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UW-MADISON POST-TENURE REVIEW POLICY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND

SectionUWS 2.02, Wis Admin. Code (OFaculty Rule€overage an®elegationQ)
requires that rules, policies, and procedures developed by each institutio\¥ tBgstem
pursuant to Chapters UWS 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 be approved by the Board of Reigemtstaking
effect

On March 10, 2016, the UW System Board of RegadtptedevisedRegent Policy
DocumentiRPD)20-9, "Periodic PosTenure Review in Support of Tenured Faculty
Development available athttps://www.wisconsin.edu/regents/policies/periepisttenure
reviewin-supportof-tenuredfaculty-development RPD 209 stdes that W]ithin nine (9)
months of the effective date of this Regent policy each institution shall submit an institutional
policy to the Board of Regent©nce the institutional policy has been approved, the chancellor,
with the advice and counsel ¢t faculty, is responsible for implementing the policy and
operating the institution consistent with its provisions.O

A meno from ChancelloBlank requesting approvalf the UW-Madisonposttenure
reviewpolicy by the Board of Regents attached to thisaument. The UW §stem Office of
General Counsealndthe Office of Academic and Student Affareviewed theproposed policy.
The Presidelrecommends approval of the UMadisonposttenure review policy.

REQUESTED ACTION

Adoptionof Resoldion I.1.g, approvingthe UW-MadisonPostTenure Review Policy.
DISCUSSION

OnMarch6, 2017, the UW-MadisonFaculty Senate approved the universityOs new post
tenure review policy Attached to this documergAppendix A containing the new UW
Madisonposttenure review policy as would read if approved by theoBrd of Regents,
followed byAppendix Bcontainingthe former policy on review of tenutéaculty.
RELATED REGENT POLICIES AND LAWS
Section36, Wis. Stats.

Chapters UWS 3 and 5, Wis. AdmCode
Regent Policy Document 228
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WISCONSIN

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

SRVW 7THQXUH 5HYLHZ 3ROLF\

Faculty PoliciesandProcedures 7.17
Approvedby the FacultySenateMarch6, 2017

A. PURPOSE
The purposes of the review of tenured faculty are:

a. torecognize outstanding achievement;

b. to provide opportunities for mentoring and professional development;

c. to help identify and remedy, from a developmental point of view, any deficiendiegching,
service, outreach/extension, and research/scholarly productivity.

The process of post-tenure revimthe periodic assessmasfteach facultyP H P E Hddifities and
performancein accordance with the missiontbe department, college, and institution, and the
responsibilities of the faculigsdescribedn FPP 8.02. The revievis to be appropriately linked to the
merit process, and should not involve the creation of unnecessary additional bureaucracy. Review of
tenured faculty builds on and complements other aspects of the tenure pracdssto develop

faculty capacity and strengthen and promote the public benefits of tenure. Post-tenures restiew
reevaluation of tenure amsinot undertaken for the purposes of discipbnelismissal. Faculty shall be
subjectto disciplineor dismissal only for just cause (SEEP 9.). Departments, schools, and colleges
may not use post-tenure revieasthe basis for budgetary decisions or for decisions regarding program
discontinuance, curtailment, modification, or redirection.

B. CRITERIA

1. The basic standard for review shall be whether the faculty member under review discharges
conscientiously and with professional competence the duties appropriately associated with the
faculty P H P E hasifian.

2. Each department shall develop critddaneasure progreds teaching, service,
outreach/extension, amdsearch/scholarly productivigsappropriateo the field and consistent
with FPP 8.02. Each departmeshall develop criterito measure progreds scholarly
productivityasappropriatdo the field. The criteria for review shall be periodically reviewsgd
the executive committesf each department and the school or college APC.

3. The criteria for review should reflect the overall mission of the department, be sufficiently flexible
to accommodatéaculty with differing responsibilities, and recognize that careers and levels of
productivity may change over timia. developing such criteria, departments may draw on
statements usad other faculty review procedures, suadmerit or promotion review. Special care
should be taketo ensure that the scholarly productivity jointly appointed and interdisciplinary
facultyis appropriately evaluated.

