  We will bring 
this before the Senate at the first meeting in October and seek its approval. 

Thanks, 

William 

 

 

 

 

Comment [w1]: Included below 



DRAFT 

POST-TENURE REVIEW POLICY 

Principles and Goals 

The faculty at Southeastern are engaged in a wide variety of scholarly activities, including teaching, 

research and service.  Tenured faculty are among the most important intellectual resource at 

Southeastern and are central to the realization of the university mission.  The university can fulfill its 

mission only when its faculty have academic freedom, that is, freedom to pursue the truth without fear 

or pressure from sources inside or outside the institution. 

All faculty members at Southeastern (tenured and non-tenured) participate in an annual performance 

evaluation.  The annual evaluation considers the faculty member’s performance in the areas of teaching, 

research, service, and professional development.  Southeastern uses the evaluation process not only to 

review the performance of its faculty, but also as an opportunity to improve the performance of its 

faculty.  Non-tenured faculty who are on a tenure track are expected to view the process as an 

opportunity to find out if they are on the right track for being granted tenure and to obtain the advice, 

counseling, and support which will lead to the granting of tenure.  Tenured faculty are expected to view 

the process as an indication of whether or not their performance is meeting the standards expected of 

them and also as an opportunity to obtain the counseling and support which is necessary to improve 

performance and productivity.   

Relevant RUSO Board of Regents Policy:  RUSO Board Policy (3.3.5 Procedure for Granting Tenure and 
Reviewing of Tenured Faculty—Section b., p. 3-12) stipulates the following with regard to post-tenure 
review:    
  

b) The academic and professional performances of each tenured faculty member at each 
institution must be reviewed at least every three (3) years. When the review results in a finding 
that a tenured faculty member’s academic and professional performance is unsatisfactory, the 
faculty member shall be notified of the deficiencies in performance and must be reviewed again 
within one (1) year. The results of each review will be placed in the personnel record of the 
tenured faculty member. The tenured faculty member should be given a copy of the review and 
an opportunity to respond. Two consecutive unsatisfactory post-tenure performance 
evaluations may be grounds for dismissal or suspension. 

 

The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) Minimum Standards for Good Practice of 

Post-tenure Review serve as a basis for Southeastern’s post-tenure review process and policy with 

careful consideration of the following: 

Post-tenure review must ensure protection of academic freedom; 

1. Post-tenure review must not be a re-evaluation or re-validation of tenured status; 

Comment [wf2]: We are encouraged by the 
direction this draft is taking.  We want to build on 
the areas of agreement between this draft and the 
recommended PTR policy that was approved by the 
Faculty Senate (2/22/2012) and endorsed by the SE 
Chapter of the AAUP.  Many of our suggestions are 
aimed at better achieving the AAUP minimum 
standards and the FS principles for PTR that are 
included in this draft. 
Of particular concern to us is the careful and 
consistent use of the current system of annual 
performance evaluation as a fundamental element 
in the policy and practice of post-tenure review.  We 
are of the opinion that the consistent application of 
the current system of annual performance 
evaluation provides the following benefits:  the 
information provided by annual review should serve 
to foster faculty development in preparation for 
post-tenure review, and can provide the professor a 
starting point for post-tenure-review 
documentation; it allows for input by both the 
academic department chair and the Dean of 
Instruction; it serves as an efficient division of labor 
by allowing the Dean of Instruction opportunity to 
supervise and monitor the evaluative practices of 
the department chairs (rather than having to make 
an evaluative decision on each annual review or on 
each professor undergoing post-tenure review); 
building upon existing policies and procedures 
serves to avoid redundancies and unnecessary 
accretions to the post-tenure review policies and 
practices; can help to ensure there are no “surprise 
decisions” in post-tenure review because decisions 
should be consistent with the annual review 
decisions of the previous three years. 

Comment [wf3]: I think we need to clarify what 
this means.  My reading is that if the professor is 
reviewed in 2009—2010, then the next PTR would 
be in 2012-2013.  Right? 

Comment [wf4]: A reminder that Faculty Senate 
has recommended that the SE APPM use the same 
wording as the RUSO Board does here, rather than 
“will be.” 

