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[bookmark: _Toc239326401]Preface
This guide is intended to support fixed-term faculty in the College of Natural Science at Michigan State University (MSU) as they prepare for promotion to Senior Instructor, Associate Professor, or Professor. The audience for the guide includes candidates for promotion, unit administrators (chairs, directors, supervisors), unit HR personnel, and review committees. 

The guide consolidates university policy as defined in the MSU Faculty Handbook, guidance for fixed-term faculty from the Office of Faculty and Academic Staff Affairs, and college-level processes and expectations to foster clarity, transparency, and consistency. University policy provides broad guidance intended to apply across all colleges. As such, these guidelines align with university policy while also providing college-specific information, including timelines, procedures, promotion criteria, and packet preparation. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc239326402] What is the fixed-term faculty appointment system? 

	In this section, you will learn:
· The characteristics of the fixed-term faculty appointment system.
· The ranks within the fixed-term system.
· The general timeline for promotion.



[bookmark: _Toc239326403]The Fixed-term Faculty Appointment System 
 The fixed-term faculty appointment system at Michigan State University (MSU) is one of several appointment systems that provide professional advancement pathways for members of the academic community who contribute to the university's missions of education, research, and outreach. Fixed-term faculty hold faculty appointments with assigned responsibilities that may include teaching, academic advising, research, curriculum development, administration, or outreach. Expectations for evaluation and promotion are based on the assigned responsibilities rather than a common set of duties shared across all fixed-term faculty.

Fixed-term faculty are appointed for a specified term of employment and may be reappointed annually based on satisfactory performance, continued programmatic need, and available funding. Satisfactory performance is evaluated in annual performance reviews. Reappointment is not guaranteed. Promotion in the fixed-term system does not change the fixed-term nature of the appointment.

University policies governing fixed-term faculty appointments are provided in the MSU Faculty Handbook. The following sections provide a general overview of the appointment ranks and promotion pathways relevant to this guide.

[bookmark: _Toc239326404]Promotion Pathways 
The fixed-term faculty appointment system includes two distinct promotion pathways based on initial appointment rank. The pathways reflect increasing levels of accomplishment, leadership, and impact while recognizing different faculty roles and responsibilities. Promotion occurs within a pathway; faculty appointed at the Instructor rank progress through the Instructor pathway, while faculty appointed at the Assistant Professor rank progress through the Professor pathway. Promotion does not transfer faculty from one pathway to the other.

Instructor Promotion Pathway: The Instructor pathway includes two ranks: Instructor and Senior Instructor. Senior Instructor is the highest rank within the Instructor pathway.

Professor Promotion Pathway: The Professor pathway includes three ranks: Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor. Assistant Professors may be considered for promotion to Associate Professor and subsequently to Professor.

Unlike other appointment systems, there are no required major reviews tied to specific years of service. Promotion is optional and may be considered when a faculty member has developed a sustained record of excellence demonstrating readiness for the next rank, typically 5-7 years.
[bookmark: _Toc239326405]

Designation B
Fixed-term faculty with teaching responsibilities are represented by the Union of Non-Tenure Track Faculty (UNTF) and are subject to the collective bargaining agreement between the university and the UNTF. Individuals who meet the eligibility requirements established in the agreement may be considered for Designation B status. A Designation B appointment continues without a defined end date, subject to university policy and terms of the collective bargaining agreement. 

Designation B is independent of promotion. Faculty with Designation B status remain eligible for promotion through the appropriate fixed-term faculty promotion pathway described in this guide.

College expectations and processes for Designation B are described elsewhere (see website for details).




2. [bookmark: _Toc239326406]What is promotion?

	In this section, you will learn:
· The purpose of promotion for fixed-term faculty.
· The principles that guide promotion decisions.
· How promotion expectations are interpreted within the context of assigned responsibilities.
· The standards for promotion to Senior Instructor, Associate Professor, and Professor.



[bookmark: _Toc239326407]What Promotion Recognizes 
Promotion is a significant professional achievement that recognizes excellence in assigned responsibilities and affirms a faculty member's valuable contributions to the missions of the unit, college, and university. It provides formal recognition by peers and university leadership of continued professional growth, leadership, and demonstrated capacity for future impact. Promotion is based on a sustained record of outstanding achievement and evidence that a comparable level of performance will continue following promotion.

[bookmark: _Toc239326408]Institutional Framing 
The college expectations for promotion align with Michigan State University's standards for fixed-term faculty and reflect the university's emphasis on professional growth and excellence, holistic and contextualized evaluation, and a demonstrated trajectory of continued impact. Accomplishments that advance the effectiveness, culture and climate of the unit, college, and university, consistent with MSU’s core values, Code of Teaching Responsibilities, and Faculty Rights and Responsibilities, are considered in promotion decisions. College processes and expectations are also aligned with the college annual review process to ensure fixed-term faculty receive consistent feedback on their progress toward promotion. These expectations and criteria will be regularly reviewed to ensure continued alignment with university policy and evolving institutional and college expectations. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326409]Holistic, Contextualized Review
Evaluation for promotion is based on a holistic review in which a candidate’s accomplishments are interpreted within the context of their appointment percentage across functional areas, assigned workload, rank, institutional and unit resources and investments, and disciplinary and unit norms.

Functional areas are the domains in which the candidate’s work is evaluated and may include academic advising, administration, curriculum development, outreach, research, and/or teaching, as outlined in a faculty member’s appointment percentages. 

· Primary functional area(s) comprise the largest proportion(s) of a candidate’s appointment. Candidates are expected to fully meet the criteria for excellence in their primary functional area(s). 
· In cases where multiple functional areas have comparable percent effort and no single area constitutes a majority, all such areas will be considered as primary. 
· Secondary functional areas are those comprising a smaller proportion of the appointment. Secondary areas are evaluated for quality and impact at a scope proportionate to allocated effort.

For example, a candidate appointed 80% Teaching and 20% Research is expected to fully meet the criteria for excellence in Teaching, as this is the primary functional area. In Research, the candidate is expected to demonstrate ongoing, meaningful scholarly engagement and impact, with expectations for scope, productivity, and leadership calibrated to the 20% allocation. The candidate is not expected to sustain a research program equivalent to a research-intensive role.

Assigned workload refers to the volume, scale, and complexity of assigned responsibilities including but not limited to number of students advised, number and type of courses taught, program or project scope, or number of concurrent roles (e.g., teaching + research). Workload helps define what constitutes reasonable expectations. 

Rank establishes the expected level of impact and leadership. Higher ranks are associated with sustained contributions and leadership within and beyond the university.

Institutional and unit investments refer to the resources, support, and opportunities provided to the candidate. Investments vary across position types and assigned functional areas and must be considered when applying evaluation criteria. For example, access to graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) and/or undergraduate learning assistants (ULAs) is variable across the college and has a direct impact on a candidate’s instructional approach. Similarly, research activities are impacted by a candidate’s access to resources such as start-up funding, graduate students, and laboratory spaces and equipment. Additional examples are provided below in the criteria for each functional area. 

Disciplinary and unit norms are the established expectations, practices, and standards within a candidate’s academic discipline and home unit. These norms must align with university and college expectations. 

Promotion standards by rank and the full set of criteria are detailed in Section 4. 



3. [bookmark: _Toc239326410]How does promotion work?

	In this section, you will learn:
· The roles of the candidate, unit, college, and university throughout the promotion process
· How annual review supports progress toward promotion
· The purpose of each stage of review and the responsibilities of review committees
· The timeline for preparing and submitting a promotion packet



[bookmark: _Toc239326411]Overview 
Promotion results from a progressive series of evaluations conducted at the unit, college, and university levels. Throughout the review process, candidates are evaluated holistically using unit, college, and university expectations that are interpreted within the context of the candidate's assigned responsibilities, appointment percentage, workload, disciplinary norms, available resources, and other situational factors. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326412]Annual Review
Goal: Annual evaluation is an important component of the path to promotion because it helps establish a record of performance, growth, and increasing excellence that forms the foundation for promotion. Unit administrators (chairs, directors, or supervisors) review a faculty member's performance annually to support professional growth in alignment with unit, college, and university missions and strategic priorities.

Annual review focuses on accomplishments and impact within the context of the faculty member's assigned responsibilities while also identifying opportunities for continued growth and professional development. Reviews should include discussion of appointment percentages and workload to ensure that expectations remain appropriately aligned with assigned responsibilities. Progress toward promotion, including alignment with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria (see Section 4), should be discussed annually.

Process: Annual evaluations are included in the promotion packet and provide evidence of sustained accomplishment, continued growth, and increasing excellence over time.

[bookmark: _Toc239326413]Unit-level Promotion Review 
Goal: The purpose of the unit-level review is to evaluate the candidate's body of work using university, college, and unit expectations as interpreted within the context of the candidate's discipline, assigned responsibilities, and appointment. Unit-level expectations must align with college and university promotion criteria and should be communicated clearly to faculty as part of ongoing mentoring, annual evaluation, and professional development in the unit. 

Process: The candidate submits a promotion packet that includes the Form on Progress and Excellence, curriculum vitae, reflective essay, and an academic portfolio documenting evidence of sustained excellence and impact (see Section 5).

