
 
In alignment with the College of Health and Human Services (CHHS), the Department of Health 
Science (hereafter HSC) and its faculty are committed to providing high quality instruction, 
research and other scholarly and creative activities, and service to their constituents. 
Furthermore, HSC promotes continued professional growth of faculty in teaching, research and 
other scholarly and creative activities, and service to the university, profession, and the 
community. With these goals in mind, HSC establishes this policy for the evaluation of tenured 
and probationary faculty members eligible for reappointment, tenure, and promotion (RTP). 
Evaluation of faculty members at all levels of review shall take into consideration the diversity of 
expertise within HSC and recognize this diversity as a source of strength that enables the 
department to grow in stature.  



1.2.2 Decisions regarding RTP are among the most important made by our university 
community. RTP decisions must be clear, fair, and unbiased at all levels of review. 
Faculty member achievements may differ from those of colleagues yet still meet the 
standards for reappointment, tenure, or promotion. The RTP process must ensure that 
excellence will be rewarded and that faculty members who meet HSC, college, and 
university standards and expectations will have an opportunity for advancement.  
 
1.2.3 Faculty members shall be evaluated on the quality of their achievements and the 
impact of their contributions over the period of review in: 1) instruction and instructionally 
related activities; 2) RSCA; 3) service and engagement at the university, in the 
community, and in the profession. All faculty members will be evaluated on the basis of 
all three areas.  
 
1.2.4 This policy should not be construed as preventing innovation or adjustment in 
workload (with respect to teaching, RSCA, or service) based upon faculty member 
expertise and accomplishment; HSC and college needs; and university mission.  
 
1.2.5 All faculty members are expected to demonstrate positive qualities that reflect 
favorably on the individual, HSC, the college, and the university. These qualities include 
high standards of professional, collegial, and ethical behavior.  

 
1.3 Governing Documents  

 
1.3.1 In alignment with CHHS, HSC adopts this document pursuant to the mandate of 
the Section 3.5 of the university RTP Policy (Policy Statement 09-10) and in accordance 
with the CSU-



1.4.2 The HSC RTP Committee must objectively evaluate the candidate’s file according 
to the standards set forth in this RTP Policy based on the required and supplemental 
documentation provided in the candidates file (section 2.0). The HSC RTP Committee 
must assess the candidate’s qualifications for advancement based on demonstration of 
meeting or exceeding standards across all three areas of evaluation. 

 
1.5 Standards  

Recommendations from the HSC RTP Committee, and the HSC chair (if submitted), 
shall evaluate evidence of a candidate's strengths and weaknesses associated with 
each of the established HSC standards, not just merely restate or summarize the 
candidate’s narrative. Evaluation(s) shall include an analysis of the candidate's role, 
performance, and achievement within HSC. Evaluation(s) of a candidate’s record must 
be guided by the principle that the higher the academic rank, the greater the expectation 
for demonstrated excellence in teaching, scholarship, and service. HSC-specific 
standards are set forth in section 2.0 within each area of evaluation. 

 
1.6 Profiles of Academic Ranks  

RTP candidates shall be evaluated by applying HSC-specific criteria. Sections 5.0-5.5.2 
of both the university and college RTP policies profile the standards applicable to each 
academic rank. The HSC RTP policy applies these standards by using appropriate 
discipline-specific criteria which are delineated in in section 2.0 within each area of 
evaluation.  

 
1.7 Narrative  

In order to present their achievements in the most coherent intellectual and professional 
context, candidates are required to present a written narrative describing their work in 
each of the categories to be evaluated. The narrative is intended to serve as a guide to 
reviewers in understanding the faculty member’s professional achievements. 



any anomalies or other issues to clarify activities and achievements. Candidates are 
encouraged to submit additional documentation to supplement the required documentation to 
demonstrate exceptional quality in each area of evaluation. Candidates whose contributions and 
activities exceed minimum standards will be commended for supporting the excellence of 
CSULB programs and achieving the missions of the department, college and university. Given 
the university’s inclusive excellence priorities, diversity-related activities are highly valued. 
Diversity-related activities are defined as those that aim to improve the well-being and/or 
achievements of diverse and/or underserved groups (defined by the university, based on race, 
ethnicity, religion, gender identity, sexual orientation, ability, and/or age). When candidates 
clearly illustrate that their instructional, RSCA and service activities significantly surpass 
minimum standards, the review committee will highlight meritorious efforts by faculty that far 
exceeded minimum standards. 
 