Comment [wf5]: As Dr. McMillan mentioned in 
our last meeting, this list of minimum standards is 
drawn from the policies of Alcorn State University.  
This list is a truncated and incomplete list of the 
actual AAUP minimum standards.  We request the 
inclusion of the complete list of AAUP minimum 
standards in our policy, as well as a sincere attempt 
to meet those standards in our practice of post-
tenure review. 

http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/contents/PTR.htm
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/contents/PTR.htm


2. Written standards and criteria by which faculty members are evaluated in post-tenure review 

should be developed in consultation with the faculty and periodically reviewed by the faculty 

and Vice President for Academic Affairs.  Faculty should also conduct the actual review process; 

3. Post-tenure review should be developed and supported by institutional resources; 

4. Post-tenure review should be flexible enough to acknowledge different expectations at different 

stages of a faculty member’s career; 

5. The outcome evaluations should be confidential, that is, confined to appropriate college or 

university persons or bodies and the faculty member being evaluated.  They should be released 

only at the discretion or consent of the faculty member; 

6. Post-tenure review developmental efforts and plans, designed with the goal of restoring the 

faculty member to productivity and satisfactory performance, cannot be imposed on the faculty 

member unilaterally, but must be a product of mutual negotiation; 

7. A faculty member should have the right to comment on responses to evaluations, to challenge 

the findings and correct the record by appeals to an elected faculty governance committee; 

8. If post-tenure review developmental efforts and plans are unsuccessful, the administration 

should invoke peer (faculty) consideration regarding any contemplated sanctions, including, but 

not limited to, termination of employment; 

9. The standard for dismissal or severe sanction remains that of adequate cause, and the mere fact 

of successive negative reviews does not in any way diminish the obligation of the institution to 

show such causes for dismissal in a separate forum before an appropriately constituted body of 

peers convened for that purpose. 

In addition to the AAUP minimum standards, the Southeastern Oklahoma State University Faculty 

Senate has endorsed the following principles for post tenure review: 

 First, that post-tenure review shall be a process distinct from annual evaluation.  To fairly 

represent the body of a faculty member’s work, formal post-tenure review should occur every 

third year, with more frequent evaluation occurring only if required by accreditation, BOROC 

policy, or at the request of the faculty member. 

 Second, that post-tenure review shall encompass the faculty member’s entire body of work for 

the previous three years (i.e. not simply the most recent year). 

 Third, that in any formal post-tenure review there is a presumption of proficiency on the part of 

the faculty member.  It is the responsibility of the evaluator(s) to determine sufficient deficiency 

to lead to and justify an unsatisfactory rating. 

 Fourth, that an unsatisfactory rating results only in cases in which it is determined there is a 

sufficient deficiency in at least two of three areas (teaching, scholarship and service).  This 

preserves the parallelism with the Guidelines for Achieving Tenure, which requires noteworthy 

achievement in two areas (APPM 4.6.5).  

 Fifth, that the criteria for post-tenure review be developed by the faculty within a given 

discipline, in a manner consistent with the discipline’s standards, the mission of the University, 

and levels of institutional support. 

 Sixth, that the faculty within a given field be given the primary responsibility for the review. 

Comment [wf6]: This again raises the issue of 
departmental criteria for tenure and promotion, 
and, the need for clarification of evaluative criteria 
and labels.   E.g., there is the recommended FS 
policy to redefine the evaluative labels used in 
annual evaluations.  In 2008 we recommended 
changing the definitions of outstanding and 
commendable from a regional/national designation 
to institutional designations (APPM 4.4.3).  The 
recommended policy change is pending.   

Comment [wf7]: We would welcome any 
administrative input on how the post-tenure review 
processes will be supported by institutional 
resources. 

Comment [wf8]: Correct/update to “Regional 
University System of Oklahoma (RUSO)” from 
“BOROC” 



 Seventh, any post-tenure review process must include specifics about an appeal process for the 

review itself (as well as the consequences of the review). 

 Eighth, in the case of a favorable rating by the post-tenure review committee (evaluators), the 

rating decision will stand and the review will proceed no further up the administrative chain of 

command. 

 Ninth, any post-tenure review policy must be clearly publicized and communicated to faculty 

before the policy is implemented. 

 Tenth, consistent with Southeastern’s stated policies on faculty evaluation (APPM 4.4) post-

tenure review must be primarily directed toward faculty development and improvement rather 

than used as a punitive measure.  Toward that end, any review that determines faculty 

deficiencies must also include a clear explanation of what needs to be done to remedy these 

deficiencies. 

 Eleventh, post-tenure review policies must be subject to periodic review and recommendations 
by the relevant faculty (i.e. those that are subject to the policy) and/or the Faculty Senate. 

 
Developmental Emphasis: In keeping with the RUSO Board of Regents Policy, the AAUP minimum 

standards and the Faculty Senate Post-Tenure Review Principles, it is recognized that the purpose of 

post-tenure review is primarily to assist tenured faculty in active and consistent engagement in their 

discipline over the span of their careers.  With this purpose in mind the first priority of the post tenure 

review process is developmental.  Only after appropriate faculty review and recommendation does the 

post-tenure review process become a personnel action. More information on this will be offered in the 

subsequent sections of this policy.   