4. The executive committesd eachdepartment shall ensure that the criteria governing faculty reldew
notinfringeonthe accepted standafsacademic freedowf faculty, including the freedoto pursue
novel, unpopulagr unfashionable lines of inquinr innovative method®f teaching, and recognize
that scholarly projects take varying amouwft8meto cometo fruition. Nothingin the critericor
applicationof these policies shall allow the reviéawbe prejudiced by factors proscribbg applicable
stateor federal law, suchsrace, religion, sex, sexual orientation, ethnicity, age, and handicap.
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5. Forthepurpose®f this chapterthefollowing definitionsshallapply:

a. A reviewresultingin anindicationof “exceptionally good” performanceshallconstitutea
ratingof “exceeds expectations” for the purpose®f RegentPolicy DocumentRPD)20-9
sec.9.b.

b. A reviewindicating“substantial deficiencies” in performanceshall constitutea rating of
“does hot meetexpectations” for the purpose®f RPD20-9 sec.9.b.

c. All otherreviewresultsunderthis chaptershall constitutea ratingof “meets expectations”
for the purpose®f RPD 20-9 sec.9.a.Dischargingconscientiouslyandwith professional
competence¢he dutiesappropriatelyassociateavith the faculty member'ositionshall
serveasthe standardor “expected level of accomplishment” asdescribedn the RPD.

d. Forschoolsandcollegeshatarenot officially dividedinto departmentsall referenceso
“department” or “chair” in this policy shallbe understoodo referto the equivalentunit
andits correspondinghairor equivalent.

e. An initial reviewindicatingsubstantiatleficienciesshallnot constitutea disciplinary
actionunderFPP9.

C. PROCEDURES

1. Reviewsshalloccuratleastonceeveryfive years.Thesereviewsmayincorporatehe annual
merit reviewprocesandmayencompaspromotion,retention salary,or otherreviews,
includingbut notlimited to nominationgor namedchairsandprofessorshipsnajorteaching
awardsandnationalprofessionahonorsor awardsIn the caseof combinedreviews,the
departmentayrequiresupplementargocumentatiorirom the faculty memberwhich meets
thecriteriabelow, thatwould not otherwisebe requiredfor the otherreview. Thereviewmay
be deferredpy approvalof the provost,for unusuakircumstancesuchaswhenit may
coincidewith anapprovedeave significantlife event,promotionreview,or otherappointment,
andthe provostmaythendetermineanewreviewscheduleEachreview,asdeterminedy
eachdepartment'executivecommittee shallbe carriedout by two or moretenuredfaculty
membersywho maybe drawnfrom outsidethe departmentUponnotificationof thereviewers
selectedby the committeejf the faculty memberunderreviewformally objectsto areviewer,
the chair,in consultatiorwith therelevantdean shallidentify otherappropriateeviewers Such
formal objectionsshouldbe keptconfidential.In the caseof a faculty membemith
appointmentin morethanonedepartmentthe departmenthairsof the affecteddepartments
shallagreein writing on procedure$or the conductof thereview.

2. Reviewprocedureshallinclude:

a. A reviewof qualitativeandquantitativeevidenceof the faculty member's
performanceoveratleastthe previousfive-yearperiod.Theevidenceshouldincludea
currentcurriculumvitae,annualactivity reports teachingandstudentevaluationor
summarie®f evaluationsandothermaterialsprovidingevidenceof the faculty
membe's accomplishmentandcontributionghatthe departmenor the faculty
memberfeel arerelevantto the review. Thefaculty membershouldprovidethe
reviewerswith a brief summaryof careemplansfor thefuture.Lettersfrom outsidethe
universitywould not ordinarily be a partof thereviewprocessThefaculty member
underreview,howevermay submitappropriatdettersif sheor hesochoosesThe
reviewersshallexaminematerialdo the degreeneededo accomplistthe purpose®f
thisreview.

b. Discussionwith thefacultymemberbouthis or hercontributionsto the profession,
thedepartmentandtheuniversityif eitherthe reviewersor the faculty memberso
desire.