2.1 Instruction and Instructionally Related Activities  
Faculty members are expected to demonstrate that they are effective teachers. Instruction 
and instructionally related activities include teaching and fostering learning inside and 
outside the traditional classroom. Candidate’s instruction and instructionally related activities 
will be evaluated in the following sub-



¶ Due to the interdisciplinary nature of the field, collaborative instructional activities are 
viewed favorably 

¶ Instructional activities that support inclusivity and diversity-focused learning are given 
more weight. 

 
2.1.1 Instructional Philosophy and Practice Effective teaching requires that faculty 
members reflect on their teaching practices and assess their impact on student learning. 
Thoughtful, deliberate efforts to improve instructional effectiveness that may result in 
adopting new teaching methodologies are expected of all faculty members. Effective 
teaching also requires that faculty members engage in professional development 
activities associated with classroom and non-classroom assignments. Teaching methods 
shall be consistent with course/curriculum goals and shall accommodate student 
differences. Instructional practices are expected to show the candidate’s ability to 
integrate innovative evidence-based educational strategies. 
 
A.1. Instructional philosophy for HSC faculty members should describe the candidate’s 

values and principles about teaching. Primary elements, not to exceed one page, 
should include 

¶ Description of what successful student learning entails and/or goals for student 
learning based on teaching values and principles 

¶ Methods used to achieve student learning 

¶ Approaches for effective student interaction that support their learning 
 
Required Documentation  
(1) Instructional philosophy section of narrative should include reflection on teaching 

practices and their impact on student learning. 
(2) Examples of how candidates have applied their teaching philosophy to instruction 

(e.g., examples in courses taught) and instructionally related activities.  
 
Evaluation Criteria for RTP Committee  
(1) Instructional philosophy includes all required elements 
(2) Demonstrated self-reflection 
(3) Demonstrated commitment to addressing multiple learning styles 
(4) At least three examples that illustrate effective application of philosophy are 

described in the narrative and are evident based on the documentation provided 
(5) Evidence of integrating innovative best practices in teaching must be present 
(6) Instructional philosophy and practices that significantly impact and support efforts 

to enhance health equity and support diversity should be evaluated more 
favorably.  

 
A.2. Efforts to improve instructional effectiveness and professional development: 

Thoughtful and deliberate actions that produce continuous improvement in teaching 
effectiveness are expected of all HSC faculty members. These activities promote 
ongoing lifelong learning and model this value for students. These actions may 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 



¶ Involvement in programs of the CSULB Faculty Center; teaching-development 
seminars or conferences sponsored by HSC, college, university or relevant 
professional organizations; and formal or informal pedagogical coaching and/or 
other activities which contribute to the development of improved teaching 
effectiveness.  

¶ Development of new curriculum, instructional programs or materials, including 
electronic or multimedia instructional software or new advising materials or 
programs.  

¶ Course revisions to support and/or enhance student learning, including strategies 
to support diverse students and integrate diversity issues into course content 

¶ Professional development activities that support teaching effectiveness such as 
learning techniques for new teaching modalities (e.g., online and hybrid 
instruction), how to improve teaching and mentoring of diverse students, learning 
new technology or software, etc. 

 
Required Documentation  
(1) Evidence of participation in professional development and other activities to 

improve instruction (examples of professional development activities attended to 
enhance teaching effectiveness) 

(2) Examples of curricular or course revision (e.g., multiple syllabi for the same 
course showing revisions), if applicable 

 
Evaluation Criteria for RTP Committee  
All evidence as well as clarifying narrative explanations should be considered in 
evaluation of meeting minimum standards. 
(1) Candidates engaged in appropriate and relevant activities to improve teaching 

effectiveness 
(2) Expectations differ depending on candidate’s rank as follows:  

¶ Candidates being evaluated for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor 
must have engaged in an average of at least two activities per year since 
their initial appointment 

¶ Candidates being evaluated for promotion to Full Professor must have 
engaged in an average of at least one activity for every year since their last 
promotion 

(3) Instructional improvement and professional development activities that 
significantly impact and support efforts to enhance health equity and support 
diversity should be evaluated more favorably.  

 
A.3. Alignment of instructional practices with course/curriculum goals and campus 

instructional policies is required of all HSC faculty members. Candidates must 
describe how their instructional activities align with curricular goals and policies. 
Alignment of instructional practices may be illustrated with materials such as, but not 
limited to: 

¶ Syllabi/learning contracts that include required instructional policy statements 

¶ Course/training lectures, handouts and resources 

¶ Course assignments 

¶ Course exams and other assessments 
 

Required Documentation  
(1) A complete list of teaching responsibilities for the review period in the PDS 



(2) Narrative should summarize other instructionally related activities, such as thesis 
committees, training workshops given, etc. (see section 2.1).  