Post-tenure Review Process:  RUSO Board Policy 3.3.5 section b. requires that “The academic and 

professional performances of each tenured faculty member at each institution must be reviewed at 

least every three (3) years.”  In an effort to create balance between this RUSO policy and the AAUP 

minimum standards as well as the Principles of Post Tenure Review of the Southeastern Faculty Senate 

the following process is enacted.  

 The dean of instruction will maintain a post tenure review calendar which includes the schedule 

of post tenure reviews for all tenured faculty.  The dean of instruction will inform the 

department chair and the departmental faculty of the need to conduct a post-tenure review by 

October 1st each year.  The review will be conducted by a panel of three tenured members of 

the departmental faculty. The dean, the department chairperson, and the faculty member shall 

each choose one member.  If the department does not have three tenured faculty members 

then panel members may be selected from other academic departments with preference given 

to faculty in a closely related discipline. The review committee will select a chair of the 

committee and report this action to the department chair and the dean of instruction as well as 

to the faculty member who is to be reviewed.   

 

Comment [wf9]: Suggestion: “would” 

Comment [wf10]: Suggestion: “a possible 
personnel action.” 

Comment [wf11]: We would like to make a 
recommendation for the selection of post-tenure 
review committee members that preserves 
disciplinary proximity and that also ensures there is 
no tangential engineering in the selection of the 
committee members.  Specifically, we recommend 
the committee consist of three tenured faculty in 
the professor’s discipline (e.g. in EIL we have 
Professional Education and Elementary Education).  
If there are not three tenured faculty in the 
discipline, then the needed committee members 
will be randomly selected from the academic 
department.  If committee members are still lacking, 
then the needed committee members will be 
randomly selected from the professor’s school. 



 The faculty member will prepare a post-tenure review portfolio for the faculty review 

committee.  The portfolio must be presented to the chair of the post-tenure review panel  

within 60 days after notification of the initiation of the review process and will include: 

a copy of current curriculum vitae 

a copy of annual student evaluations of instruction for faculty member (three most 

recent) 

a copy of chair’s annual evaluations of faculty member (three most recent) 

a concise summary from faculty member being reviewed describing accomplishments in 

the areas of teaching, research and service 

other information may be added by the faculty, department Chairperson, Dean, or the 

Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

 

 The committee will review the portfolio and present a concise written professional development 

plan to the dean 45 days after receipt of portfolio materials.  The professional development plan will 

outline deficiencies defined by the committee and how specific deficiencies will be corrected.  This 

review will encompass all areas of faculty responsibility including as specified in The Academic 

Procedures and Policy Manual section 4.6.5 Guidelines for Achieving Tenure including:  

 

“Demonstrated effective classroom teaching, research/scholarship, contributions to the 

institution and profession, and, in appropriate instances, successful performance of non–

teaching or administrative duties” and “demonstrated ability to work cooperatively to 

strengthen the academic quality of the institution” (we need to discuss this requirement more—

I have put it in here because it is in 4.6.5 but I am open to more discussion). 

 

  The plan will include goals, timelines and institutional resources necessary to support the plan. 

 The department chair and the dean of instruction shall review the written professional development 

plan to determine if it is consistent with other such plans across the department, the school, and the 

institution.  If the plan is deemed to be consistent no further review will occur.  The chair and/or the 

dean will return the development plan to the review panel chair for further revision if the plan is not 

deemed to be consistent with other such plans.  This process will be repeated until the plan is 

deemed to be consistent with other such plans within the department and the university.   

 Upon receipt of the final plan from the panel, the department chairperson shall communicate, in 

writing, the formal plan for corrective action and professional development to the faculty member. 

As long as the review panel concludes that the faculty member is performing at a level consistent 

with the expectations of a tenured faculty member this review remains an entirely developmental 

process without associated personnel action.   

Post-tenure Sanctions and Appeal: If the review panel concludes that the faculty member being 

reviewed is performing at an unsatisfactory level on at least two of the areas of faculty responsibility 

then the panel shall recommend that the review process move from primarily a developmental process 

to a process which will likely conclude with personnel action or sanctions.  According to RUSO policy, 

“the faculty member shall be notified of the deficiencies in performance and must be reviewed again 

Comment [wf12]: We favor a condensed 
process that would be concluded at an earlier date.  
We would favor completion of the entire process by 
the end of the fall semester.  Not only does this 
allow more time for the professor to engage in 
performance improvements (if it is decided they are 
needed), but it will prevent the implementation of 
another lengthy and laborious process (e.g. some ...

Comment [wf13]: Problems arise with the 
standardization of student evaluations, the weight 
they are given, and the reliability of the data 
collected.   
The idea of a campus-wide system of peer reviews 
of teaching has been suggested.  A sketch of such a ...