PostTenureReviewPolicy
Faculty Policiesand Procedures7.17.
Approvedby the UW-MadisonFaculty Senatévlarch 6, 2017
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c. Appropriate consideration of a faculty member’s contributions outside the department
to interdisciplinary and other programs, governance, and administration.

d. Other steps the reviewers consider useful in making a fair and informed judgment,
including but not limited to consultation with individuals who have knowledge of the
faculty member’s work

3. The reviewers shall provide the faculty member with a written summary of the review. The
faculty member shall have the right to prepare a written response to the summary within 30
days after receipt.

4. A copy of the summary and any written response to it shall be given to the department chair
and shall be placed in the personnel file of the faculty member. A copy shall also be
provided to the appropriate dean for sufficiency review. The department shall also preserve
in the faculty member's personnel file all documents that played a substantive role in the
review (other than documents such as publications that are readily accessible elsewhere), and
a record of any action taken as a result of the review. The summary and outcome of the
review shall remain confidential, that is, confined to the appropriate departmental, college, or
university persons or bodies and the faculty member being evaluated, released otherwise only
at the discretion, or with the explicit consent of, the faculty member, or as otherwise required
by business necessity or law.

5. Every effort should be made to offer tangible recognition to those faculty identified as
exceptionally good, including but not limited to, nomination for university, national, and
international awards and relevant merit and other benefits.

6. Following the initial departmental review and faculty member’s response, if any, the dean
shall conduct a sufficiency review. In the event that the dean considers that the review was
insufficient, he/she shall provide the reasons to the executive committee in writing why the
review was insufficient within 14 days of receiving the departmental report. The executive
committee may provide a response addressing the dean’s concerns about the sufficiency of
the review within 14 days. The dean will then make a recommendation to the provost on
whether or not the faculty member “meets expectations.”

a. Ifneither the departmental review nor the dean’s review indicate substantial
deficiencies, the post-tenure review process is concluded.

b. Ifboth the departmental review and the dean’s review indicate substantial
deficiencies, the remediation process described in 7.b. shall commence immediately.

c. Inthe event the dean’s review indicates substantial deficiencies not identified in the
departmental review, the dean must provide written reasons within 14 days to the
faculty member for the recommendation and the faculty member may provide a
written response to the dean within 14 days. This statement can include new
documentation on the faculty member’s accomplishments. Within 5 days of the end
of the faculty member’s written response deadline, the dean will forward their
review and the departmental review, along with any written response statements
from the faculty member, to the provost.

d. In the event the departmental review indicates substantial deficiencies but the dean
dissents, the dean will forward their recommendation, along with the departmental
review and any written response statement from the faculty member, to the provost.

7. If the post-tenure review is not concluded at the dean’s level per 6.a. or 6.b. above, upon
receipt of the dean’s recommendation, the provost will perform their own review, including
consultation with the divisional committee review council (DCRC), which also will be
provided with the executive committee recommendation, the dean’s recommendation, and any
faculty responses. The provost shall request advice from the DCRC within 5 days of receiving

PostTenureReviewPolicy
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Approvedby the UW-MadisonFaculty Senatévlarch 6, 2017
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thedean’s recommendatioandthe councilwill providetheiradvicewithin 30 daysof
receivingthe requesfrom theprovost.

a. Reviewbytheprovost,or reviewby the deanwhichis not submittedfor the provost’s
review,shallbethefinal review.

b. If afterthereviewsthe substantiatieficienciesareconfirmedby the provost,support
frominstitutionalresourcesor professionatlevelopmenshallbe proffered.The
departmenthairandthefaculty membershalldevelopawritten planfor mentoring
andprofessionatievelopmento addresall issueddentifiedin thereview,in
consultationwith theappropriatelean(s)who shallresolveanydisagreementasto
the creationof theremediatiorplan. This planshallbethe productof mutual
negotiationanddiscussiorbetweerthe faculty memberandthe chairand/ordean(s),
shallrespecacademidreedomandprofessionakelf-direction,andshallbeflexible
enoughto allow for subsequerdlteration.Sucha plancouldincludereviewand
adjustmenif the facultymember’s responsibilitiesgdevelopmenbf anewresearch
programor teachingstrategyyeferralto campugesourcesassignmendf amentoring
committee jnstitution of mandatoryannualreviewsfor a specifiedperiod,written
performancexpectationsand/orotherelementsThe faculty membershallhavethe
right to provideawritten responseegardinghe mannetin which anywritten
developmenplanis formulatedtheplan’s contentandanyresultingevaluationThis
plan shallbe completecho laterthan30 daysafterthe provosthasinformedthe
faculty memberof thedecision.Thefaculty membershallhavethreeacademic
semesterto fully satisfyall of the elementof theremediatiorplan.If the remediation
planincludesperformancealeficienciesn researchanextensiorof one academic
semestemaybe grantedby the chancellor.