(3) Course materials, such as syllabi, that clearly convey to students, in behavioral 
terms, the learning goals of the course and the relationship of the course to the 
major and/or to general education.  

(4) Syllabi and course materials that clearly communicate course requirements 
(including the semester schedule; assignments; and grading practices, 
standards, and criteria), as well as the purposes for which a course may be 
meaningful to students (e.g., preparation for further courses, graduate school, or 
employment; the intrinsic interest of the material; development of civic 
responsibilities and/or individual personal growth). HSC faculty members must 
submit a syllabus for every course taught during the review period (if multiple 
sections of the same course are taught and the syllabus does not differ across 
sections, only one syllabus needs to be submitted for the course). This may 
include some form of contract (such as a syllabus or a document outlining 
objectives, expectations and timeline) for non-traditional courses or instructional 
activities in which the faculty member supervises students, such as thesis, 
independent and directed studies.  

(5) Course materials, such as syllabi or assignments, clearly conveying to students, 
the relationship of the course to the major and/or to general education goals. 

(6) Evidence of up-to-date instructional methods and materials that are appropriate 
to the courses taught and foster student learning, such as application of 
innovative best practices including technological teaching methods related to 
virtual instruction, development of novel assignments that integrate learning 
across courses, flipped lectures, use of discussion boards, etc. 

 
Evaluation Criteria for RTP Committee  
(1) At minimum, all course syllabi must comply with the requirements of the current 

CHHS Standard Course Outline (SCO) to ensure alignment with current campus 
policies, such as accessibility standards. The absence of the SCO content in any 
course syllabus constitutes evidence that the course and, therefore, the 
instructor, may fail to meet the standards of excellence this RTP Policy is 
designed to facilitate.  

 (2) Syllabi may be further enhanced when they contain other types of information, 
such as: 

¶ The measurable learning goals of the course and the relationship of the 
course to the major; 

¶ Clearly articulated grading practices, standards, and criteria; 

¶ Instructional methods that are appropriate to the courses taught; and 

¶ Readings and assignments that are up-to-date (dates for readings should 
generally be within the past 5-10 years with exceptions for seminal papers; 
assignments should align with current behaviors and practices within the 
field), appropriate to the topic, and enhance student learning. In keeping 
with the mission of HSC, assigned readings from primary sources that 
support inclusivity and diversity, enhance the interdisciplinary and/or 
comparative nature of a course are particularly valued. 

(3) All instructional activities and related documentation submitted should be taken 
into account in the RTP committee’s evaluation of the candidate’s contributions 
to meeting instructional goals of HSC, CHHS and the university.  

 



2.1.2 Student Learning Outcomes Effective teaching requires that faculty members 
provide evidence of student learning. Instructional practices and course materials shall 
clearly convey to students expected student outcomes and learning goals. Assessment 
methods should align with instructional practices. Candidates may also describe any 
other evidence of student learning.  
 
B.1. The candidate must illustrate effectiveness of instructional practices and course 

materials in conveying learning goals and student outcomes. This includes preparing 
lessons and course materials that lead to students achieving intended learning 
outcomes for a course or other instructionally related activity. To this end, candidates 
are required to provide grade distributions and scores from items relevant to student 
learning on SPOT evaluations.  



¶ Student evaluations submitted by candidates for reappointment must 
evidence either continued improvement in median scores across time or 
median scores equal to or above 5 in over half of classes evaluated since 





college averages. A faculty member’s median scores on the teaching effectiveness 



evaluate the clarity, rigor, and currency of syllabi, assignments, and other course 
materials. 

 
Peer evaluations are not limited to HSC courses taught by the candidate. 
Candidates may request peer evaluation of courses taught for training programs 
(e.g., summer training program, learning community), guest lectures given in 
HSC courses or courses in other departments where the candidate presented 
content relevant to HSC.   
 
Ideally, a candidate will ask for peer evaluations for each course topic they teach, 
and such evaluations will be conducted by different colleagues who have the 
experience and expertise to provide critical review of their teaching effectiveness. 
This may include non-tenured faculty members as well as lecturers who have 



Faculty members are expected to make significant and ongoing contributions of substance 
in RSCA throughout their careers. All faculty members are expected to produce quality 
RSCA achievements that contribute to the advancement, application, or pedagogy of the 



¶ As the preceding do not provide an exhaustive list, HSC also considers activities 
that meet the following criteria as those that should be given RSCA credit: 
o Research products resulting from student thesis projects, such as completed 

final theses published by the university library, submitted and accepted 
conference abstracts and presentations as well as publications based on the 
thesis project; instruction of research courses that directly result in research 
dissemination products.  

o Research mentorship to students in the department, to students working in 
CSULB research centers, and to students in formal research training 
programs that result in research products, as described above.  