In addition to the materials submitted by the candidate, the unit administrator obtains external letters of review. As defined by university policy, external reviewers provide an independent assessment of whether the candidate's achievements and professional standing are comparable to those of faculty with similar roles and responsibilities at their institution.

The unit may also solicit explanatory letters from colleagues with direct knowledge of the candidate's work. These letters are distinct from external letters of review and may provide context regarding the significance of the candidate's contributions to the unit, college, and/or university. Explanatory letters can assist reviewers in understanding the candidate's assigned responsibilities, accomplishments, and impact.

The unit administrator appoints a unit-level review committee to evaluate the promotion packet and provide a recommendation. The committee serves in an advisory capacity to the unit administrator and should include at least three members who are knowledgeable about the position under review and the fixed-term faculty appointment system. Whenever possible, the committee should include at least one fixed-term faculty member at the rank being sought. Academic specialists in comparable roles who hold continuing status or the rank of Senior Specialist may also serve. An appropriate reviewer from another unit should be appointed if qualified reviewers are unavailable within the unit.

The committee conducts a holistic, contextualized review of all relevant materials, including the Form on Progress and Excellence, curriculum vitae, reflective essay, evidence contained in the academic portfolio, annual evaluations, external and explanatory letters, and other materials submitted in support of the application. The committee evaluates the candidate using the Core and Distinguishing Criteria (see Section 4) and provides a written recommendation to the unit administrator.

Outcome: After considering the committee's recommendation and the complete promotion packet, the unit administrator prepares an independent recommendation for the Dean and the college review committee. The recommendation should evaluate the candidate's accomplishments relative to the Core and Distinguishing Criteria within each assigned functional area.

The unit administrator's recommendation must be shared with the candidate at the time of submission. Care should be taken to maintain the confidentiality of external reviewer identities and confidential review materials.

If the candidate wishes to respond to the content of the recommendation or provide additional clarification, they may submit a written response to NatSci.RPT@msu.edu within five calendar days. The response will be included in the promotion packet and made available to the college-level review committee, the Associate Dean, and the Dean. The unit administrator will not have access to the response unless the candidate chooses to share it.

[bookmark: _Toc239326414]College-level Promotion Review
Goal: The purpose of the college-level review is to ensure consistent application of university and college promotion expectations across all units within the college.

Process: The college-level review committee is constituted in accordance with college bylaws and is comprised of fixed-term faculty and academic specialists who have been previously promoted and/or awarded continuing status. Supported by the Associate Dean, the committee conducts a holistic, contextualized review of the complete promotion packet. Materials reviewed include the Form on Progress and Excellence, curriculum vitae, reflective essay, evidence contained in the academic portfolio, annual evaluations, external and explanatory letters, the unit review committee’s recommendation, and the unit administrator's recommendation. The committee evaluates the candidate using the Core and Distinguishing Criteria. Following discussion, the committee votes and the promotion recommendation is shared with the Dean.

Outcome: The dean considers the committee's recommendation, completes an independent review, and prepares the college's recommendation. The recommendation provides an evaluation of the candidate's accomplishments relative to the Core and Distinguishing Criteria within each assigned functional area.

The Dean's recommendation must be shared with the candidate at the time of submission. If the candidate wishes to respond to the content of the recommendation or provide additional clarification, they may submit a written response to NatSci.RPT@msu.edu within five calendar days. The response will be included in the promotion packet and forwarded to the Office of Faculty and Academic Staff Affairs. Neither the Associate Dean nor the Dean will have access to the response unless the candidate chooses to share it.

The complete promotion packet is then forwarded to the Office of Faculty and Academic Staff Affairs for university review.



[bookmark: _Toc239326415]Promotion Year Timeline 
	Time
	Phase
	Primary Responsibility
	Key Actions

	Spring semester before review year
	Planning
	Candidate & Unit Administrator
	· Discuss promotion during annual review. Confirm timeline, eligibility, and expectations.
· Candidate provides names of potential external reviewers.

	Fall semester
	Candidate Prepares Packet
	Candidate
	· Attend college promotion workshop and/or meet with Associate Dean.
· Prepare promotion packet and Form on Progress and Excellence.

	Fall semester
	Unit Prepares for Review
	Unit Administrator
	· Appoint Unit Review Committee in accordance with unit bylaws.
· Contact external reviewers.

	First day of spring semester
	Candidate Submits Packet
	Candidate
	· Submit completed promotion packet to unit administrator.
· Note: Units may establish different internal deadlines if candidates are informed in advance.

	January - February
	Unit Review
	Unit Review Committee & Unit Administrator
	· Unit administrator adds required external review letters.
· Unit Review Committee evaluates promotion packet and makes recommendation according to unit bylaws.
· Unit administrator prepares final unit recommendation.

	March 1
	Unit Submission to College
	Unit Administrator
	· Submit completed packet to Dean's Office.
· Share recommendation letter with candidate who has 5 days to submit confidential response.

	Spring semester Due May 1
	College Review
	NatSci Review Committee & Dean
	· College committee conducts independent review and recommends action to dean.
· Dean completes college review and prepares recommendation.
· Share recommendation letter with candidate who has 5 days to submit confidential response.
· College submits completed packet to FASA.

	Summer
	University Review
	Office of Faculty and Academic Staff Affairs (FASA)
	· FASA conducts review and renders a final decision, typically by July 1.
· Candidate and unit are notified of outcome and effective date, consistent with university policy.


4. [bookmark: _Toc239326416]What are the promotion expectations and criteria?

	In this section, you will learn:
· The Core and Distinguishing Criteria used to evaluate promotion
· How expectations differ across functional areas
· How contextual factors such as appointment percentage, workload, and assigned responsibilities influence evaluation
· The criteria used to evaluate excellence in teaching, research, advising, curriculum development, service, administration, outreach, and research mentoring



[bookmark: _Toc239326417]Criteria for Promotion
Promotion recommendations are based on two complementary sets of criteria. Core Criteria describe the accomplishments expected of candidates seeking promotion and represent the foundational expectations for success at each rank. Distinguishing Criteria describe accomplishments that demonstrate impact, leadership, or achievement beyond the foundational expectations and strengthen the case for promotion. As faculty progress through the ranks, increasing evidence of accomplishments that meet the Distinguishing Criteria is expected. The promotion standards are summarized below. 

	Senior Instructor
	Demonstrate all Core Criteria in the primary functional area of instruction/teaching and evidence of achievement in some Distinguishing Criteria.

	Associate Professor
	Demonstrate all Core Criteria in the primary functional area(s), along with evidence of progress and a clear trajectory toward achieving Distinguishing Criteria.

	Professor 
	Demonstrate all Core Criteria in the primary functional area(s), along with significant impact and leadership within and beyond the university as demonstrated through achievement of the Distinguishing Criteria. Significant impact may be concentrated within one or more areas of the Distinguishing Criteria rather than distributed across all areas.



The full set of Core Criteria and Distinguishing Criteria is included in the following section. Each primary criterion describes the expected area of performance, while the accompanying sub-points illustrate examples of accomplishments or practices that demonstrate excellence. Examples are illustrative rather than exhaustive.


[bookmark: _Toc239326418]Teaching
Teaching performance is evaluated based on the predicted or demonstrated capacity to be an effective educator in the classroom and through supervision of research trainees, as appropriate for assigned roles and responsibilities. Separate criteria are provided for classroom instruction and research mentoring. 
[bookmark: _Toc215586801]
[bookmark: _Toc239326419]Teaching - Classroom Instruction
Classroom instruction encompasses the design, delivery, assessment, and continuous improvement of courses and learning experiences. 

Evaluation of classroom instruction must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, class size, course type (lab, lecture), student level and audience (undergraduate/graduate, introductory/upper level, service course/major course), course modality (in-person, online, hybrid), teaching team structure and resources (coordinator, ULAs, GTAs), and level of unit support for teaching. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326420]Core Criteria 
· Provides course instruction that effectively supports student learning. 
· Learning goals and objectives are clearly stated and appropriate for the course level, disciplinary context, and curriculum.
· Learning activities and assessments are aligned with learning goals/objectives and emphasize knowledge-in-use. 
· Course organization, expectations, schedules, and instructional materials are clear, well organized, and support student learning.
· Feedback on student work is timely, constructive, and aligned with the stated learning goals/objectives.
· Creates classroom environments that support student learning and success. 
· Instructional methods and strategies help students achieve the stated learning goals/objectives. 
· Creates a positive classroom environment that promotes a sense of belonging, builds rapport with students, and encourages active participation.
· Demonstrates substantive effort and progress toward making instructional and digital materials accessible in accordance with institutional requirements and best practices.
· Engages in reflective teaching practice.
· Uses reflective practice, student and peer feedback, and evidence of student learning to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements.
· Participates in professional development and uses it to inform practice, improvement, and/or effectiveness in teaching.