8. Theprocesdor determinatiorof the successfutompletionof theremediatioris asfollows.

a. Thefacultymembemwill submitdocumentatiorf their activitiesthataddressssues
identifiedin theremediatiorplanto the faculty member’s executivecommittee This
documentatiowill includeanyinformationthatthefaculty membemdeemselevant
and canbe providedat anytime duringtheremediatiorperiod,but mustbe provided
no laterthan4 weeksbeforethe endof the remediatiorplanperiod.

b. Within 30 daysof receipt,the executivecommitteewill reviewthe materials
submitted andwill makea determinatiorasto whetherall the elementf the
remediatiorplanhavebeensatisfied.The executivecommitteewill thensubmitthe
facultymember’s documentatiomlongwith their determinatiorto thedean.

c. Thedeanshallreviewthefacultymember’s performancenddeterminejn
consultatiorwith the faculty membertheir departmenthair,andthe chancellor,
whetherthe remediatiorplanandcriteriahavebeensatisfiedor whetherfurtheraction
to addresshe substantiatieficienciesnustbetaken.

d. If thedeandetermineshatthefacultymemberthasnot satisfiedall the elementof the
remedation plan,thenwithin 14 daysthe decisionandwritten reasongor this
decisionshallbe providedto the faculty memberandto the provost.Within 14 daysof
receivingthe notificationfrom thedean the faculty membercansubmitto the provost
anadditionalwritten statemenaddressinghe decisiongnadeby the executive
committeeandthedean.

e. Consistentith theprovisionsof RPD20-9 sec.12.c.ii.,in theeventthatthereview
conductedper9.c.revealscontinuingandpersistenproblemswith afaculty member’s
performancehatdo notlendthemselveso improvementy theendof theremediation
period andthatcall into questionthefacultymember’s ability to functionin that
position,thenotherpossibilities suchasa mutuallyagreeableeassignmenb other

Post-Tenure Review Policy
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duties or separation, should be explored. If these are not practicable, or no other solution
acceptable to the parties can be found, then the University Committee must appoint an
ad hoc committee of faculty to review proposed sanctions consistent with FPP.

9. The standard for discipline or dismissal remains that of just cause as outlined in #PP 9.02. and
9.03. The fact of successive negative reviews does not diminish the obligation of the institution to
show such cause in a separate forum, following the procedures outlined in FPP.9. Records from
post-tenure review may be relied upon and are admissible, but rebuttable as to accuracy. The
administration bears the ultimate burden of proof on the issue of just cause for discipline and
dismissal.

10. The faculty member retains all protections guaranteed in /PP, including, but not limited to,
the rights to appeal and the right to appeal disciplinary action to the Committee on Faculty
Rights and Responsibilities as described in FPP 9.07.

D. ACCOUNTABILITY

1. Copies of the departmental criteria and procedures for reviews of tenured faculty (including
procedures to be used for individual tenured faculty with shared appointments in several
departments) shall be filed with the appropriate chairs, deans, the provost, and the secretary of the
faculty.

2. At the end of each academic year, the chair shall identify faculty to be reviewed by the end of
the following academic year and the executive committee shall establish a calendar for reviews
and provide notice to the identified faculty consistent with RPD 20-9 sec. 5. Department chairs
shall coordinate with their deans to schedule all initial departmental reviews to be conducted
during the fall semester, ensuring that all reviews and responses are completed and reported to
the dean no later than March 1.

3. Departments shall maintain a record of reviews completed, including the names of all
reviewers.

4. At the end of each academic year, department chairs shall send a report to the appropriate
dean(s) listing the names of faculty members reviewed during that academic year and
summarizing the outcomes of those reviews

5. If a department fails to conduct requisite reviews by the end of the academic year, the dean
shall appoint reviewers to conduct reviews based on the department’s specified criteria

6. The periodic review of each department, in which the department's mission, personnel, and
development are now evaluated, shall include review of the process for review of tenured
faculty in the department.