¶ Inclusivity and diversity focused RSCA that support achieving health equity and 
eliminate health disparities are viewed favorably. 

 
2.2.3 Dissemination of RSCA Consistent with university expectations of all faculty 
members, candidates for reappointment, tenure, and/or promotion are required to 
disseminate their research and other scholarly and creative activities to appropriate 
audiences through discipline-specific (or relevant interdisciplinary), peer reviewed 
publications and scholarly presentations.  
 

A.1. Peer reviewed work. Refereed articles that are accepted and published in public 
health journals, journals from related disciplines, and relevant electronic media 
(such as online journals) are all valued as scholarly contributions for the 
purposes of reappointment, tenure, and promotion. The quality of work is defined 
by its significance in one’s field of inquiry and necessarily requires such peer 
review to validate the work’s significance. Normally, the finished works will be 
published and/or presented in a respected venue consistent with accepted 
disciplinary standards. RSCA activities are expected to have significant impact 
on students and community. 

¶ Publication of scholarly and creative works in peer reviewed journals is 
required of all candidates at all levels of review.  

¶ All RTP candidates are expected to present their research at academic 
conferences and professional meetings relevant to the fields of health 
science, public health, community health, health 5(m)7(pa) 



pursuit of graduate training (e.g., undergraduates applying for master’s or 
doctoral programs, or master’s students applying to doctoral programs), 

¶ Community impact: community partner co-authorship on presentations/ 
publications, translation and dissemination of research to support 
community members’ health and well-being, scholarship used to provide 
community testimony on use of technical reports or consultation to 
address issues of public policy, expert review or letters about the quality 
and impact of applied work, and external evaluation of engaged 
scholarship. 

 
Evaluation Criteria for RTP Committee Evaluation of quality shall consider the 
importance of each achievement (e.g., the status of a journal, whether a research 
presentation is regional, national, or international in scope) and the faculty 
member’s contribution in the case of co-authored or other collaborative work. All 
evidence as well as clarifying narrative explanations should be considered in 
evaluation of meeting minimum standards. Impact of RSCA should also be 
evaluated using guidelines below. 
(1) High-quality work as judged by one’s peers should be based on assessment 

of the quality of the journal, the quality of the research published and the 
degree of the candidate’s contribution to the publication must always be 
considered when assessing the significance of any publication.   

¶ Authorship: First-authored and senior-authored (last author as principal 
investigator or lead researcher) works as well as works published with 
student collaborators, are evaluated most positively. Due to the 
collaborative nature the fields related HSC research, sole-authored 
works are less common and more difficult to complete, thus are also 
viewed quite favorably, but are not required. Second-authored works 
also indicate primary roles of the candidate and are viewed favorably. 
Absent unusual circumstances (such as using a unique methodology or 
participating in long-term grant research with other scholars, etc.), all 
Given the collaborative nature of the field, RTP candidates who 
contribute to multiple-authored and collaborative research projects and 
publication should be evaluated positively. 

¶ Journals: Must be peer-reviewed; metrics available for journal ranking 
(e.g., impact factor, usage metrics, etc.) should be evaluated; 
professional sponsorship or other affiliation status of the journal; status 
of the journal within the subfield (for open access journals, particularly 
those that require payment by the researcher, evidence of the journal 
credibility and peer-review standards should be identified; if a candidate 
publishes in a journal that requires payment for publication, the peer 
reviews for the publication must be submitted with the publication in the 
candidate file); status of the members of the journal editorial board 
within the subfield; inclusion of journal abstracts in relevant disciplinary 
abstracting services; and/or citations to the article. 

¶ Conference Presentations: Must be peer reviewed; the scope of the 
professional organization sponsoring the conference (i.e. international, 
national, regional, or local) should be taken into account. 

(2) The impact of scholarly works must always be taken into account when 
assessing the significance of any publication. Candidates must show 



evidence of impact of their peer review



(typically years four through six), faculty members should be publishing 
in refereed journals of recognized quality and stature. Candidates for 
tenure and promotion to Associate Professor should have published at 
least four scholarly articles in refereed venues. As in other evaluative 
areas, quality, however, is more important than quantity.  Exceeding 
these baseline expectations by publishing more than the expected 
quantity of quality scholarship shall be evaluated as constituting strong 
evidence of scholarly achievement.  