[bookmark: _Toc239326421]Distinguishing Criteria
· Develops and implements innovations in course design and instructional approach.
· Uses education research to inform course design and instructional approach. 
· Instructional activities facilitate active engagement by students. 
· Creates transformational learning experiences that extend beyond the classroom (e.g., service learning, outreach, or integrative projects).
· Provides instructional leadership with measurable institutional impact. 
· Contributes to the broader teaching mission of the unit, college, and/or university through participation in initiatives, committees, or grant-funded projects.
· Demonstrates leadership in teaching through mentoring peers, sharing effective practices, or contributing to curricular or pedagogical innovation at the unit, college, and/or university level.
· Extends the impact of instructional activities beyond the candidate’s classroom. 
· Disseminates instructional materials and pedagogical approaches beyond the university. 
· Contributes to the scholarship of teaching and learning through presentations and/or publications. 
· Contributes to educational research through presentation and/or publications when research is not an assigned functional area.

[bookmark: _Toc239326422]Teaching – Research Mentoring 
[bookmark: _Toc215586805]Research mentoring includes supervision, guidance, and professional development of undergraduate, graduate, and postdoctoral researchers.

Evaluation of research mentoring must be contextualized for situational factors that impact fixed-term faculty engaged in research including appointment percentage, workload, access to graduate students, institutional obstacles to serving on guidance committees, and institutional investments. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326423]Core Criteria
· Contributes to mentee development and success.
· Recruits and supports undergraduate, graduate, and/or postdoctoral researchers.
· Uses structured mentoring practices that foster research skill development, independence, and progress.
· Supports mentees in achieving their educational and career goals.
· Uses intentional mentoring practices, including clear expectations, individualized mentoring plans (e.g., Individual Development Plans), and appropriate support to foster research progress, independence, and career development.
· Fosters an inclusive, ethical, and productive research environment.
· Creates a safe, respectful, and empowering environment in which all mentees can thrive.
· Encourages a culture of mutual learning, support, and collaboration.
· Educates mentees in the Responsible and Ethical Conduct of Research (RECR) and promotes responsible authorship, collaboration, and compliance with institutional policies.
· Engages in reflective mentoring practice.
· Uses peer and mentee feedback to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements that enhance mentoring effectiveness and mentee outcomes (e.g., feedback from student guidance committees, graduate program directors, or mentees).
· Participates in professional development and incorporates new knowledge to improve mentoring practice.

[bookmark: _Toc239326424]Distinguishing Criteria 
· Mentoring contributes to exceptional trainee development and success.
· Mentees consistently publish, present at professional conferences, receive awards, secure funding, and/or obtain highly competitive educational or career opportunities.
· Provides leadership that advances mentoring beyond the research group.
· Develops mentoring initiatives, training programs, or resources that enhance success.
· Mentors other mentors and contributes to broader mentoring efforts.
· Receives recognition for outstanding mentoring.
[bookmark: _Toc220312577][bookmark: _Toc239326425]Academic Advising 
As defined by NACADA: The Global Community for Academic Advising, academic advising is a collaborative process that helps students achieve their educational, career, and personal goals by developing shared responsibility between the advisor and the student. 

Evaluation of academic advising must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, and advisor-to-student ratio, the needs and characteristics of the student population, the scope and complexity of advising responsibilities, and available institutional and unit resources. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326426]Core Criteria
· Applies advising practices that support students’ academic success, well-being, and progression to degree through short- and long-term planning that aligns students’ goals with their strengths, interests, and career aspirations.
· Provides accurate, timely, and developmentally appropriate advice that supports academic planning and decision-making. 
· Establishes rapport, communicates respectfully, and develops relationships with students. 
· Uses proactive or intrusive advising approaches to support student success (e.g., EASE reports, targeted email campaigns).
· Maintains high availability and responsiveness to students via multiple modes (appointments, email, drop-in, virtual advising) as contextualized for advisor-to-student ratios.
· Helps students develop academic and professional goals, interpret academic progress, connect academic choices to career pathways, and engage in high-impact learning experiences.
· Maintains comprehensive knowledge of curricula, degree requirements, academic policies and procedures, and campus resources.
· Demonstrates current knowledge of academic programs, degree requirements, policies, and procedures.
· Connects students to appropriate and relevant campus resources (career services, tutoring, mental health resources, research opportunities, etc.). 
· Participates in ongoing training to stay current with curricular and policy changes.
· Promotes access and opportunity by expanding pathways to student success. 
· Recognizes and responds to barriers that may affect student success through culturally responsive and inclusive advising practices.
· Uses advising data to identify gaps and implement strategies to mitigate them.
· Participates in initiatives that reduce barriers and expand education opportunities for diverse populations. 
· Engages in reflective advising practice toward student success.
· Uses reflective practice and student and peer feedback to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements.
· Participates in professional development and uses it to inform practice, improvement, and/or effectiveness in academic advising. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326427]

Distinguishing Criteria
· Serves as a resource and leader in institutional curriculum, policy, and/or student support systems.
· Provides training, guidance, and/or mentoring to colleagues on academic requirements, curriculum changes, advising systems, and/or advising practice. 
· Leads initiatives that improve advising policies, procedures, workflows, or student support across the unit, college, and/or university.
· Develops resources, tools, or materials that improve the consistency, quality, or effectiveness of advising.
· Demonstrates leadership that advances advising practice within and beyond the university.
· Organizes, leads, or presents professional development opportunities, workshops, or learning communities.
· Provides leadership in institutional or professional organizations that influence advising practice (e.g., NACADA, ACPA, NASPA).
· Mentors advisors or develops initiatives that strengthen advising knowledge and practice.
· Contributes to the scholarship, assessment, and innovation of advising.
· Conducts scholarly, creative, or assessment activities that advance academic advising, student development, or student success.
· Designs, evaluates, and disseminates evidence-based advising practices or interventions that improve student outcomes.
· Shares assessment findings, scholarship, or innovative practices to inform continuous improvement within the institution or profession.

[bookmark: _Toc215586810]

[bookmark: _Toc239326428]Research
MSU evaluates research performance based on the predicted or demonstrated (depending on rank) capacity to build an outstanding research program and to grow the national and international stature of the institution as a leader in research.

Evaluation of research must be contextualized for situational factors that impact fixed-term faculty doing research, including but not limited to appointment percentage, workload, access to undergraduate and graduate research students, institutional obstacles to serving on guidance committees, and institutional investments such as start-up funds and laboratory facilities. 

[bookmark: _Toc215586812][bookmark: _Toc239326429]Core Criteria
· Conducts research and engages in creative efforts that demonstrate intellectual contribution, originality, and impact appropriate for rank, position, workload, institutional investments, and discipline.
· Produces research that advances knowledge, addresses important disciplinary questions, and/or generates creative or scholarly products appropriate to the field.
· Research program supports open, responsible science and meets the highest standards of scientific integrity. 
· Demonstrates substantial intellectual roles, unique contributions, and/or leadership in collaborative partnerships, if any. 
· Develops and sustains a research program with capacity for continued growth and success.
· Proposes paths to grow research program capacity and disciplinary impact.
· Articulates clear plans and direction for future program success. 
· Broadly disseminates research findings through appropriate scholarly venues.
· Maintains a visible pipeline of dissemination of research outputs at levels expected for rank, position, appointment percentage, investments, and discipline.
· Research findings are disseminated through peer-reviewed publications and other discipline-appropriate scholarly products. 
· Demonstrates growing number of citations consistent with increasing peer recognition in the field. 
· Evidence of disciplinary or professional impact through invited presentations at peer universities, conferences, and/or other professional venues. 
· Secures resources to sustain and advance the research program. 
· Grant proposal writing, submissions, and/or funding meet expectations for rank, position, workload, investments, and discipline.
· Accomplishments predict fundability or sustainability, as appropriate for rank. 
· Evidence of a substantial intellectual role, unique contributions, and leadership in collaborative partnerships, if appropriate based on assigned duties.

[bookmark: _Toc239326430]Distinguishing Criteria 
· Research effort demonstrates exceptional impact and disciplinary leadership. 
· Demonstrates exceptional national and international leadership and impact in the research field. 
· Receives peer recognition of disciplinary excellence via awards and honors.
· Demonstrates capacity to integrate research and cross disciplines for broader impacts.
· [bookmark: _Toc215586819][bookmark: _Toc215586814]Contributes to creating an inclusive research community and environment where all can flourish via expansive lines of research and/or emerging cross-disciplinary activities.

· Research dissemination demonstrates exceptional visibility and scholarly impact. 
· Publishes in high-impact, peer-reviewed journals, or other prominent discipline-relevant outlets.
· Receives peer recognition of disciplinary excellence via plenary/keynote talks, election to fellowship in professional academies, journal spotlights/editorial picks, invitations to write commentaries, etc.
· Produces scholarly outputs beyond candidate’s primary research niche that focus on MSU’s core values.
· Grant activity demonstrates exceptional success and sustained research capacity.
· Secures funding from diverse agencies/programs, from highly competitive programs/competitions, and/or as part of large collaborations (center grants, institutes, etc.).
· Develops new funding opportunities via engagement with new partners in and/or outside of MSU or their discipline.
· Receives peer recognition of disciplinary excellence via honorary awards.
· Supplements extramural funding with non-traditional funding revenues (e.g., corporate engagement, entrepreneurship).



