
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT THE NEW 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA TENURE & PROMOTION GUIDELINES 

 
How were the new guidelines developed? 
 
An ad hoc committee was formed in the spring term of 2013 by the USF Faculty Senate (Tampa) 
in consultation with the Provost to revise the tenure and promotion guidelines that had been in 
effect since 1998. Members of that committee are shown at the end of this document as 
Appendix A. The committee worked over the course of the next year to develop a draft 
document that was circulated widely; two “readings” of the document were held with the 
Faculty Senate, and several town hall-style meetings were held to discussion issues related to 
the committee’s work. A number of changes were made in response to comments received, 
and the document was approved by the USF Faculty Senate Executive Committee on December 
4, 2013, following preliminary approval by the full Senate on November 13, 2013 for submission 
to the Provost. After further review and minor adjustments by the Provost and faculty senate 
leaders, a final version was given approval on July 15, 2014. 
 
Why there was the need for new guidelines? 
 
The previous guidelines had been in place since 1998. Over the years, some of the procedures 
and terms in that document became obsolete, and did not reflect the evolution of the 
university since that time. The new guidelines were crafted to recognize current activities and 
opportunities that allow faculty members to establish a successful career at the University of 
South Florida.  
 
When do the new guidelines go into effect? 
 
The guidelines were approved on July 15, 2014. In accordance with provisions in the USF-UFF 
Collective Bargaining Agreement, the guidelines officially take effect on July 15, 2015 – one year 
after their administrative approval. However, to allow sufficient time for adjustment, the first 
group whose tenure and promotion process must be conducted under the auspices of the new 
guidelines will be those considered in the 2018-2019 academic year. Effectively, this means 
those who submit their tenure or promotion application in Fall, 2018 will be evaluated under 
the new guidelines. Accordingly, those undergoing mid-tenure review in Spring, 2016 will have 
their process aligned with the new guidelines. It will be stressed to all of those involved in the 
mid-tenure review process that this first group will have only recently come under the auspices 
of new departmental or college guidelines and that should be taken into consideration in their 
assessments. Candid feedback on progress toward a successful tenure application in Fall, 2018 
is expected to be given.   
 
I’m scheduled to be considered for tenure or promotion before Fall, 2018. Can I be considered 
under the new guidelines ahead of then?  
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The USF-UFF Collective Bargaining Agreement allows faculty to request consideration under 
new guidelines before they are officially in place. This requires that a request be issued a 
minimum of 30 days in advance of the date on which materials would be due. A caveat: this 
request could be difficult to accommodate for Fall, 2015 because the changeover in format 
(form) by which tenure/promotion materials are submitted may not be ready for full 
implementation (see next question).   
 
Procedurally, what will be the major changes associated with the new guidelines? 
 
The main difference in process from a candidate’s perspective will be that, beginning in Fall, 
2018, a different tenure and promotion application form will be used. That form is currently 
under construction. Also, the intent is to have the process largely automated via an electronic 
platform; that development is also currently in planning stages. 
 
Substantively, what are the major changes associated with the new guidelines?  
 
An outline of these prepared by the chair of the ad hoc senate committee is included with this 
document as Appendix B.  
 
What new standards for tenure or promotion are contained in the guidelines?  
 
Importantly, the guidelines do not specify standards for and tenure and/or promotion. Instead, 
it is emphasized that departments, working with their colleges, should review their existing 
standards to be sure that they are, within reason, clear in their expectations and in keeping 
with the contemporary positioning of USF as a research intensive university. The guidelines 
strongly encourage departments to concretely make a case for why their standards have been 
met by tenure and promotion candidates. 
 
I have heard that the guidelines encourage taking into consideration some atypical aspects of 
the traditional tenure/promotion portfolio. What are these? 
 
The ad hoc committee that revised the guidelines went to great lengths to discuss and to 
articulate the position that academic excellence can take many different forms and can be 
manifested in many different ways. In particular, there is an explicit call to take into account, to 
the degree appropriate to the departmental mission, a faculty member’s contribution to the 
areas of globalization, community engagement, and interdisciplinary inquiry. Importantly, effort 
in these areas do not constitute a novel pathway to tenure, but is viewed as a contribution to 
academic excellence in addition to the kinds of activities and venues that have traditionally 
been considered within the categories of teaching, research, and service. When applicable, 
departments should specify as part of their tenure criteria what constitutes excellence in those 
areas and how it might be measured. To emphasize, such decisions lie at the departmental 
level, in consultation with their colleges, and should be supported by methods that allow for a 
rigorous assessment of a faculty member’s contributions. 
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Are any of the provisions of the new guidelines subject to bargaining with the United Faculty 
of Florida?  
 
