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Promotion and Tenure Document 

 
1. Introduction   

This document is consistent with Senate Document 88-25 and Vice Chancellor’s 
Memorandum 79-7.  The criteria set forth should not be construed to conflict with 
policies set forth in the Academic Handbook of Purdue University. 
 

2. Areas of Evaluation 
Faculty seeking tenure will be evaluated in three areas: teaching, scholarly activity, and 
service, and competence in all three areas is required for tenure.  There are differences, 
however, in the criteria for assessment of scholarly activity for instructors and for faculty 
at professorial ranks.  Those differences are delineated in section 6. 
 
Excellence in one area and competence in the other two are required for promotion.  
Promotion based on excellence in service is highly unlikely. 
 

3. Evidence of Teaching Effectiveness 
a) student evaluations 
b) peer evaluations 
c) * development of courses or curriculum 
d) * publication of textbooks and manuals 
e) * development of teaching materials 
f) offering honors courses 
g) introducing computers into classes 
h) contributions to continuing education 
i) demonstration of high achievement by students 
j) attendance at conferences or meetings having teaching as a primary focus 
k) * publications related to teaching1 
l) awards for teaching (or mentoring, advising, etc.)2 
 
In reference to a), the candidate should provide student evaluation summaries for all 
courses taught, with the original evaluation forms being placed in the supporting 
documents file.  The procedures by which student evaluations are conducted should 
be included. 
 

4. Evidence of Scholarly Activity 
Scholarly activity may be in the mathematical sciences or in pedagogy; in the latter case, 
items from Section 3 may also provide evidence of productivity. 
 
Evidence of competence or excellence in scholarly activity typically includes items from 

                     
1 PAC document 03.2, April 2004. 
2 PAC document 07.1, Jan. 2008. 



this list: 
a) scholarly work published in refereed journals of good quality 
b) publication of scholarly books and monographs 
c) scholarly work presented at conferences, meetings, or seminars 
d) publication or presentation of survey or expository papers 
e) grants, prizes, or awards for scholarly work 
f) attendance at conferences or meetings in one’s area of scholarly activity 

Articles accepted for publication are treated the same as articles already published.  
Articles with multiple authorship are treated the same as single author articles. 
 

5. Evidence of Service 
Evidence of competence or excellence in service typically includes items from this list: 

a) service to the university (must be included) 
i. (most highly regarded) significant contribution to the work of committees 

ii. student advising 
iii. advising student groups 

b) * service to the profession 
i. editing publications 

ii. refereeing papers for journals 
iii. reviewing papers and books 
iv. pre-publication book reviews 
v. holding office in professional organizations 

vi. organizing conferences or workshops 
vii. chairing sessions or serving as discussant at meetings 

c) service to the community 
i. speakers’ bureau, community lectures 

ii. consulting, either paid or unpaid 
6. Criteria for Evaluation of Scholarly Activity 

A faculty member with a twelve hour teaching load is not expected to maintain the same 
level and type of scholarly activity as those teaching fewer hours.  In such a case, the 
scholarly activity will most likely be in pedagogy or in teaching enhancement.  
Therefore, any item identified with an asterisk (*) in sections 3 and 5 may also be 
regarded as evidence of scholarly activity. 

7. Guidelines for the Department Committee, for measuring competence and excellence in 
research, for promotion to Associate Professor.3 

a) The primary consideration in evaluating research is its quality, with the opinions 
of experts in the candidate’s field as the main source of information about the 
quality of the candidate’s research.  These opinions should be directly solicited 
(as in the IPFW Guidelines) but may also be indirectly cited as part of the 
candidate’s case. 

b) Standard for Competence:  To demonstrate that a candidate has an ongoing 
program of research, a case establishing competence in research should, in 
addition to providing evidence of quality, also meet a minimal quantitative 
standard.  The candidate should be an author of at least three scholarly 
publications, including at least one based on research efforts made while a 

                     
3 PAC document 04.2, April 2005 



member of the department.  There should also be other significant forms of 
evidence of competent scholarly activity: 4.a)-f). 

c) Standard for Excellence:   A case establishing excellence in research should 
provide evidence (4.a)-f)) that the candidate has an active and independent 
research program that has already made important contributions and earned peer 
recognition.  The opinions of experts should speak to the high quality of the 
research (e.g., the intellectual depth of the work, its significance in the research 
area, etc.).  An excellent research program must meet the standard for 
competence, but with at least five scholarly publications, including at least one 
publication in a peer-reviewed, quality journal, of which the candidate is the main 
author (this is an exception to the last sentence of paragraph 4.).  

d) In the interest of giving quality precedence over quantity, the Committee and 
outside reviewers should consider exceptions to these minimum numbers in cases 
of high quality work (in the opinions of experts), or evidence of significant 
scholarly activity deemed by the Committee (or outside experts) to be equivalent 
to journal publication. 