[bookmark: _Toc220312590][bookmark: _Toc239326431]Service
Academic service encompasses contributions of professional expertise, time, and leadership that support the functioning and advancement of the unit, college, university, discipline, and/or broader community. Service may include institutional activities (e.g., committee work, shared governance, mentoring colleagues, or administrative contributions) as well as professional activities that advance scholarly and disciplinary organizations. 

Evaluation of service must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, assigned responsibilities, opportunities for service and leadership, career stage and rank, disciplinary norms and expectations, and the needs and governance structures of the unit, college, university, and profession.

[bookmark: _Toc239326432]Core Criteria 
· Contributes effectively to service activities as appropriate based on situational factors. 
· Demonstrates a sustained record of meaningful service that supports the mission and functioning of the unit, college, university, profession, and/or broader community.
· Applies professional expertise through service activities that advance institutional, disciplinary, professional, and/or societal goals, consistent with the university's land-grant mission.

[bookmark: _Toc239326433]Distinguishing Criteria 
· Demonstrates leadership in institutional and/or professional service roles.
· Earns peer recognition for service contributions and leadership.
· Makes broad and sustained service contributions with measurable impact beyond routine expectations.
· Mentors colleagues and/or develops opportunities that support the professional success of students, faculty, and/or staff.
· Leads initiatives that strengthen the academic community and promote access, opportunity, and excellence for all.



[bookmark: _Toc220312593][bookmark: _Toc239326434]Curriculum Development 
Curriculum development encompasses the design, coordination, assessment, implementation, and continuous improvement of courses, curricula, and academic programs. It includes activities at the course, multi-course, and program levels, such as developing learning objectives, instructional materials, and assessments; coordinating instruction across sections or courses; conducting curriculum mapping and program review; and developing new courses, degrees, certificates, or other academic programs.

Because curriculum development responsibilities vary considerably across appointments, separate criteria are provided for course-level and program-level curriculum development. Course-level curriculum development focuses on the design, implementation, assessment, and continuous improvement of individual courses or coordinated multi-section courses. Program-level curriculum development focuses on curriculum planning, assessment, coordination, and leadership across degree programs, certificates, or multi-course sequences. Candidates should be evaluated using the section(s) that align with their assigned responsibilities.

Evaluation of both course-level and program-level curriculum development must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, programmatic needs, student population, course modality, available institutional and unit resources, and unit or college investments.

[bookmark: _Toc239326435]Course-level Curriculum Development Core Criteria
· Designs course curricula that support student learning in inclusive environments.
· Learning goals and objectives are clearly stated and appropriate for the course level, disciplinary context, and curriculum.
· Learning activities and assessments are aligned with goals and informed by evidence-based practices (e.g., Backward Design, Universal Design for Learning, Three-Dimensional Learning).
· Ensures materials are accessible, inclusive, and aligned with unit or program expectations.
· Contributes to vertical alignment and coherence within multi-section or multi-course sequences, as appropriate for assigned role.
· Uses feedback and evidence of student learning to guide improvement.
· Uses student learning data, assessment results, or peer/student feedback to inform course revisions.
· Documents rationale for curricular adjustments and demonstrates reflective curriculum practice.
· Participates in course-level assessment activities (e.g., pre/post measures, assignment mapping).
· Provides curricular leadership for multi-section courses, ensuring consistency, clarity, and alignment across instructors, if appropriate for the role (curriculum coordinator). 
· Leads curricular tasks such as preparing/revising syllabi, updating course materials, coordinating with co-instructors, GTAs, ULAs, and/or lab staff.
· Leads discussions, trainings, and other efforts that support coherence and consistency across sections.


· Contributes to collaborative curriculum development as part of a teaching team, if appropriate for role.
· Collaborates with the curriculum coordinator and other teaching team members on curricular tasks such as preparing/revising syllabi, updating course materials, coordinating with co-instructors, GTAs, ULAs, or lab staff.
· Meaningfully engages in discussions, trainings, and other efforts that support coherence and consistency across sections.
· [bookmark: _Toc220312596]Engages in reflective curriculum development practice.
· Uses reflective practice, student and peer feedback, and evidence of student learning to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements.
· Participates in professional development and uses it to inform practice, improvement, and/or effectiveness in curriculum development. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326436]Program-level Curriculum Development Core Criteria
· Contributes to the design, maintenance, and alignment of the academic program.
· Participates in curriculum mapping, vertical alignment, and review of learning outcomes across the program.
· Supports implementation of changes that improve coherence, accessibility, and student progression.
· Supports program-level assessment and quality improvement.
· Facilitates program assessment (e.g., coordination of embedded assessments, participation in UGAPR or SPA processes).
· Uses assessment findings, student learning data, and/or accreditation recommendations to inform program revisions.
· Communicates program needs or assessment results to impacted groups.
· Facilitates development of program components that address curricular gaps or strategic priorities.
· Contributes to the development and/or revision of courses, concentrations, certificates, minors, and/or degree pathways.
· Participates in planning for new academic structures (e.g., scaffolded sequences, experiential learning components).
· Engages in reflective curriculum development practice.
· Uses reflective practice, student and peer feedback, and evidence of student learning to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements.
· Participates in professional development and uses it to inform practice, improvement, and/or effectiveness in curriculum development. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326437]Distinguishing Criteria (both course- and program-level)
· Provides exemplary course- or multi-section-level leadership.
· Leads major redesigns that demonstrably improve student learning, accessibility, coherence, and/or engagement.
· Creates high-impact curricular innovations or open-source materials adopted by colleagues in the unit, college, university, and/or disciplinary community.
· Mentors colleagues or GTAs in course design, assessment strategies, or implementation of curricular changes.
· Receives peer recognition of curriculum development efforts (e.g., awards, grants). 


· Provides leadership that has broader impacts on curricular development at the unit, college, university, and/or disciplinary level.
· Provides leadership or substantive service on curriculum committees, assessment committees, or instructional innovation initiatives.
· Mentors colleagues on curriculum development. 
· Shares curricular materials, tools, or best practices through presentations, workshops, or invited talks.
· Contributes to regional, national, and/or international scholarly discussions on curriculum development (e.g., conference presentations, society working groups, disciplinary committees).
· Secures grants when research is not part of the appointment.
· Significantly impacts program-level curricula.
· Leads or makes substantial contributions to development of new courses, concentrations, certificates, minors, or majors that address strategic priorities or curricular gaps.
· Directs or co-leads significant program review activities (e.g., UGAPR, SPA) and uses findings to guide program improvement.
· Coordinates cross-course or cross-unit initiatives such as vertical alignment of learning outcomes, integrated assessment plans, accessibility improvements, or shared curricular resources.


[bookmark: _Toc215586830][bookmark: _Toc239326438]Administration
[bookmark: _Toc215586831]Administration encompasses formally assigned leadership and management responsibilities that support the planning, coordination, and operation of the university's academic, operational, and strategic functions. Administrative responsibilities may include oversight of personnel, budgets, facilities, academic programs, and organizational initiatives; development and implementation of policies and procedures; communication and collaboration across units; and leadership that advances an ethical, inclusive, and high-performing organizational culture. 

Efforts in this category are distinct from routine administrative activities that accompany standard faculty responsibilities across functional areas. This category includes administrative work that is assigned through an administrative title or appointment, such as Assistant Director, Associate Director, Director, Associate Chair, Assistant Dean, or Associate Dean.

Evaluation of administrative performance must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, scope of administrative responsibilities, organizational complexity, institutional and unit investments (including available administrative support), reporting structure, and available resources. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326439]Core Criteria
· Consistently manages administrative responsibilities.
· Provides strategic leadership to advance programmatic, unit, college, and/or university goals.
· Aligns administrative efforts with the mission, values, and strategic priorities of the unit, college, and/or university.
· Makes administrative and personnel decisions that are fair, transparent, and timely.
· Effectively manages personnel, budgets, facilities, and other assigned resources.
· Uses assessment data, feedback, and/or benchmarking to inform continuous improvement.
· Ensures the unit fulfills its responsibilities and obligations to the college and university.
· Participates in professional development and applies new knowledge to improve administrative practice and effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Toc239326440]Distinguishing Criteria
· Leads transformative initiatives that significantly enhance programs, operations, or culture within the unit, college, and/or university.
· Develops leadership capacity by mentoring and supporting current and emerging leaders within and beyond the unit.
· Implements innovative strategies or data-informed practices that demonstrably improve outcomes (e.g., student success, efficiency, equity).
· Builds effective cross-unit or external partnerships that advance the college’s mission.



[bookmark: _Toc239326441]Outreach
Outreach encompasses the application of academic or professional expertise to benefit communities, organizations, and the public through collaborative, reciprocal partnerships. Outreach activities use scholarly or professional knowledge to address societal needs, extend access to Michigan State University's resources, and strengthen connections between the university and external partners.

Evaluation of outreach must be contextualized for situational factors such as appointment percentage, workload, unit and college investments, disciplinary norms and opportunities for outreach and engagement, the nature of external partnerships, and the needs of the communities or organizations served.