To the extent that any new procedures explicitly depart from existing Collective Bargaining 
Agreement articles, they are subject to negotiation in upcoming bargaining sessions.  
 
What changes will be required at the departmental and college levels? 
 
Departments and colleges have been charged with reviewing their existing tenure and 
promotion governance documents to ensure that they are in keeping with the new guidelines. 
When completed, the revised documents will be reviewed by the Dean’s offices of each College 
to ensure compatibility with College guidelines, and by the Office of the Provost for legal 
compliances.   



APPENDIX A.  Members of the USF Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on the Review and Revision of 
   Tenure and Promotion Guidelines 
 
Name                                  College                       Title                            Home Department                            Comm. Role  
Norma Alcantar                Engineering               Associate Prof           Chem & Biomed Engineering          Senator 
Elizabeth Bell                    Arts & Sciences         Associate Dean         Women's & Gender Studies            Ex officio 
Valerie Harwood              Arts & Sciences         Professor                    Integrative Biology                           Senator 
David Himmelgreen         Arts & Sciences         Professor                   Anthropology                                     Senator 
Philip Levy                         Arts & Sciences         Associate Prof           History                                                 Senator 
William Marshall              Medicine                    Associate Prof           Psychiatry & Surgery                        Senator 
Steve Permuth                  Education                  Professor                    College of Education                        Senator 
Donna Petersen                Public Health            Dean                            Global Health                                    Ex officio 
Andreas Seyfang               Medicine                   Assistant Prof             Molecular Medicine                         Senator 
Dwayne Smith                   Provost’s Office       Sr Vice Provost           Criminology        Ex officio 
Christopher Steele           The Arts                     Professor                     Theatre & Dance                              Senator 
Gregory Teague (Chair)   Beh & Com Sci          Associate Prof            Mental Health Law & Policy           Senator 
Graham Tobin                   Provost’s Office        Vice Provost               Geosciences                                     Ex officio 
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APPENDIX B.  Summary of Major Changes Reflected in the New Tenure & Promotion Guidelines  
 
Basic enhancements & refinements to guidelines 
 
General 

• Wider range of detail in describing activities of teaching, scholarship, & service  
 – E.g., including recognition of wider contexts and forms of teaching and scholarship & 

creative activity 
  - Modes & settings for teaching 
  - Variations in venues for scholarship & sources of evidence 
 – Teaching grounded in student learning 
 – Applied fields: consider impact on field and practice 
 – Differentiation of community-engaged scholarship and service 

 
Criteria 

• Expectation of explicitness in department & college guidelines 
 – Performance standards & criteria 
 – Evaluation methods & measures to be used 
 – Balance between quality & quantity 
• Qualitative and quantitative; could be exemplary patterns, not just algorithms 
• Explicit consideration of contemporary practice in department & college documents 
 – Community & global engagement, interdisciplinary & collaborative work 
 – These activities are neither universally mandated nor necessarily preferred, but should be 

recognized 
 
Procedures 

• Expectations for diligence at each level 
 – Evaluating & presenting evidence 
 – Conducting independent review 
 – Making a well-grounded, compelling case 
• Annual faculty evaluations 
 – Report of progress toward next level 
• Letters: Some representation of aspirational peer institutions, etc. when feasible 
• Greater procedural standardization across units 
 – Reviews @ dept. committee, dept. faculty, chair, college, committee, dean 
 
 
Substantial / novel changes introduced 
 
• Length of probationary period 
 – Colleges set length independently 
 – Candidates may apply when they have clearly met criteria 
• USF-level committees  
 – Advisory to Provost & SVP/USF-H respectively (not another level of review) 
 – Details of scope/responsibility to be defined 
• Letters from external reviewers  
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 – Option for redacted names 
• More comprehensive post-tenure review for Associate Professors 
• Performance expectations 
 – New language for research & teaching 
   - Direct reference to local, explicit criteria for excellence, not ratings 
   - Ratings removed from the process (ratings are redundant if criteria are explicit) 
   - Excellence is expected in both teaching and research: rhetorical parity 
   - “Excellent” is not just a relabeling of “outstanding” 
   - Deans may request exceptions (e.g., for superb researcher/ mediocre teacher) 
 – Service: substantive for tenure, substantial for promotion to full 
 – Expectations should be sensitive to mission & assignment 
 