7. Pursuant to RPD 20-9 sec. 16, reviews and remediation plans are not subject to grievance
processes. Faculty retain all protections and rights to grievances and appeals provided
elsewhere in these chapters, including but not limited to FPP chapters 8 and 9, unrelated to
post-tenure review.

Post-Tenure Review Policy
Faculty Policies and Procedures 7.17.
Approved by the UW-Madison Faculty Senate March 6, 2017
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UW-MadisonFaculty Legislation 11-106
POLICY ON REVIEW OF TENURED FACULTY

Each departmental executive committee shall establish written criteria and procedures governing the periodic
review of each tenured faculty member.

. PURPOSE

The purpose o0 W KH UHYLHZ RI WHQXUHG IDFXOW\ LV WR DVVHVY SHULRGL
performance, in accordance with the mission of the department, college, and institution in such a way as to
determine that the faculty member is meeting his or her obligations to the university and the State of
:LVFRQVLQ 7KH UHYLHZ LV WR EH DSSURSULDWHO\ OLQNHG WR WK}
RI XQQHFHVVDU\ DGGLWLRQDO EXUHDXFUDF\ ~

II. CRITERIA

A. The criteria should reflect the overall mission of the department and should be sufficiently flexible to
accommodate faculty with differing responsibilities. In developing such criteria, departments may draw
on statements used in their current faculty review procedures, such as merit or promotion review.

B. The executive committee of each department shall ensure that the criteria governing faculty review do
not infringe on the accepted standards of academic freedom of faculty, including the freedom to
pursue novel, unpopular, or unfashionable lines of inquiry. Nothing in the criteria or application of
these policies shall allow the review to be prejudiced by factors proscribed by applicable state or
federal law, such as race, religion, sex, sexual orientation, ethnicity, age, and handicap.

[ll. PROCEDURES

A. Reviews shall occur at least once every five years unless delayed because the faculty member is on
leave or because his or her promotion to full professor is anticipated for the following year. These
reviews may be incorporated into the annual merit review process or combined with promotion or
other reviews including but not limited to nominations for chaired professorships, major teaching
awards, and national professional honors or awards. In the case of combined reviews, the department
may require supplementary documentation from the faculty member, which meets the criteria of C.1.
below, that would not otherwise by required for the other review.

B. (DFK UHYLHZ DV GHWHUPLQHG E\ HDFK GHSDUW P Hyonefov H[HF X\
more tenured faculty members. No individual shall serve as a reviewer if the faculty member under
review formally objects to his or her service in that capacity. Such formal objections should be kept
confidential. In the case of a faculty member with appointments in more than one department, the
department chairs of the affected departments shall agree on procedures for the conduct of the review.

C. Review procedures shall include

1. Areview of qualitative and quantitative evidence of the facRM PEHU Y SHUIRUPDQFH R
least the previous five-year period. The evidence should include a current curriculum vitae, annual
activity reports, teaching evaluations or summaries of evaluations, and other materials providing
evidence of the faculty memhefV DFFRPSOLVKPHQWY DQG FRQWULEXWLRI
faculty member feel are relevant to the review. The faculty member should provide the reviewer(s)
with a brief summary of career plans for the future. Letters from outside the university would not

Page 1



ordinarily be a part of the review proce$he faculty member under review, however, may

submit appropriate letters if she or he so chaok®as reviewer(s) shall examine materials to the
degree needed to accomplish the purposes of this reviewh atddo assess whether the faculty
member is satisfactorily performing his or her duties to the university and the State of Wisconsin,
and to encourage the improvement of faculty skills.

2. Discussion with the faculty member about his or her contributmtise profession, the
department and the university if either the reviewers or the faculty member so desire.

3. $SSURSULDWH FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI D IDFXOW\ PHPEHUTV FRQ
interdisciplinary and other programs, governance,aamlinistration.