[bookmark: _Toc239326442]Core Criteria
· Designs and engages in outreach activities that apply academic or professional expertise to benefit external partners, communities, and organizations.
· Applies professional or scholarly knowledge to address identified community or partner needs. 
· Participates in outreach activities appropriate to assigned responsibilities (e.g., public talks, workshops, educational programs, community-based projects, consultations).
· Designs outreach activities that are evidence-based, aligned with disciplinary standards, and connected to educational or scholarly goals, where appropriate.
· Promotes access and opportunity through outreach activities.
· Builds relationships characterized by collaboration, reciprocity, and respect.
· Works with partners in ways that honor MSU’s values, including access, opportunity, and service to the public good.
· Communicates clearly, ethically, and professionally with external audiences.
· Demonstrates reflective practice and continuous improvement.
· Seeks feedback from peers and external partners and uses it to identify areas for growth and strategically implement improvements.
· Participates in professional development and uses it to inform practice, improvement, and/or effectiveness in outreach and engagement. 

[bookmark: _Toc239326443]Distinguishing Criteria
· Leads outreach activities that demonstrate broad and sustained impact.
· Leads transformative initiatives that significantly enhance programs and broaden community, regional, statewide, national, and/or international impact.
· Develops sustained partnerships that result in demonstrable community benefit.
· Provides expertise that influences public understanding, policy, or community decision-making.

· Contributes to the scholarship and dissemination of outreach and engagement.
· Produces scholarly or creative works (e.g., policy briefs, reports, educational resources, toolkits, exhibitions) related to outreach or community-engaged scholarship.
· Presents outreach work through scholarly or professional venues.
· Uses assessment and evaluation to demonstrate the impact of outreach activities.

· Provides leadership that advances outreach and engagement.
· Leads outreach initiatives at the unit, college, university, and/or broader professional level.
· Mentors colleagues or students engaged in outreach or community-engaged learning.
· Represents MSU through state, national, or international outreach partnerships and initiatives.

· Earns recognition and external support for outreach.
· Secures grants, contracts, or sponsorships that support outreach programs or community-engaged scholarship.
· Receives awards, honors, or other recognition for outreach excellence.


5. [bookmark: _Toc239326444][bookmark: _Toc1205430781]What is included in the promotion packet?

	In this section, you will learn:
· How reviewers use the packet to evaluate accomplishments, impact, and readiness for promotion
· The purpose of each component of the promotion packet
· How to prepare the required documents submitted by the candidate and the unit
· How to develop an academic portfolio that presents representative evidence of excellence aligned with the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria



[bookmark: _Toc239326445]Purpose of the Promotion Packet
The promotion packet provides the evidence used to evaluate a candidate relative to the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria. Because promotion decisions are based on a holistic review of the candidate's accomplishments relative to assigned responsibilities, no single document determines the outcome. Rather, reviewers consider the promotion packet as a whole, integrating multiple sources of evidence to evaluate the candidate's record of accomplishments, impact, and continued professional growth.

Collectively, the materials in the promotion packet help reviewers answer four fundamental questions:
· What does the candidate do? (assigned roles and responsibilities)
· How well do they do it? (quality and effectiveness)
· Why does it matter? (impact and significance)
· How will the candidate continue to contribute? (continued growth and future impact)

Each component of the promotion packet contributes a different type of evidence that helps answer one or more of the fundamental questions. The packet includes materials prepared by the candidate, the unit, external reviewers, and the college, each providing a distinct perspective on the candidate's accomplishments and qualifications for promotion.

The following section explains the purpose and provides directions for the materials submitted by the unit and the candidate. Extensive guidance for academic portfolios, including required components, is provided according to functional area at the end of this section. 

	Materials submitted by unit

	· Relevant sections of the Form on Progress and Excellence, including unit review committee voting results and unit leader’s evaluation
· External review letters 
· Annual reviews
· Summary SPLS and SIRS evaluation sheets 

	Materials submitted by candidate 
	· Relevant sections of the Form on Progress and Excellence 
· Curriculum Vitae (CV)
· Reflective Statement (≤5 pages)
· Academic Portfolio (≤80 pages)


[bookmark: _Toc111283348][bookmark: _Toc239326446]


Materials Submitted by the Unit
The unit is responsible for compiling the final packet and contributing the following components. 

1. Form on Progress and Excellence
Purpose: The unit administrator's contribution to the Form on Progress and Excellence provides an independent evaluation of the candidate's qualifications for promotion and an overall recommendation. Rather than restating the candidate's submitted materials, the statement synthesizes evidence from the candidate's contributions to the Form on Progress and Excellence, curriculum vitae, academic portfolio, reflective essay, annual evaluations, external reviews, and unit-level review to evaluate the candidate's accomplishments, impact, and qualifications for promotion. The recommendation provides college- and university-level reviewers with assurance that the unit has applied promotion expectations consistently and explains the basis for the unit's recommendation.

Directions: The unit administrator completes the recommendation page, and records committee votes and review information. The recommendation should include an overall assessment of the candidate's qualifications for promotion as well as evaluations of each assigned functional area, with comments aligned to the candidate's appointment, assigned responsibilities, and the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria.

2. External Review Letters
Purpose: External letters of review provide an independent evaluation of the quality, significance, and impact of a candidate's accomplishments from the perspective of experienced professionals or scholars in the relevant discipline, field, or professional practice community. They provide an objective and critical assessment of whether the candidate's achievements are consistent with expectations for promotion at the proposed rank. Thus, they are distinct from supportive letters or letters of recommendation and conflicts of interest should be avoided.

To be able to provide an objective and critical evaluation, reviewers should hold, or have held, positions with responsibilities substantially aligned with the candidate’s primary functional area(s). For example, teaching-focused faculty should be evaluated by individuals experienced in teaching-intensive roles; academic advisors by experienced advising professionals; curriculum leaders by individuals with comparable coordination responsibilities; and research faculty by scholars with similar research appointments. This helps ensure that the candidate’s work is assessed against standards appropriate to their role. 

Reviewers should also hold, or have held, a rank equivalent to or higher than the rank being sought, or have successfully completed a comparable promotion process, even if the title differs. For example, an academic specialist with continuing status from MSU has been through a comparable promotion process and may be an appropriate reviewer if their responsibilities are like those of the candidate. Beyond MSU, many peer and similar institutions have promotion pathways for non-tenure-track faculty and academic staff that are comparable to those at MSU. Although position titles may differ, these pathways are sufficiently comparable that faculty and academic staff with similar roles and responsibilities may serve as external evaluators.

Explanatory letters from colleagues with direct knowledge of the candidate's work may also be included to provide context regarding accomplishments that may not be fully evident from the promotion packet alone. These letters can help review committees understand the candidate's assigned responsibilities, individual contributions, and impact within the unit, college, and/or university. 

For example, some fixed-term faculty co-teach with tenure-stream faculty, often taking a lead role in course organization, instructional design, and pedagogy. An explanatory letter from the co-instructor can provide important evidence of the candidate's teaching excellence and instructional leadership. Similarly, curriculum development is often a collaborative process in which multiple faculty contribute to the design or revision of courses, programs, or assessment systems. An explanatory letter from a curriculum committee chair or program director can clarify the candidate's individual contributions and leadership within these collaborative efforts. Of note, explanatory letters do not count toward the minimum number of required external letters of review.

Directions: Candidates may provide a list of potential evaluators to the unit administrator, but they may not contact the letter writers directly. Unit administrators solicit, collect, and include confidential, external review letters in the promotion packet. Additional guidance for soliciting letters, including an example invitation letter, and a list of example institutions with non-tenure track promotion pathways is included in <<Appendix>>. 

	Senior Instructor
	A minimum of two letters, including one from outside the college. 

	Associate Professor
	A minimum of four letters, including at least one from outside the university and no more than two from within college. 

	Professor 
	A minimum of four letters, including at least two from outside university and one outside the college. 



*Note: All external review letters must be obtained from reviewers outside the candidate's home unit.

3. Annual Reviews
Purpose: Annual reviews are included in the promotion packet to provide a longitudinal record of performance over time. They help reviewers evaluate consistency, growth, and sustained achievement relative to assigned duties. Promotion is not based on a single year of strong performance. Rather, it requires sustained performance over multiple years. Annual reviews provide evidence of that trajectory.

Directions: Include the five most recent annual reviews, or all reviews available if employed less than five years. Reviews must be signed and dated by both the candidate and the unit administrator/reviewer. 

4. Student Evaluation Summary Sheets
Purpose: Student evaluations of teaching provide feedback on the student learning experience. They provide one source of evidence regarding teaching effectiveness and the candidate’s ability to create learning environments in which students can succeed. Student evaluations must always be contextualized given the well-documented biases that influence how students evaluate instructors as well as contextual factors such as student population and class size. 

Directions: The unit completes college summary tables for SPLS and SIRS for all courses taught in the reporting period. Comparative summary data may also be included to provide additional context, such as results from the same course taught by other instructors and/or courses at a similar level and with a comparable student population. When comparable scores are included, the characteristics of the comparative population should be described. Summary tables are to be included as part of the Form on Progress and Excellence following the Teaching Section. 
[bookmark: _Toc1605015570]
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Materials Submitted by the Candidate
The candidate is responsible for preparing and submitting the documents described below. These materials provide the evidence used to evaluate the candidate's accomplishments, impact, and readiness for promotion. Each component serves a distinct purpose and should complement, rather than duplicate, the others to present a clear and cohesive record of the candidate's contributions and continued professional growth. Collectively, these materials help reviewers answer the four fundamental questions described above by demonstrating what the candidate does, how well they do it, why their contributions matter, and how they will continue to contribute.