Comment [wf14]: This seems to be a 
reasonable collection of items to include in the 
portfolio.  In line with our emphasis on the 
consistent use of the annual performance 
evaluations, we would like some assurance that if 
the previous three years’ evaluations are ...

Comment [wf15]: We have some questions and 
concerns with this provision of information from 
these parties.  First, what type of information is 
included here, and how would the information be 
presented to the PTR committee (in the portfolio?)?  
We would recommend that any such information be ...

Comment [wf16]: We recommend that this 
sentence be re-considered.  For starters, we 
recommend replacing ‘deficiencies’ with ‘any 
deficiencies’.  This serves to correct the impression 
that the committee is charged with identifying 
deficiencies rather than evaluating performance.  ...

Comment [wf17]: We would like to call our 
attention to item three in the AAUP minimum 
standards for PTR:  “The basic standard for appraisal 
should be whether the faculty member under 
review discharges conscientiously and with 
professional competence the duties appropriately ...

Comment [wf18]: While mentioned in 4.6.5, it 
might be argued that this is already covered in 
“contributions to the institution and profession.”  If 
not, this would seem to suggest the addition of an 
additional performance criterion for which there are 
no defined indicators or exemplars.  If this ...

Comment [wf19]: We have at least two major 
concerns with this requirement:  problems in 
defining whether such plans are “consistent” and 
the administrative work burnen this would entail.  
On the first concern, we have the following 
questions:  Who decides if the plan is consistent?  ...

Comment [wf20]: We believe that—consistent 
with RUSO policy—a post-tenure review evaluation 
only becomes a potential personnel decision after a 
second unsatisfactory evaluation. 

Comment [wf21]: We are pleased that this 
draft incorporates item four of the FS PTR Principles 
in that an unsatisfactory performance rating in at 
least two of the three areas of faculty responsibility 
is necessary to render an overall rating of 
unsatisfactory. 



within one (1) year”. If this review leads to a second unsatisfactory recommendation by the review 

panel, the matter will be referred to the dean of instruction and vice president for academic affairs for 

additional action and possible dismissal.  Subsequent actions by the university administration and the 

affected faculty member including the appeals rights of the faculty will be governed by the following 

procedures in The Academic Policy and Procedures Manual: 

4.6.7 Causes for Dismissal or Suspension of Tenured Faculty  

4.6.9 Dismissal of Tenured Faculty Member for Cause 

4.6.10 Suspension of a Tenured Faculty Member 

4.6.11 Disciplinary Action Other Than Dismissal or Suspension 

4.6.12 The Right of Appeal of Tenured Faculty 

4.6.13 Appeal Procedures for Tenured Faculty 

Appeals of any actions covered under APPM section 4.6.11 Disciplinary Action Other Than Dismissal or 

Suspension, may be appealed through the process identified in APPM section 4.4.6 Faculty Grievance 

Policy.   Appeals of dismissal proceedings must be conducted according to APPM sections 4.6.12 The 

Right of Appeal of Tenured Faculty and 4.6.13 Appeal Procedures for Tenured Faculty. 

 

 

 

Comment [wf22]: In short, we recommend the 
following:  if the faculty post-tenure review 
committee evaluates the performance of the faculty 
member being reviewed as unsatisfactory (as 
defined above), the committee will develop a 
professional development plan (in conjunction with 
the chair, dean and faculty member) that provides 
specific steps that must be taken to remedy 
performance deficiencies.  The post-tenure review 
process will be repeated the following year with 
specific consideration being given to whether or not 
the faculty member has succeeded in addressing the 
cited deficiencies.  If the post-tenure review 
committee again finds the performance as 
unsatisfactory, the faculty member may then appeal 
this decision on either procedural or substantive 
grounds.  We favor that the appeal by heard by the 
Faculty Appellate Committee for Post-Tenure 
Review as described in the FS’s Recommended 
Policy (see attached).   
A related comment:  These sections do not meet 
AAUP standards. Please see the document 
“Statement on Procedural Standards in the Renewal 
or Nonrenewal of Faculty Appointments.” The 
problems are of two types: 1) AAUP vs. APPM 
standards for dismissal, suspension, and disciplinary 
action, and 2) AAUP vs. APPM appeals, since AAUP 
standards (as quoted in this very document) require 
the opportunity to appeal on substantive, as well as 
procedural, grounds. Either we need to change 
APPM on these points (which I’m fully in favor of), 
or we need to emend and elaborate this section so 
it meets AAUP standards—or both! 
 

http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/contents/nonreapp-stmt.htm
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/contents/nonreapp-stmt.htm