4. Other steps the reviewers consider useful in making a fair and informed judgment, including but
QRW OLPLWHG WR FRQVXOWDWLRQ ZLWK LQGLYLGXDOV ZKR |

D. The reviewer(s) shall provide the faculty meenwith a written summary of the revie®he faculty
member shall have the opportunity to prepare a written response to the summary. A copy of the
summary and any written response to it shall be given to the department chair and shall be placed in
the pesonnel file of the faculty member for uses deemed appropriate by the departmental executive
committee Any recommendations for action in response to the results of the review should be
forwarded by the department chair to the appropriate individuals esod

E. 7KH GHSDUWPHQW VKDOO DOVR SUHVHUYH LQ WKH IDFXOW\ PH
substantive role in the review (other than documents such as publications that are readily accessible
elsewhere), and a record of any action te&e a result of the review.

IV. ACCOUNTABILITY

A. Copies of the departmental criteria and procedures for reviews of tenured faculty shall be filed with
the appropriate dean.

B. Departments shall maintain a record of reviews completed, including thesdrall reviewers.

C. Atthe end of each academic year, the appropriate dean shall receive a report from the department
chair listing the names of faculty members reviewed during that academic year and summarizing the
outcomes of those reviews.

D. Any exceptions to this review process must be approved by the appropriate dean.

E. 7KH SHULRGLF UHYLHZ RI HDFK GHSDUWPHQW LQ ZKLFK WKH G
development are now evaluated, shall include review of the process for rexewied faculty in
the department.

V. IMPLEMENTATION
The executive committee of each department shall prepare a plan for scheduling reviews of tenured
faculty. This plan shall provide for the first five year cycle of reviews to begin during the 1993 94

academic year.

[UW-Madison Faculty Document 1001b - 19 April 1993]
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WISCONSIN

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

March 27, 2017

TO: Ray Cross, President, UW System
Regina Millner, President, UW Board of Regents

FROM.: Rebecca Blank, Chancellor, UW-Madisor@’ﬂ;‘Q

CC: Steven K. Smith, Secretary of the Faculty
Amy Wendt, Chair, UW-Madison University Committee

Per the attached memo dated March 20, 2017, and consistent with UWS 2.02 and RPD 20-9, the
University Committee has formally requested that I forward to you for consideration by the
Board of the Regents the proposed new language for UW-Madison’s Faculty Policies and
Procedures (FPP) on post-tenure review of tenured faculty. It is our hope that the Education
Committee will consider this language for approval at its April meeting, and send it to the full
Board for approval at the same meeting.

As the memo from the University Committee notes, the UW-Madison Faculty Senate revisited
the modified post-tenure review policies that it submitted to the Board of Regents in November
2016 after the Board of Regents modified RPD 20-9 at its meeting in December 2016. UW-
Madison faculty reviewed and revised the modified campus policies to conform to the additional
changes to the RPD. The enclosed policies were subsequently vetted with UW System
Administration officials including UW System Vice President James Henderson and UW System
Legal Counsel Tom Stafford, both of whom provided feedback indicating that the enclosed
revisions were fully in keeping with the revised RPD. Subsequently, the updated campus
policies were approved by the UW-Madison Faculty Senate on 6 March 2017, by a vote of 77-2,
with 51 abstaining,.

As requested by Vice President Henderson, an outline of the major changes and points discussed
relating to the changes made since our November 2016 submission is enclosed herewith.

Accordingly, I endorse the revisions to the UW-Madison post-tenure review policies as
submitted and respectfully request their approval by the Board of Regents at its April 2017
meeting.

Attachments

Chancellor Rebecca M. Blank
Morgridge Friends Distinguished Chair of Leadership

Bascom Hall  University of Wisconsin-Madison 500 Lincoln Drive  Madison, Wisconsin 53706
608-262-9946  Fax: 608-262-8333 'TTY 608-263-2473



WISCONSIN

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

March 2Q 2017
TO: Rebecca Blank, Chancellor

FROM: University Committee (Amy Wendt, chair; Tom Broman; Anja Wanner; Ruth
Litovsky; Barbara Bowers; Richard Amasino)

CC: Sarah Mangelsdorf, Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
RayTaffora, Vice Chancellor for Legal Affairs
Steven K. Smith, Secretary of the Fagul