1. Form on Progress and Excellence 
Purpose: The Form on Progress and Excellence provides the candidate with an opportunity to describe their accomplishments within each functional area and connect those accomplishments to Core and Distinguishing Criteria for promotion. The candidate describes their most important contributions and how they demonstrate achievement at the required level for promotion. The form contextualizes the CV and functions as a map to the evidence shared in the academic portfolio. 

Directions: The candidate completes Section 1 and all Sections for which they have assigned duties. “Not Applicable” must be indicated when appropriate. 

✅ Candidates should:
· Highlight signature accomplishments focusing on quality, impact, and significance. 
· Explain context and scope of work when appropriate. 
· Reference supporting evidence located in the portfolio.
· Include professional development and explain how it enhanced the candidate’s practice. 
· Align descriptions with the college’s Core Criteria and Distinguishing Criteria.
· Note alignment with college and university strategic priorities when appropriate. 

 Candidates should avoid: 
· Do not include external links. All materials for review must be included within the packet. College-level reviewers will be instructed to disregard external links to ensure fairness. 
· Do not list everything you have done over the reporting period. Focus on representative examples of excellence that demonstrate quality, impact, and significance.
· Do not rely on bare lists of titles, committees, workshops, etc. without explanation of the role, contribution, or impact. 
· Do not repeat the same activity across multiple sections—choose the best fit and cross-reference as needed. 
· Do not assume evaluators will infer significance. Explain why something matters. 

2. Curriculum Vitae (CV)
Purpose: The CV is a comprehensive, chronological record of the candidate’s academic and professional accomplishments. It provides a record of sustained activity. It should document the breadth, continuity, and trajectory of professional work. Reviewers use the CV in combination with other materials to evaluate the duration and consistency of contributions, growth in responsibility, distribution of effort across functional areas, and professional engagement. 

Directions: The candidate should provide a complete and current CV that documents appointment history, education and credentials, scholarly activity, service, and awards and recognition. 

3. Reflective Essay (≤ 5 pages)
Purpose: The reflective essay provides the candidate with an opportunity to describe the trajectory of their professional career, explain the significance of their accomplishments, and place their body of work in context. It explains how those accomplishments demonstrate excellence relative to the candidate's assigned responsibilities and the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria.

A strong reflective essay synthesizes accomplishments across functional areas into a coherent narrative that highlights the candidate's most significant contributions, their impact on students, the discipline, the unit, college, university, and/or broader community, and their continued professional growth. The essay should emphasize outcomes and impact rather than simply describe activities, drawing connections among the evidence presented throughout the promotion packet.

The essay should also articulate the candidate's professional approach or philosophy, describe how their work has evolved over time, explain how their accomplishments align with their assigned functional areas, and outline goals and plans for continued growth and future contributions. 

Directions: Candidates include a reflective essay that is not longer than 5 pages. 

4. Academic Portfolio (≤ 80 pages)
Purpose: The academic portfolio documents scholarly practice, outcomes, and impact. The portfolio contains curated evidence showing how the candidate’s work is performed and what results from it. It is not a repository of everything produced during the reporting period. Rather, it is a selected set of annotated exemplars that substantiate the claims made in the Reflective Essay and the Form on Progress and Excellence. Annotated exemplars can include individual efforts as well as collaborative efforts. The candidate’s role in collaborative efforts should be made clear.

The portfolio should be built around these annotated exemplars – carefully chosen artifacts from the candidate’s practice accompanied by reflective commentary. An artifact alone (e.g. syllabus, advising note) tells reviewers little. An annotated exemplar has three parts: 
1. The artifact or representative excerpt (anonymized as appropriate), clearly labeled with context 
2. An annotation (~1-2 paragraphs) explaining what the artifact demonstrates about the candidate’s practice, the reasoning behind the choices, and the outcomes or impact
3. A connection to the criteria: an explicit link to the relevant college Core and Distinguishing Criteria the exemplar is meant to address

The required portfolio components differ across functional areas because the nature of the evidence differs. The portfolio is intended to provide evidence that reviewers cannot readily obtain elsewhere in the promotion packet. Practice-based functional areas, such as teaching and advising, rely on representative examples that illustrate professional practice and its impact because reviewers cannot directly observe the candidate's teaching or advising. In contrast, research contributions are documented through scholarly products that are often already included elsewhere in the promotion packet. Portfolio expectations are therefore tailored to provide reviewers with the evidence needed for a holistic evaluation while minimizing unnecessary duplication.

Directions: Portfolios are limited to 80 pages. Do not include external links to materials—all materials for review must be included in the 80-page limit. The 80-page limit is a maximum, and not a requirement. Not all candidates will need the full 80 pages to demonstrate excellence relative to the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria. 

The portfolio should be structured for easy navigation by reviewers, including a table of contents. For each functional area presented, the portfolio should address quality, impact, and growth, not just volume. It should emphasize representative examples of excellence rather than a comprehensive documentation of all activities in the reporting period.

The portfolio should reflect the candidate’s assigned functional areas, with the emphasis and allocation of pages proportional to appointment percentage. A candidate with a single functional area should devote the portfolio to that area, while candidates with multiple functional areas should allocate space accordingly. Portfolio materials are required only for functional areas in which the candidate holds an appointment of 15% or greater.
 
[bookmark: _Toc411280706]


[bookmark: _Toc239326448]Academic Portfolio Components by Functional Area
The academic portfolio should be tailored to the candidate's assigned functional areas and appointment percentage. Because the nature of the evidence differs across functional areas, the required portfolio components also differ. The sections below describe the required components and provide guidance on selecting representative evidence that demonstrates excellence relative to the applicable Core and Distinguishing Criteria. 

Candidates are not expected to include materials for every functional area. Instead, the portfolio should contain evidence appropriate to the candidate's assigned functional areas and appointment percentage. Candidates should include portfolio materials only for functional areas in which they hold a 15% or greater appointment.

[bookmark: _Toc239326449]Teaching and Course-level Curriculum Development 
Candidates with a teaching and/or course-level curriculum development appointment should include the components described below as part of their portfolio. These two functional areas are addressed together because they share many of the same types of evidence that demonstrate Core and Distinguishing Criteria. For candidates whose curriculum development responsibilities are directly connected to or in support of classroom instruction, a single set of materials may be used to demonstrate excellence in both teaching and curriculum development, reflecting the integrated and overlapping nature of these roles.

The portfolio materials provide curated, evidence-based documentation of the candidate’s instructional and/or course-level curriculum development practices and their impact on student learning. This portion of the academic portfolio demonstrates how course design, instructional strategies, assessment, and curricular development align with stated learning goals and reflect continuous improvement and sustained effectiveness. It also addresses how the candidate works to create an inclusive classroom environment that supports the learning of all students. 

· Overall Context Statement (required): Include a ≤1-page statement generally describing appointment percentage, courses taught and level, typical teaching load including enrollment and number of sections, instructional format (lecture, lab, recitation, online, hybrid), use of teaching teams (GTAs, ULAs, co-instructors), whether courses are coordinated or individually designed, and degree of curricular control over course content and assessments. The statement is meant to orient reviewers, including external letter writers who will not have access to the Form on Progress and Excellence. 

· Peer Observation (required): At least one peer observation is expected during the reporting period. There is no required format for the observation or report, but the evaluation should focus on the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for classroom instruction. The peer observation report should include a brief description of the instructional context, as well as information about the reviewer and their qualifications to evaluate the candidate's teaching.

· Teaching and/or Course-level Curriculum Narrative (required): The narrative demonstrates a candidate’s approach to instruction and/or course-level curriculum development and how they use reflection to guide their practice. The required elements are aligned with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for classroom instruction and course-level curriculum development. Candidates explore at least one learning goal or objective from a course, providing insight on instructional activities, approaches to assessment, and how assessment results guided refinements. As space permits, candidates may consider completing this exercise for more than one learning goal or objective, particularly when teaching or curriculum development efforts span different course types or instructional contexts, to provide a more comprehensive representation of their practice. 

Candidates may present the teaching narrative as a cohesive essay or by responding to each item separately. Artifacts such as instructional activities, assessments, and examples of student work should be included as part of the teaching narrative. This overall structure is directly aligned with the relevant Core and Distinguishing Criteria. 

· Learning goal/objective: What is the learning goal/objective that you will use to demonstrate teaching excellence? Explicitly state the knowledge that students are expected to acquire and how they are expected to use that knowledge (e.g., develop or use a model to make a prediction, analyze and/or interpret data, explain a phenomenon, evaluate information). How does the learning goal/objective fit in with your overall goals for the course, the broader curriculum the course is part of, and the discipline?

· Instructional Activities: In what ways do you engage students in learning related to achieving this learning goal/objective? In other words, what do you do to help students learn the content, scientific or mathematical practices, and/or skills related to this objective? What do the students do? Include annotated examples of materials (e.g., activities; homework; report or paper; oral or poster presentation). 