¶ Candidates for promotion to the rank of Professor are expected to have 
maintained their scholarly activity consistently, and to have 
demonstrated the ability to bring significant projects to fruition by having 
published them in peer-reviewed journals. Associate Professors seeking 
promotion to the rank of Professor are expected to have published one 
peer reviewed article for each year of service since the last promotion. 
Quantity does not substitute for quality. 

¶ Research products that significantly impact and support efforts to 
enhance health equity and support diversity should be evaluated 
favorably.  

 
A.2. Sponsored research. Procurement of RSCA funding can greatly enhance 

opportunities for engagement in significant scholarly activities and 
dissemination of research. Internal funding from the university and college are 
important strategies for supporting RSCA and developing grant writing skills that 
can facilitate obtaining external funding. Securing external sponsored research 
opportunities shall constitute a significantly enhancing criterion that is given 
extremely positive weight during the evaluation of an applicant’s scholarly 
activities. 

¶ Internal funding opportunities may include, but are not limited to, awards 
offered through the Office of Research and Sponsored Projects (e.g., 
RSCA, Mini Grants/Summer Stipends, Multidisciplinary Research Grants) 



applicant’s ability to otherwise be pursuing scholarly activities that do not 
require funding. Thus, during the entirety of the probationary period, merely 
applying for sponsored research opportunities is to be commended and 
supported. Candidates should not be penalized if their proposals are not 
funded, but rather should be encouraged to continue developing their grant 
writing skills. 

(3) While not required, candidates for promotion to full professor are 
encouraged to provide evidence of externally funded grants. 

(4) Funding that explicitly supports efforts to enhance health equity and support 
diversity should be evaluated more favorably.  

  
2.2.4 Advancement, application, or pedagogy of the discipline or interdisciplinary 
studies. Advances in the discipline are dependent on generating new information. 
Expanding one’s knowledge has the potential for improving the quality of education by 
introducing state-of-the-art methods for the field and keeping students abreast of current 
research findings specific to the discipline. 
  

B.1. All candidates are expected to contribute to the advancement, application, or 
pedagogy in health science, public health, community health, health education, and 
related fields or interdisciplinary studies. Candidates should demonstrate their 
contributions through various methods, such as, but not limited to: 

¶ Engaging in innovative and novel RSCA that increases the knowledge base 
of the field (e.g., new populations, new methodologies, new technology) 

¶ Building inter/trans/multidisciplinary collaborations that generate new and/or 
enhance the knowledge upon which the profession is based 

¶ The impact of RSCA on the discipline 
  

Required Documentation  
(1) Candidates should describe how their RSCA advances the field in the 

narrative 
(2) Products, letters or other evidence supporting the descriptions in the narrative



2.2.5 Other Evidence. Candidates are encouraged (but are not required) to submit any 
additional documentation that evidences quality RSCA as set forth above. If submitted 
by the candidate, the RTP Committee shall review such documentation and incorporate 
their assessment of it as part of their review of the candidate’s RSCA achievements.  
 

D.1. The following provides examples of other RSCA that may be included in the 
candidate’s file. While the list in not exhaustive, it is intended to provide the 
candidate and RTP Committee guidance in what activities strengthen the candidate’s 
RSCA portfolio. 

¶ Other forms of scholarly and creative activity (e.g., literature reviews, book 
reviews, article reviews, and invited research lectures) are valued and strengthen 
the candidate’s portfolio. These types of scholarly and creative activities alone 
are insufficient to meet the college and HSC RSCA standards required for 
favorable reappointment, tenure, and promotion decisions in the absence of 
other research conducted by the candidate. Examples may include: 
o Books, including textbooks, and book chapters provide illustrations of 

synthesizing research and scientific facts for academic and lay audiences 
which contribute to further development of the field. Thus, original (i.e., non-
edited) books that meaningfully advance theory, theoretically based scholarly 
writing may also constitute “research,” depending on the candidate’s area of 
expertise, even if it does not include the quantitative or qualitative 
examination of empirical data. 

o Invited research presentations (e.g., keynote speaker, panelist, etc) for 
colloquia series offered by the university, other institutions or professional 
organizations. 

o Design of community surveys, health interventions, and program evaluations 
o Committee work that supports dissemination and exposure to faculty 

research across the campus, particularly for students to learn about possible 
research opportunities. 

o Research products related to building or supporting community efforts to 
solve community issues, such as policy briefs, white papers, policy testimony. 