8. Guidelines for the Department Committee, for evaluating excellence in research, for 
promotion to Professor.4 

a) A candidate’s presentation of a case for promotion based on excellence in 
research should provide evidence of the same types as listed in paragraph 4, 
demonstrating that the candidate has gained national or international recognition 
for his or her work.   

b) There must be evidence of ongoing scholarly activity since the last promotion, 
leading to high quality publication (or equivalent).  As in 7.a), the primary basis 
for evaluation of research quality is the opinion of experts. 

9. Guidelines for the Department Committee, for evaluating excellence in teaching, for 
promotion to Associate Professor or Professor.5 

a) A candidate’s presentation of a case for promotion based on excellence in 
teaching should provide evidence of the same types as listed in paragraph 3.  
There should be more than one type of evidence that demonstrates activity and 
accomplishment clearly exceeding the department’s expectation of competence.   

b) There should also be at least one letter from a college faculty member, outside the 
department (possibly from off campus), describing the candidate’s successes in 
teaching.  The letter should discuss evidence other than (or in addition to) peer 
classroom observation. 

 

                     
4 Paragraphs 7.c), 7.d), and 8. as amended by PAC document 13.1, Jan. 2014. 
5 PAC document 07.1, Jan. 2008. 
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Criteria for Promotion from Instructor to Senior Instructor 

 
Promotion is a recognition of past achievement.  (Senate Document SD 94-3) 
 
For Instructors, that achievement should be based primarily on continued excellence in teaching 
and competence in service and in scholarly activity, and not on time served.  The candidate 
should also be recognized and respected in state, regional, or national educational and 
professional circles for contributions in the area of teaching or scholarly activity. 
 
See Sections 3 through 6 of the Department Promotion and Tenure Document (PAC 95.1) 
regarding evidence of teaching effectiveness, scholarly activity, and service. 



This document went into effect November 28, 2016, after all required reviews at IPFW Senate and College levels.  
It replaces and supersedes the previous Procedures document, PAC 89.1 as last amended and approved in 2014. 

 
MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES DOCUMENT – PAC 15.2 

Procedures for Promotion, Tenure, and Third-Year Review 
 

A. Formation of the Committee 
 

For each case of promotion, tenure, or third-year review presented to the Department, a 
Committee of at least five eligible (see Section B.) members will be convened, and 
named the “Department Committee on [Promotion/Tenure/Third-Year Review] for 
[Candidate].” 
 
If there are fewer than five eligible faculty in the Department, the Dean of the College 
shall, after consulting with the tenured members of the Department, appoint other tenured 
IPFW faculty of appropriate rank to the Committee. 
 
The Department Chair is responsible for the timely convening of the Committee, but may 
not be a Committee member and may not attend or participate in Committee discussions. 
 

B. Composition of the Committee 
 

1.  For cases of tenure in a rank below that of Professor, or promotion to a rank below 
that of Professor, or for the purpose of third-year review, the members of the 
Committee shall include all of the Department’s tenured Associate Professors and 
tenured Professors, other than the Department Chairperson.   
 

2. For cases of tenure in or promotion to the rank of Professor, the voting members of 
the Committee shall include all of the Department’s tenured Professors, other than the 
Department Chairperson.   
 

3. In any case, an individual may be excused from Committee service under 
circumstances such as sabbatical or conflict of interest (as determined by the 
individual or by the majority vote of the rest of the committee).   
 

C. Chairperson of the Committee 
 
The Committee shall choose a Chair from among its membership. 

 
D. Functions of the Committee 

 
A candidate’s case shall be made available to all tenured, tenure-track, and Continuing 
Lecturer members of the Department.  The candidate must identify the Department 
Criteria document to be used, which must have been in effect at some time during the 6 
years before submitting the case. 

 
Before the Committee has concluded its consideration of the case, all tenured, tenure-



track, and Continuing Lecturer faculty in the Department, with the exception of the 
Department Chair and the candidate, shall be invited to a special meeting.  Any opinions 
concerning the case may be expressed at this meeting, or may be submitted to the 
Committee in writing.  Anyone in possession of the case is bound by the same rules of 
confidentiality as the members of the Committee. 
 
The deliberation of the Committee shall be strictly confidential.  The committee shall 
review the evidence presented in the case and compare the case to department criteria. 
 
Committee members must be present during deliberations in order to vote, and within the 
Committee, the vote must be openly declared.  No abstentions or proxies are allowed.   
 
The Committee Chair will prepare a statement with the Committee’s recommendation to 
the next level in the form of a letter. The letter shall state and explain the 
recommendation of the committee (including the number of yes/no/absent votes), and 
may also include minority (or tied) opinions, following Senate procedure SD 14-36.  The 
letter is addressed to the Department Chair, unless the Department Chair is the candidate 
under review, in which case the recommendation is addressed to the Dean.  Only the 
Committee Chair may communicate the Committee’s letter to the candidate and to the 
next level. 
 

E. Operations 
 

1. For cases of promotion and/or tenure, the Committee shall operate in accordance 
with all procedures for promotion and tenure, from Section 12 of the College of 
Arts and Sciences governance document, and IPFW Senate Document 14-36, and 
the Faculty and Staff Handbook of Purdue University, even if such procedures are 
not explicitly mentioned in this document.  The Committee generally shall meet 
near the beginning of Fall semester according to the IPFW schedule for processing 
promotion and tenure cases. 
 