· Assessment: How do you assess students’ progress and achievement on this learning goal/objective? Assessments may be formative or summative, low- or high-stakes (e.g., clicker questions, activities during class, recitation, or laboratory, quizzes, exams, papers, homework, oral/poster presentations, etc.). In other words, how do you measure students’ performance on this objective? Include annotated examples of assessments.

· Evidence of Student Learning: To what extent did students achieve the learning objective or goal? What did the assessment results reveal about the student learning? Provide a summary of student achievement, assessment results, and include examples of deidentified student work. 

· Reflection: Based on the assessment results, reflect on your teaching practice. How have you or how will you change the instructional approach to promote student learning? Reflection should demonstrate intentional, evidence-informed growth rather than simply describing events. The emphasis is on continuous improvement.

· Other Examples of Excellence: Additional examples of excellence may be included and should follow the expectations for annotated exemplars described previously so that reviewers understand the significance of the work and how it connects to the applicable promotion criteria.

Depending on the context and accompanying annotation, the examples below may provide evidence supporting the Core Criteria, the Distinguishing Criteria, or both.

Examples that support the Core Criteria: 
· Course materials, including activities, assignments, and projects
· Deidentified examples of student work
· Evidence of instructional approaches that create a positive classroom environment 
· Results of student surveys beyond SIRS or SPLS, such as mid-semester and end-of-semester surveys, and a reflection on how those surveys demonstrated effectiveness and/or informed improvements 
· Efforts to improve accessibility 
· Collaborative development or instructional and curricular materials, for those with curriculum coordination responsibilities
· Teaching team trainings or discussions that support coherence and consistency, for those with curriculum coordination responsibilities 
· Participation in professional development and description of its impact on practice

Examples that support the Distinguishing Criteria may include: 
· Significant reform or redesign efforts
· Teaching or curricular innovations 
· Instructional approaches that create active, learner-centered classrooms.
· Contributions to professional development of others
· Evidence of dissemination of instructional approaches or pedagogical advancements
· Awards earned at the unit, college, university, or national level



[bookmark: _Toc239326450]Program-Level Curriculum Development
The portfolio for program-level curriculum development should provide curated, evidence-based documentation of the candidate's contributions to the design, implementation, assessment, and continuous improvement of academic programs. It demonstrates how the candidate uses evidence to strengthen curriculum, improve student learning, and advance program quality. The portfolio should also illustrate the candidate's role in collaborative curriculum development and leadership across courses, programs, or academic units. 

· Overall Context Statement (required): Include a 1-page statement describing appointment percentage, scope of curriculum responsibilities (degree program, certificate, concentration, multi-course sequence, etc.), role in curriculum governance, committee responsibilities, collaborators, accreditation or assessment responsibilities, and degree of authority for curricular decision-making. The statement is intended to orient reviewers, including external letter writers who will not have access to the Form on Progress and Excellence.

· Curriculum Leadership Case Study (required): The Curriculum Leadership Case Study demonstrates the candidate's approach to curriculum planning, implementation, assessment, and continuous improvement. The required elements are aligned with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for curriculum development. Candidates should present at least one substantial curriculum initiative. Additional case studies may be included, as space permits. The case study may be presented in essay format or by responding to each section below. Possible questions are included for each section. Annotated artifacts should be included throughout.

· Context: Describe the curricular context. 
· What curricular need, opportunity, or challenge prompted the work?
· What was your role?
· What collaborators were involved?
· What unit, college, university, and/or disciplinary expectations influenced the work?

· Curriculum Goals: Describe the goals of the curriculum initiative.
· What changes or improvements were you trying to achieve?
· How did the goals support student learning, program quality, accessibility, or strategic priorities?
· How did the work align with program outcomes?

· Implementation and Outcomes: Describe how the curriculum initiative or effort was developed and implemented and the overall outcomes. Include annotated examples of materials (e.g., curriculum maps, assessment plans or reports, revised learning outcomes, committee reports, program review materials, new course proposals). 
· What was the structure of the curriculum effort? 
· How did the initiative advance student learning, growth, and success? 
· What evidence informed the decisions?
· How was the effort implemented and assessed? 
· What were the outcomes?

· Reflection and Refinement: Based on this case, reflect on your approach to program-level curriculum development. Reflection should demonstrate intentional, evidence-informed growth rather than simply describing events. The emphasis is on growth and continuous improvement.
· What evidence did you use to determine whether the initiative was successful?
· What was successful? 
· What challenges emerged?
· What did you learn and how has the experience informed your approach to program-level curriculum development? 

· Other Examples of Excellence: Additional examples of excellence may be included and should follow the expectations for annotated exemplars described previously so that reviewers understand the context and significance of the work and how it connects to the applicable promotion criteria.

Depending on the context and accompanying annotation, the examples below may provide evidence supporting the Core Criteria, the Distinguishing Criteria, or both.

Examples that may support the Core Criteria include:
· Curriculum maps
· Assessment plans and/or reports
· Materials and resources that support program-level initiatives 
· Revised learning outcomes
· Program review documentation
· Curriculum committee reports
· New course, program, and/or certificate proposals
· Accreditation documentation
· Participation in professional development and description of its impact on practice

Examples that may support the Distinguishing Criteria include:
· Leadership of major curriculum redesigns
· Development of new degree programs, certificates, concentrations, or minors
· Cross-unit curriculum initiatives
· Dissemination of curriculum innovations
· Presentations or publications on curriculum development
· Grants supporting curriculum innovation
· Mentoring colleagues in curriculum development
· Awards earned at the unit, college, university, or national level

[bookmark: _Toc239326451]Research 
Unlike teaching, advising, outreach, curriculum development, and administration, research accomplishments are primarily documented through scholarly products that are already included elsewhere in the promotion packet, including the CV, reflective essay, Form on Progress and Excellence, external review letters, and evidence of publications, presentations, and funded research. Consequently, practice-based portfolio components like the Teaching Narrative or Outreach Case Study are generally not applicable to documenting research accomplishments. 

Candidates may, however, include additional annotated materials when they provide evidence of quality, significance, impact, or scholarly leadership that is not otherwise apparent from the promotion packet. Such materials should complement, rather than duplicate, the evidence presented elsewhere.

Examples may include:
· Research statement that expands upon the required reflective essay 
· Representative excerpts from scholarly or creative works
· Presentations or workshops emanating from research 
· Evidence of interdisciplinary or collaborative contributions
· Documentation of research translation or broader impacts
· Research products and/or context not adequately represented in the CV (e.g., software, databases, exhibits, technical standards, patents, educational resources)
· Summaries of large collaborative projects that clarify the candidate's intellectual contributions
· Evidence demonstrating the impact of scholarly work beyond traditional publications


[bookmark: _Toc239326452][bookmark: _Toc508430305]Academic Advising 
The portfolio for academic advising should provide curated, evidence-based documentation of the candidate’s advising practice and its impact on student progression and success. It demonstrates how advising strategies, decision-making, and interventions align with student developmental needs and unit goals, when available. The portfolio enables reviewers to evaluate not only the scope of advising responsibilities, but the effectiveness, intentionality, and sustained impact of the advisor’s work. 

· Overall Context Statement (required): Include a ≤1-page statement generally describing appointment percentage, advising population (majors, pre-professional students, probationary students, etc.), approximate advising load and advisor-to-student ratio, types of advising responsibilities (degree planning, career planning, interventions, program coordination, etc.), modalities used (appointments, drop-ins, virtual, group advising, outreach campaigns), role in advising structure (primary advisor, lead advisor, coordinator, program director). The statement is meant to orient reviewers, including external letter writers who will not have access to the Form on Progress and Excellence. 

· Advising Case Studies (required): The Advising Case Study is used to demonstrate a candidate’s approach to academic advising and how they use reflection and evidence to guide their advising practice. The required elements are aligned with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for academic advising. The case study should provide insight into advising strategies, assessment of student progress, and how outcomes informed refinements in advising practice. At least two case studies are expected with one focused on a student navigating a significant academic barrier. Candidates may present the case study as a cohesive essay or by responding to each item separately. Artifacts should be included as part of the case study (e.g., advising notes, curriculum guides or planning documents, resources, websites). 

· Context: Describe the context in which the advising occurred. Include anonymized Academic Progress Plan (APP), Electronic Student Academic Folder (ESAF) notes, and/or email correspondence as part of the context. Be sure to remove all identifying information. Collectively the description and artifacts should address the following questions.
· What are the general characteristics of the student? 
· What prompted the student to connect with an advisor for help? 
· What academic, professional, or personal challenges or decisions were involved?

· Advising Goals: Articulate the primary goal(s) of the advising interaction based on the context described above. What did you hope the student would understand, decide, accomplish, or be able to do as a result of your advising? Explain how the advising goals aligned with the student's needs.

· Implementation and Outcome: Describe how you guided and supported the student and the outcome of your efforts. Include any additional artifacts used in the process (e.g. curriculum guides, planning documents, presentations). 
· How did you structure the advising interaction?
· What questions, tools, or data informed the plan? 
· How did you help the student interpret degree requirements, policies, or experiential pathways?
· What resources were recommended to the student? 
· What role did the student play in constructing the plan?
· What was the outcome of the advising? 