¶ Candidates may strengthen their required program of RSCA with editorial or 
reviewer assignments in recognized professional publications, including journals, 
newsletters, or electronic media; appointments to review panels for grants, 



 





¶ Participating in CHHS activities, including academic (e.g., convocation, 
commencement, roundtable events with community) and social events (e.g. 
meet the department); taking lead roles or assisting in organization of any of 
these activities is given more weight. 

 
A.3. University service: University service requires that candidates contribute 

significantly to the effective operation and growth of CSULB. Service to the 
university may include, but is not limited to, serving on university-level 
committees, engaging in activities that promote the reputation of and support the 
CSULB mission and strategic initiatives (e.g. Beach 2030) and supporting 
programs and their students in other colleges within the university. A non-
exhaustive list of possible activities includes: 

¶ Since face-to-face/virtual responsible conduct of research training workshops 
are offered to faculty and students across the university, service credit is 
given for providing these workshops; 

¶ Providing training workshops that are open to faculty and/or staff across the 
university; 

¶ Serving on university committees, such as IRB, University Awards; 
Committee; Assigned Time Committee, etc. as well as other committees on 
which the College invited the candidate to serve; 

¶ Holding elected or appointed office in or chairing university-wide 
committees, organizations or task forces; 

¶ Authoring documents, reports, and other materials pertinent to the 
university; 

 
A.4. Service to the Community: If a faculty member engages in service to the 

community, this service must directly involve the academic expertise of the 
faculty member such that he or she applies academic skills and experience to the 
solution of local, regional, national, or international issues. For any research-
related projects/collaborations/ partnerships, only activities that go above and 
beyond those required for the research will count as community service. Possible 
activities include, but are not limited to: 

¶ Consulting with schools; health and human services agencies and 
organizations; local, state, federal, or foreign governments; and/or community 
organizations.  

¶ Participating in community service events organized by student clubs and 
organizations; 

¶ Attending community events sponsored by community organizations and 
partners; 

¶ Providing technical assistance and/or training to community organizations. 

¶ Helping to organize or facilitate events for charities health and civic 
organizations, cultural organizations, and/or agencies related to the 
candidate’s professional expertise;  

¶ Acting as a resource person (including performing evaluations) for 
community and educational organizations, government, business, or 
industry. 

¶ Taking leadership roles in community-oriented programs or 
workshops; 

¶ Serving as a director, co-director, and/or affiliate of a research center whose 
mission is to serve the community 



¶ Holding office in charitable, civic, and cultural organizations related to 
the candidate’s professional expertise; 

¶ 





serve the needs of a diverse student body, especially multi-ethnic, non-
traditional, and prospective students; 

¶ The degree to which the activity contributes to the mission of the 
university, college, and/or HSC; 

¶ The depth and quality of activities that enhance the mission of the 
community and/or professional organization(s) to which the candidate 
volunteers his/her services; and 

¶ Most importantly, the degree of the candidate’s leadership in the 
service activity. In evaluating this criterion, the RTP Committee must be 
mindful of the fact that leadership is not exclusively defined by one’s 
position in a hierarchical structure, but rather is something that can be 
demonstrated at all levels by influencing, motivating, and enabling 
others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the group 
in which they serve (e.g., taking initiative to equally share the burden of 
service needs, proactively seeking out and/or implementing service 
efforts; collegiality, teamwork and collaboration to move service efforts 
forward).  

¶ For consulting activities, considerations may include the number and 
scope of technical reports, and the frequency and range of clients for 
which consulting activities were provided 

¶ For professional recognition, considerations may include, the scope of the 
organization (i.e., international, national, regional, or local); recognition 
through fellowship status in a professional organization, including 
consideration of the scope of the organization; awards, prizes, and other 
forms of recognition for service activities, including consideration of the 
scope of the organization presenting the award. 

¶ Letters and/or other communications (whether formal or informal) from 
peers and/or colleagues affirming the quality of the candidate’s service. 

(2) Faculty members who were assigned to a committee or other service activity 
but did not contribute to the activities shall be evaluated as not having met 
HSC expectations for service.  

(3) Faculty members who mentor early career faculty members should be 
evaluated very favorably. 

(4) The expectations regarding the depth of service involvement depend upon 



leadership in HSC, CHHS, and the university, as well as a sustained 
pattern of quality service contributions either in the community or to the 
profession. Faculty members at the rank of Associate Professor who have 
actively protected early career faculty members from excessive service 
obligations through their commitment and participation in service shall be 
commended. 