Per UWS 2.02 (“Delegation”), all rules and procedures developed by the faculty of each
institution related to faculty appointmis are to be forwarded by théa&hcellorof the institution
to thePresident and by théresident to th&oard for its approval. The UwWIladison University
Committee hereby submits for approval by the Board of Regjemproposed new language for
UW-Madison’s Faculty Policies and Procedures (FPP relating to faculty postenure review.
These policies were approved by the Wedison Faculty Senate @& March 2017, by a vote of
77-2, with 51 abstainingWe herebyask that you submit this to President Ray Cross per UWS
2.02 and RPD 20. We hope tat the Board of Regents will approve this addition to FPP at its
April 2017 meeting

As you know, UWMadison submitted an earlier version of this policy in November 2016 for
consideration at the December 2016 Board meeting. While that version was, in our belief, fully
compliant with the terms of RPD ) at the December 2016 meeting, Board of Regents

revised the RPD such thadiditionalrevisions to the Madison policy were required. This current
version was reviewed by UW System Vice President James Henderson and UW System Legal
Counsel Tom Stafford, among others, and we have beethtdld is fully in keeping with the
revised RPDFollowingthe abovementionedeview,Vice President Henderseaquestedhat

we submit, along with this transmittal, aatline of the major changes and points discussed
relating to the changes made sioce November 2016 submission. We have included that
information below.

Charges since November 2016 version of WWédison PTR policy
e “Outreach/extension” has been added to teaching, research, and service in the listing d&culty
professional responsibis (A.c and B.2).
¢ Wording has been modified in C.1 to more clearly reflect that thet@aste review is distinct
from annual meriand othereviews. (Requested by System)
e Removed: Statement granting automatiemption from post tenure review for fayulvith
100% administrative appointmen{Requested by System)



e A set of changes were made in the procediaethe stepgollowing the completion of the peer
review.(Requested by System)
I The faculty member under review will have an opportunityespond in writing to the
review summary within 30 days of receipt (C.3)
I Theopportunityto request a second peer revi&ith a new committeéllowing a
necative peer review has been deleted.
I Subsequent tthe peer reviewthe reviewsummary and respoagif provided) from the
faculty member under revieis forwardedto the dean for their revie(C.4).
' 7KH GHVFULSWLRQ RI W K EhaBdedaqigxplititprédedire<&smtitgH H Q
from thefour possible combinations of review committee and deanmmendations
have been add€(.6).
I ForcasesiZ KLFK WKH GHDQTfVY UHFRPPHQGDWdnine®l® G WKDW |
not concur, &rovostreviewhas beemdded procedures described @17). In these
cases, after consultation with the Divisio@ammittee Review Council, the Provost
makes the final decision.
e For ases that proceed to a remediation ptlaa followingchanges have been made
I UW System review noted that the portion of section C relating to the development of a
remediation plan didot provide for cases where the department chair and the faculty
member disagreed. This has been addressed by indicating thatritehditaesolve any
differenceqC.7.b).
I Procedures foreview ofprogress anduccessful completioof the remediation péd by
the dean, in consultation with the department chair and chankallerbeen added
(C.8ad). (Requested by System)
e The determination of uFFHVVIXO UHPHGLDWLRQ ZLOO QRZ EH PDGH 3D
period, UDWKHU WKDQ 3DI{@8.8. {Requéstddby SiktéR)U WV
e The annual timeline for post tenure reviews has been editec@fid.8lsewhedao ensure that
reviews are completed within a single academic y&@quested by System)
¢ In section B.5.the Madison PTR policy explains how the categories included in the RPD
(exceeds expectations, meets expectations, does not meet expectations) relate to the categories
used in the Madison policy (exceptionally good, substantial deficiencies, and othev)adisen
categories are based on past practice and campus standards and are used for convenience,
completely mapping onto the categories required under the @Riification requested by
System)
e 36LJQLILFDQW ¢€hedmaddedHAMW listkobreasons for which a review may be deferred
with approval of the Provo¢C.1). SHTXHVWHG E\ 6HQDWH DW 3ILUVW UHDGLC
e Extension of researetelated remediation periods by one semester must be approved by the
Chancellor C.7b; SUHYLR XYV YHUVLRQ KDG 23URYRVW™ KHUH DQG ZDV |
Regents policy)(ldentified by Madison staff.)