2. For cases of third-year review, the Committee will meet to consider the third-year 
reports by the faculty member and the Faculty Review Committee (FRC), and will 
vote on a written recommendation for re-appointment, preferably before the due 
date for the re-appointment decision for the faculty member’s fifth year.  The 
Committee may include in the recommendation document (or multiple documents 
in case of minority or tied opinion) a discussion of areas of suggested 
improvement before the eventual submission of a promotion and tenure case.  The 
FRC’s third-year report and the Committee’s recommendation document will be 
available to the faculty member, the Department Chair, and subsequent levels of 
reappointment decisions. 
 

3. The candidate may submit a written response to the Committee report, within 7 
days of the date of the recommendation.  Such a response letter proceeds with the 
case to the next level. 

 



MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES DOCUMENT – PAC 14.1 (previously PAC 99.5) 
Approved by Department Jan. 10, 2014 
Approved by College of Arts and Sciences Oct. 27, 2014 
Revised by Department Jan. 25, 2016 (PAC 15.1, amending section D.4.) 
Approved by College of Arts and Sciences Nov. 28, 2016 
 

Section D. of the Department of Mathematical Sciences Governance Document 
 
D. Faculty Review Committees and Evaluation Committees 
 

1. Faculty Review Committees 
 
Each non-tenured Instructor and Assistant Professor in the Department will have a Faculty 
Review Committee (FRC), whose duties are to assist the Chair in making reappointment 
recommendations and to evaluate the progress of the faculty member towards promotion and/or 
tenure. 
 
Composition: 
 
Each FRC will have from three to five members as provided below: 
 

(a) the Department Chair. 
 

(b) two or three Teaching Evaluators, taken from the Teaching Evaluation Committee 
(described below).  The non-tenured faculty member may select two from that 
committee, but if that choice is not made, the Teaching Evaluation Committee will select 
at least two to serve. 

 
(c) A Scholarship Evaluator.  This person will be appointed by the Chair in consultation with 

the faculty member, must be tenured, will serve a three-year term, and may be one of the 
Teaching Evaluators. 

 
Procedures: 
 
During the Fall semester, the Chair and the designated Teaching Evaluators are each to visit at 
least one class of the faculty member, and the Chair and the Scholarship Evaluator are to 
appraise their scholarly activity.  The Teaching Evaluation Committee will decide whether 
additional classroom visits are in order in the Spring semester. 
 
Each year, before a faculty member’s reappointment recommendation is made by the Chair, the 
FRC will review his or her teaching, scholarship, and service, based on their Faculty Activity 
Report, classroom visits, and other information as supplied by the faculty member.  The FRC 
shall prepare a written summary of the strengths and weaknesses in the three areas, with 
suggestions for improvement.  The summary will be given to the faculty member and his or her 
faculty mentor(s).  The summary is for departmental use only unless the faculty member chooses 
to use it for other purposes.  The faculty member may request a meeting with their FRC to 



discuss the summary.  The Chair may use the summary for purposes of evaluation and 
reappointment, and may request additional information from the Committee. 
 
No later than January 15 of the faculty member’s third year of being tenure-track, their FRC will 
conduct an extensive evaluation of their progress towards promotion and/or tenure.  The faculty 
member will prepare, and submit to the FRC, a report containing a CV, summary of research 
accomplishments, evidence of teaching effectiveness, and a report on service, roughly following 
the format of a case for promotion and tenure.  The Faculty Review Committee will compile 
their findings in a written report, which will be provided to the faculty member, the Chair, and 
the Department’s Promotion and Tenure Committee (as described below).  The faculty member 
is to include the FRC’s third-year report in the Appendices of any case they submit for tenure or 
promotion to the next rank. 
 
The Chair will be responsible for convening a FRC and a P&T committee for each faculty 
member as described below. 
 

2. Teaching Evaluation Committee 
 
Composition: 
 
The Committee will consist of three tenured faculty, at least two of whom shall have the rank of 
Associate Professor or Professor.  They will be appointed by the Chair to staggered three-year 
terms. 
 
Duties: 
 
The Teaching Evaluators will come from this Committee.  They will meet to determine 
procedures and criteria for evaluating the teaching activities of non-tenured tenure-track 
Instructors and Assistant Professors, and review those activities as provided for above. 
 

3. Scholarship Evaluation Committee 
 
Composition: 
 
The committee will consist of the Scholarship Evaluators from the Faculty Review Committees. 
 
Duties: 
 
The committee will meet to determine procedures and criteria for evaluating the scholarly 
activities of non-tenured tenure-track Instructors and Assistant Professors, and review those 
activities as provided for above. 
 

4. Promotion and Tenure Committee (convened for third-year review) 
 
For each third-year review case presented to the Department, a Department Committee will be 
formed to evaluate the case and make a recommendation.  The composition and duties of the 



Committee are detailed in the Department document on Procedures for Promotion, Tenure, and 
Third-Year Review. 
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