 
 



academic unit is subject to ratification by a majority of voting tenured and probationary 
faculty members in the specific academic unit and to approval by the college faculty council, 
the Dean, and the Provost. Academic unit RTP policies shall be subject to regular review by 
the 



(A) The initial responsibility to ensure compliance with RTP policies and deadlines 
rests with the candidate. Candidates are expected to furnish necessary and 
relevant evidence to support their applications, and to provide this information in 
accordance with established deadlines. 

(B) Candidates may request a meeting to review recommendations with both the 
academic unit RTP committee and the chair or director of their academic unit. 
Candidates have the contractual right to respond in writing to these 
recommendations.  

 
3.3.4 Prohibition on Multiple Levels of RTP Review No one individual may participate 

in the evaluation of any single candidate in more than one level of review.  
 
3.3.5 Ad Hoc Committees If fewer than the required number of members, as specified 

in the academic unit RTP policy or this document, are eligible from the academic 
unit, then additional members from outside the academic unit shall be selected in 
accordance with the following procedure:  
(A) Nominees may be from any school or college within the university provided that 

they have some familiarity with the RTP candidate’s discipline or area of 
expertise.  

(B) After prospective nominees have granted their permission to stand for election to 
an ad-hoc RTP Committee, the academic unit shall submit the names of all 
candidates for election to the unit’s RTP committee and then conduct an election.  

 
3.3.6 Joint Appointments Joint appointments shall be evaluated by a committee 

composed of members of each academic unit served by the person being evaluated. 
The joint-appointment RTP committee shall be composed of members currently 
elected to each academic unit's RTP committee. This committee shall use the 
existing criteria of each academic unit to evaluate the individual holding joint 
appointment pursuant to item VI, Academic Senate Policy Statement 94-11.  

 
3.4 Chair or Director of the Academic Unit  
The chair or director of the academic unit (hereinafter referred to as “the chair”) is 
responsible for communicating the academic unit, college, and university policies to 
candidates. The chair also provides ongoing guidance to candidates as to whether their 
performance is consistent with academic unit expectations. The chair, in collaboration with 
college and/or academic unit mentors, is responsible for talking with candidates about their 
overall career development and providing professional mentoring. 
 

3.4.1 Meeting with Committee The chair shall meet with the academic unit RTP 
committee prior to the beginning of the academic unit evaluation process to review 
the academic unit, college, and university processes and procedures.  

 
3.4.2 Optional Independent Evaluation by Director or Chair Directors or chairs of 

academic units may write independent evaluations of all RTP candidates unless the 
director or chair is elected to the RTP committee of their academic unit. However, in 
promotion considerations, a director or chair must have a higher rank than the 
candidate being considered for promotion in order to contribute a review or 
participate on a review committee. In no case may a director or chair participate in 
the evaluation of any single candidate in more than one level of review.  



3.4.3 Candidate’s Rights At all levels of review, before recommendations are forwarded 
to a subsequent review level, candidates shall be given a copy of the 
recommendation. The candidate may submit a rebuttal statement or response in 
writing and/or request a meeting be held to discuss the recommendation within ten 
(10) days following receipt of the recommendation. A copy of the response or 



3.6.5 Chair A chair shall be elected from among the members of the college RTP 
committee.  

 
3.6.6 Review and Evaluation of Candidates’ Files  

(



 
3.9 President  
The President has the authority to make final decisions for the university with respect to 
reappointment, tenure, and promotion. The President may delegate this authority to the 
Provost.  

 
 
4. 0 TIMELINES FOR THE RTP PROCESS 
 
All tenured and probationary tenure-track faculty members undergo performance review and 
evaluation. Probationary faculty members are evaluated each year. During years when the 
candidate is not being reviewed for reappointment, tenure, and/or promotion, the candidate will 
undergo periodic review. Tenured faculty members are evaluated every five (5) years. 
 
The following timelines apply to candidates who are appointed at the rank of Assistant Professor 
with no service credit; actual timelines may vary according to level of appointment and service 
credit. 
 

4.1 Evaluation of Probationary Faculty for Reappointment  
 

4.1.1 Periodic Review In the first year and second years of service, as well as in 
successive probationary years during which a candidate is not being reviewed for 
reappointment, tenure, or promotion, the annual evaluation takes the form of a 
periodic review. The periodic review is conducted by the academic unit RTP 
committee, the chair or director of the academic unit, and the college Dean. The 
periodic review provides guidance for professional development, especially with 
regard to the candidate’s progress toward reappointment and, later, tenure. Thus, 
periodic reviews shall commend probationary faculty member for meeting or 
exceeding expectations in the relevant areas of review, while providing written 
guidance for making improvements in areas which need strengthening.  

