University Handbook Proposed Changes
Section C31.5-31.8 – Chronic Low Achievement for Tenured Faculty Evaluation

C31.5 Chronic failure of a tenured faculty member to perform assigned professional duties ), eligible departmental faculty will have input into any decision on individual cases unless the faculty member requests otherwise. When a tenured faculty member's overall performance falls below the minimum-acceptable level, as indicated by the annual evaluation, the department or unit head/chair shall indicate so in writing to the faculty member. The department head/chair will also indicate, in writing, a suggested course of action to improve the performance of the faculty member. In subsequent annual evaluations, the faculty member will report on activities aimed at improving performance and any evidence of improvement. The names of faculty members who fail to meet minimum standards for the year following the department head's/chair's suggested course of action will be forwarded to the appropriate dean. If the faculty member has two successive evaluations or a total of three evaluations in any five-year period in which minimum standards are not met, then "dismissal for cause" will be considered at the discretion of the appropriate dean. undermines the effectiveness of the respective unit and potentially the university itself. Post-Tenure Review, conducted in accord with KBOR policy, is intended to identify opportunities that will allow faculty to reach their full potential for contributing to the university. See Appendix W. 
C31.6 Section C31.5 refers to the post-tenure review process which could lead to loss of tenure in unsatisfactory cases which should not be taken lightlyis about revocation of tenure in individual cases. Tenure is essential for the protection of the independence of the teaching and research faculty in institutions of higher learning in the United States. Decisions about revocation of tenure, especially if the grounds are professional incompetence, should not be exclusively controlled or determined by and should not be unduly influenced by single individuals without input from faculty. Moreover, "dismissal for cause" in cases of professional incompetence can only must be based on departmental guidelines about minimum-acceptable levels of performance that apply generally to all members of the department or unit and are distinct from individually determined annual goals. Consequently,  the post-tenure review policy establishes a departmental and faculty procedure for the decision about the revocation of tenuredismissal of tenured faculty for professional incompetence. . Guidelines concerning minimum acceptable  levels of productivity will vary considerably from unit to unit. Not only disciplinary differences but differences in philosophies of departmental administration are appropriate. What is not appropriate is the undue protection of non-contributing members of the faculty.  For this reason, a post-tenure review process that demonstrates faculty productivity is a best practice at institutions of higher learning.
[bookmark: 31.7]C31.7 Prior to the point at which "dismissal for cause" is considered under C31.5, other less drastic actions should have been taken. In most cases, the faculty member's deficient performance ("below expectations" or worse) in one or more areas of responsibility will have been noted in prior annual evaluations. At that point, the first responsibility of the head/chair of the department or unit is to determine explicitly whether the duties assigned to the faculty member have been equitable in the context of the distribution of duties within the unit and to correct any inequities affecting the faculty member under review. Second, the head/chair of the department or unit should have offered the types of assistance indicated in C30.3. Referral for still other forms of assistance (e.g., medical or psychological) may be warranted. Third, if the deficient performance continues in spite of these efforts and recommendations, an agreement for reallocation of time may be reached between the department head/chair and the faculty member, eliminating responsibilities in the area(s) of deficiency. Such reallocation can occur only if there are one or more areas of better performance in the faculty member's profile and if the reallocation is possible in the larger context of the department's or unit's mission, needs, and resources.
[bookmark: 31.8]C31.8 7 To help clarify the relationship between annual evaluations for merit, salary, and promotion and evaluations that could lead to unsatisfactory post-tenure review, the following recommendations are made:
a. Annual evaluations should be stated in terms of expectations. The categories should include at least the following: "exceeded expectations," "met expectations," “did not meet expectations.”
b. The department's or unit's guidelines for "minimum acceptable levels of productivity" “did not meet expectations” should clearly explain how the department or unit will determine when a tenured faculty member's low performance in one or more annual evaluations fails overall to meet the minimum acceptable level, a determination which will begin the process of deciding on a finding of chronic low achievement. "Overall" will reflect the common and dictionary meaning of "comprehensive." This determination may be based on any of the following or a combination thereof, but should be stated clearly how specific aspects of a faculty member’s activities may fail to meet expectations. Such explanations may include reference toto avoid ex post facto judgments:
1. A certain percentagePercentage of total responsibilities
2. Number of areas of responsibility
3. Weaknesses not balanced by strengths
4. Predetermined agreements with the faculty member about the relative importance of different areas of responsibility.