· Reflection and Refinement: Based on this case, reflect on your advising practice. Reflection should demonstrate intentional, evidence-informed growth rather than simply describing events. The emphasis is on continuous improvement. 
· What evidence (qualitative or quantitative) did you use to determine if your approach was effective? 
· What challenges emerged?
· What did you learn about student planning, motivation, or barriers and how did the experience inform your approach to advising? 

· Other Examples of Excellence: Additional examples of excellence may be included and should follow the expectations for annotated exemplars described previously so that reviewers understand the significance of the work and how it connects to the applicable promotion criteria.

Depending on the context and accompanying annotation, the examples below may provide evidence supporting the Core Criteria, the Distinguishing Criteria, or both.

Examples that support the Core Criteria: 
· Statement of advising philosophy
· Advising communications and proactive outreach
· Advising tools such as curriculum guides, goal setting worksheets, and planning templates
· Workshops, group advising sessions, New Student Orientation programming, or other advising-related educational activities 
· Website development, revision, or additions that improve student access to information
· Student feedback on advising and/or programming
· Data collection and analysis on student outcomes (deidentified) 
· Participation in professional development and description of how it informed or improved advising practice

Examples that support the Distinguishing Criteria: 
· Leadership in unit, college, and/or university initiatives to improve academic advising and student success
· Contributions to the professional development of advisors or other colleagues
· Presentations, publications, assessment projects, or other scholarly or creative work related to academic advising, student development, or student success
· Development of advising resources, tools, or systems adopted beyond the candidate's immediate advising responsibilities
· Advising awards or other formal recognition earned at the unit, college, university, regional, or national level
[bookmark: _Toc1176421954]

[bookmark: _Toc239326453]Administration 
The portfolio for administration should provide curated, evidence-based documentation of the candidate's administrative leadership and impact on the unit, college, and university. It demonstrates how the candidate plans, implements, evaluates, and continuously improves administrative initiatives while effectively managing personnel, resources, and organizational priorities. The portfolio should also illustrate how the candidate's leadership advances the mission and strategic priorities of the unit, college, and university. 

· Overall Context Statement (required): Include a 1-page statement describing appointment percentage, administrative role(s), reporting structure, scope of responsibilities, personnel supervision, budget and resource oversight, major programs or operational areas, committee responsibilities, available administrative support, and the candidate's role in decision-making. The statement is intended to orient reviewers, including external letter writers who will not have access to the Form on Progress and Excellence.

· Administrative Leadership Case Study (required): The Administrative Leadership Case Study demonstrates the candidate's approach to administrative leadership and how they use evidence and reflection to guide their administrative practice. The required elements are aligned with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for Administration. Candidates should present at least one substantial administrative initiative, challenge, or area of responsibility that illustrates their leadership and impact. Additional case studies may be included, as space permits, particularly when administrative responsibilities span multiple areas. The case study may be presented as a cohesive narrative or by responding to each section below. Annotated artifacts should be included throughout.

· Context: Describe the administrative context in which the work occurred.
· What was the organizational context or need?
· What were your assigned responsibilities?
· Who was involved and/or impacted?
· What institutional opportunities, constraints, or resources influenced the work?

· Administrative Goals: Articulate the primary goals of the administrative effort based on the context described above.
· What outcomes were you working toward?
· How did these goals align with unit, college, and/or university priorities?
· How did the goals support the mission and strategic direction of the organization?

· Implementation and Outcomes: Describe how you planned, implemented, and evaluated the administrative effort. Include annotated artifacts as appropriate (e.g., strategic plans, assessment reports, communications, policies, organizational documents, meeting materials, dashboards, budget summaries, or other representative materials). Possible questions to address include:
· How did you engage faculty, academic staff, support staff, students, or other interested parties?
· What strategies informed your decisions?
· How did you allocate or manage personnel, financial, or physical resources?
· What evidence or data informed your decision-making?
· What outcomes resulted from the effort?

· Reflection and Refinement: Reflect on your administrative practice and approach. Reflection should demonstrate intentional, evidence-informed growth rather than simply describing events. The emphasis is on continuous improvement.
· What evidence did you use to determine if the initiative was successful?
· What aspects of your leadership approach were most effective?
· What challenges emerged during implementation?
· What did you learn, and how has this informed your subsequent administrative practice?

· Other Examples of Excellence: Additional examples of excellence may be included and should follow the expectations for annotated exemplars described previously so that reviewers understand the significance of the work and how it connects to the applicable promotion criteria.

Depending on the context and accompanying annotation, the examples below may provide evidence supporting the Core Criteria, the Distinguishing Criteria, or both.

Examples that support the Core Criteria:
· Strategic plans, annual reports, or assessment reports
· Policies, procedures, or operational guidelines developed or revised
· Budget planning or resource allocation documents
· Personnel management processes or supervisory materials (with appropriate confidentiality protections)
· Organizational communications
· Committee leadership or governance activities
· Assessment tools used to guide decision-making
· Participation in professional development and descriptions of how it informed or improved administrative practice

Examples that support the Distinguishing Criteria:
· Documentation of transformative initiatives or organizational improvements
· Evidence of innovative administrative practices or data-informed decision-making
· Development of cross-unit or external partnerships
· Leadership development or mentoring of current or emerging administrators
· Presentations, publications, or invited workshops related to administrative leadership
· Grants or external resources secured to support administrative initiatives
· Awards or other formal recognition for administrative leadership

[bookmark: _Toc239326454]Outreach
The portfolio for outreach should provide curated, evidence-based documentation of the candidate's outreach activities and their impact on external partners, communities, and organizations. It demonstrates how scholarly or professional expertise is applied to address identified needs, foster collaborative partnerships, and advance the mission of the university. The portfolio should also illustrate how the candidate evaluates and refines outreach efforts over time. 

· Overall Context Statement (required): Include a ≤1-page statement generally describing appointment percentage, primary outreach responsibilities, intended audiences or communities served, geographic scope (local, regional, statewide, national, international), major partnerships, relationship of outreach to other assigned functional areas, available institutional support, and the candidate's role in planning, implementing, and evaluating outreach activities. The statement is intended to orient reviewers, including external letter writers who will not have access to the Form on Progress and Excellence.

· Outreach Case Study (required): The Outreach Case Study demonstrates the candidate's approach to designing, implementing, evaluating, and improving outreach activities. The required elements are aligned with the Core and Distinguishing Criteria for outreach. Candidates should present at least one substantial outreach initiative. Additional case studies may be included, as space permits, particularly when outreach responsibilities span different audiences or types of engagement. Candidates may present the case study as a cohesive narrative or organize it by responding to each section below. Annotated artifacts should be included throughout.

· Context: Describe the outreach activity or initiative by addressing the following questions. 
· Who were the intended partners, audiences, or communities?
· What need or opportunity prompted the outreach?
· What role did you play?
· What organizational, institutional, or community context influenced the work?

· Outreach Goals: Describe the overall goals for the outreach effort. 
· What outcomes were you seeking? 
· How did those goals align with community needs, disciplinary expertise, and unit, college, or university priorities? 

· Implementation and Outcomes: Describe how the outreach effort was developed and implemented and the overall outcomes of the effort. Include annotated examples of materials (e.g., educational resources, workshop materials, websites, public presentations, reports, communication materials, evaluation instruments). 
· How were community or partner needs identified?
· How did you engage collaborators or community partners?
· What strategies or resources were used?
· How did the outreach reflect evidence-based or discipline-informed practices?
· What outcomes or impacts resulted?

· Reflection and Refinement: Based on this case, reflect on your approach to outreach. Reflection should demonstrate intentional, evidence-informed growth rather than simply describing events. The emphasis is on growth and continuous improvement.
· What evidence did you use to evaluate success?
· What feedback did you receive from partners or participants?
· What did you learn?
· How has this experience informed subsequent outreach activities or plans?

· Other Examples of Excellence: Additional examples of excellence may be included and should follow the expectations for annotated exemplars described previously so that reviewers understand the context and significance of the work and how it connects to the applicable promotion criteria.

Depending on the context and accompanying annotation, the examples below may provide evidence supporting the Core Criteria, the Distinguishing Criteria, or both.

Examples that may support the Core Criteria include:
· Outreach philosophy or statement of approach
· Educational materials, workshops, presentations, or public programming
· Communication materials developed for external audiences
· Community needs assessments or partner feedback
· Evaluation reports demonstrating participant outcomes
· Collaborative planning with community partners
· Participation in outreach-related professional development and descriptions of how it informed practice

Examples that may support the Distinguishing Criteria include:
· Evidence of sustained community partnerships
· Outreach programs adopted by schools, community organizations, agencies, or professional organizations
· Public-facing reports, policy briefs, educational resources, exhibitions, or toolkits
· Outreach-related presentations or publications
· Assessment demonstrating broader community or societal impact
· Leadership of outreach initiatives, committees, or professional organizations
· Mentoring colleagues or students engaged in outreach
· Grants, contracts, or sponsorships supporting outreach
· Awards or formal recognition for outreach excellence
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