 
4.1.2 Reappointment Review In the third year of service, the annual evaluation takes 

the form of a reappointment review. Successful candidates are reappointed for one, 
two, or three years. 

 
4.2 Evaluation of Probationary Faculty for Tenure and Promotion  
In the first and second years of reappointment (or fourth and fifth years of continuous 
service), the annual evaluation takes the form of a periodic or reappointment review, as 
appropriate. In the third year of reappointment (or the sixth year of continuous service) the 
annual evaluation takes the form of a tenure review, which may also be a review for 
promotion. A probationary faculty member may request consideration for early tenure and 
promotion prior to the scheduled sixth year review. This process is discussed under Section 
5.5.  
 
4.3 Evaluation of Tenured Faculty for Promotion  
An Associate Professor becomes eligible for promotion review to the rank of Professor in the 
fifth year at the associate rank. A tenured Associate Professor, however, may opt to seek 
early promotion to the rank of Professor prior to the fifth year in rank in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 5.5. A tenured faculty member may choose not to be evaluated for 
promotion in a given year; however, the faculty member will still be required to undergo the 



five-year periodic evaluation of tenured faculty as outlined in relevant Academic Senate 
policy documents. 
 

 
5.0 APPOINTMENT AND PROMOTIONAL LEVEL CRITERIA  
Candidates for reappointment, tenure, and promotion will be evaluated in all three areas: 1) 
instruction and instructionally related activities; 2) RSCA; and 3) service.  
 

5.1 Reappointment Consideration for Probationary Faculty 





 
6.0 STEPS IN THE RTP PROCESS  
 

6.1 The Division of Academic Affairs determines the timelines for the RTP process, including 
deadlines for the submission of the candidate’s materials, dates for the open period, 
completion of all RTP reviews by all review levels, and final decision notification to the 
candidate. The deadlines for notification of final actions shall be consistent with the 
requirements of the CSU-CFA Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA).  
 
6.2 The Division of Academic Affairs notifies all faculty members of their eligibility for review 
and specifies items required to be provided by all candidates. 
 
6.3 Office staff of academic units shall post in their offices a list of candidates being 
considered for reappointment, tenure, or promotion, following timelines and guidelines for 
the open period provided by the Office of Academic Affairs and consistent with the 
requirements of the CBA. An email with the list of candidates will also be sent to all faculty, 
staff and students. During times when campus is not open, HSC will post the list of 
candidates on the faculty and student BeachBoard sites. A copy of all information submitted 
shall be provided to the candidate. The chairperson of the academic unit RTP committee 
prepares an index of the materials submitted during the open period to be included in the 
candidate’s file.  
 
6.4 Candidates prepare materials for review and deliver them to the academic unit RTP 
committee by the deadline.  
 
6.5 The HSC RTP committee reviews the candidate’s materials and, using the standard 
university form, provides a written evaluation and recommendation to the next level of 
review by the deadline.  
 
6.6 The chair or director of HSC, if eligible and if not an elected member of the academic 
unit RTP committee, may review the candidate’s materials and may provide an independent 
written evaluation and recommendation to the next level of review by the deadline.  
 
6.7 The college RTP committee reviews the candidate’s materials and provides an 
independent written evaluation and recommendation to the next level of review by the 
deadline.  
 
6.8 The Dean reviews the candidate’s materials and provides an independent written review 
and recommendation to the Provost by the deadline.  
 
6.9 The Provost reviews the candidate’s materials and provides an independent written 
review and recommendation to the President. The President has the authority to make final 
decisions for the university with respect to reappointment, tenure, and promotion. The 
President (or Provost as designee) notifies the candidate of the final decision regarding 
reappointment, tenure, and/or promotion by the deadline. 

 
 
7.0 ADDITIONAL PROCESSES  
 



7.1 Prior to the final decision, candidates for promotion may withdraw without prejudice from 
consideration at any level of review (see CBA). This provision also applies to candidates for 
early tenure.  
 
7.2 If, at any time during the review process, the absence of required evaluation documents 
is discovered, the RTP package shall be returned to the level at which the requisite 
documentation should have been provided. Such materials shall be provided in a timely 
manner.  
 
7.3 At each level of review, the candidate shall be given a copy of the recommendation, 
which shall state in writing the reasons for the recommendation, before the recommendation 
is forwarded to the next review level. The candidate shall have the right to provide a 
rebuttal/response in writing no later than ten (10) calendar days following receipt of the 



8.3.3 Voting Rights Tenured and tenure-track faculty in the CHHS, including those on 
leave and those participating in the Faculty Early Retirement Program (FERP) during 
a semester of active service, are eligible to vote on RTP policy matters. 


