Faculty Senate Executive Committee
Monday, November 16, 2015
9:00a.m. – 11:00a.m. – Adelbert Hall, Room M2

9:00 a.m.

Approval of Minutes from the October 16, 2015,
Executive Committee Meeting, attachment

Roy Ritzmann

9:05 a.m.

President and Provost’s Announcements

Barbara Snyder
Bud Baeslack

9:10 a.m.

Chair’s Announcements

Roy Ritzmann

9:15 a.m.

Tobacco Free Campus Update

10:00 a.m.

CAS Graduate Plus-Minus Grading Policy Option

Elizabeth Click
Stan Gerson
Jonathan Adler
Paul MacDonald
Daniel Cohen

10:15 a.m.

Endowed Professorship Provision of Faculty
Handbook; Senate By-Laws revision re
Undergraduate Student Senator
Proposed Revisions to MSASS By-Laws

David Carney

10:35 a.m.

Higher Learning Commission Guidelines re Faculty
Qualifications

Roy Ritzmann

10:40 a.m.

Approval of Faculty Senate Agenda, attachment

Roy Ritzmann

10:25 a.m.

Gerald Mahoney

Faculty Senate Executive Committee
Minutes of the November 16, 2015 Meeting
Adelbert Hall, Room M2
Committee Members in Attendance
Barbara Snyder, President
Bud Baeslack, Provost
Roy Ritzmann, CAS, Chair
Robert Savinell, CSE, Past Chair
Lisa Lang, SODM
Peter Harte, SOM, Vice Chair
Mary Quinn-Griffin, SON
Horst von Recum, CSE
Susan Case, WSOM
Gillian Weiss, CAS
Richard Zigmond, SOM
Juscelino Colares, LAW
Others Present
Paul MacDonald
Guests:
Jonathan Adler
Elizabeth Click
Stan Gerson
Daniel Cohen
Grover Gilmore
Absent:
Gerald Mahoney, MSASS
Call to Order
Professor Roy Ritzmann, chair, Faculty Senate, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.
Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the October 16, 2015 meeting of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee were
reviewed and approved. Attachment
President and Provost’s Announcements
The President and Provost had no announcements.
Chair’s Announcements
The chair had no announcements.

Tobacco Free Campus Update
Prof. Ritzmann reported that the tobacco free campus policy had been presented to the
Executive Committee several times in the past and he would like the Senate to vote on the
policy at the upcoming meeting. He introduced Dr. Stan Gerson, director of the Case
Comprehensive Cancer Center, who spoke about the serious health risks involved in smoking.
Cleveland has a very high rate of tobacco use and the medical costs are enormous. Dr. Gerson
co-authored an op-ed in the Plain Dealer in February of 2015 advocating for a $1/pack increase
in the cigarette tax to help reduce smoking in the state of Ohio. The legislature passed a 35
cent/pack increase instead. The University Hospitals campus is tobacco free and Dr. Gerson
encouraged the Executive Committee to approve forwarding the proposed policy to the Faculty
Senate for further discussion and a vote.
Professor Jonathan Adler, LAW, spoke in favor of the overall policy but wanted to see ecigarettes excluded from the policy. Prof. Adler said that there is insufficient data showing that
e-cigarettes have the same negative health effects as regular cigarettes and they have been
shown to help smokers quit. Other nicotine replacement therapies have not been as
successful. Prof. Adler said that the tobacco free campus policy will have the greatest impact
on staff and students (particularly international students). Other committee members
commented that the studies on e-cigarettes are contradictory at this time and that we should
err on the side of caution. Perhaps in a couple of years, when we have more data on the health
risks, we can reevaluate, but at this time, we shouldn’t prohibit them outright. E-cigarette use
could be restricted to certain areas on campus. Professor Gerson said that it will take many
years to have sufficient data to fully comprehend the impact of e-cigarettes. What they do
know is that young people (approximately ages 15-22) are the most likely age group to become
addicted to tobacco.
Professor Elizabeth Click gave an overview of the most recent version of the tobacco free
campus policy. The question for the Senate is whether CWRU should be tobacco free or not. If
the policy is approved by the Senate and eventually by the Board of Trustees, then a broader
advisory committee will be created in January of 2016 to plan for implementation of the policy
in the fall of 2017. Prof. Click said that after a year under the new policy they will evaluate its
impact and at that time there may be additional research and information on e-cigarettes.
Prof. Ritzmann requested that the guests leave the meeting and the Executive Committee
continued its discussion of the policy. If senators feel strongly about removing e-cigarettes from
the policy, a motion can be made at the Senate meeting to amend the proposal. One
committee member expressed concern that the policy would create a “police state”
empowering faculty, staff and students to approach offenders. The Executive Committee voted
unanimously to include the policy on the Faculty Senate meeting agenda. Attachment

CAS Graduate Plus-Minus Grading Policy Option
Professor Paul McDonald, chair of the Senate Committee on Graduate Studies, presented the
CAS graduate plus-minus grading policy option. The Graduate Studies Committee had discussed
issues regarding implementation of the policy with the university registrar and had posed
several questions which had been answered by the CAS. The committee had approved the
policy option with the condition that a CAS committee be formed to work with the registrar on
any remaining issues that may arise with respect to implementation. Professor Daniel Cohen,
CAS, explained that the plus-minus option will allow faculty more flexibility in grading. Not all
CAS departments wanted to adopt plus-minus grading so it was designed to be optional. The
Executive Committee voted to include this proposal on the Faculty Senate meeting agenda.
Attachments
Endowed Professorship Provision of Faculty Handbook
Professor David Carney was unable to attend the meeting. Prof. Ritzmann presented revisions
to the endowed professorship provision of the Faculty Handbook on his behalf. The Senate ByLaws Committee had revised the provision to allow non-tenure track faculty to be appointed to
endowed professorships when requested by the donor or permitted under the terms of the
endowment agreement. The Executive Committee voted to include this proposal on the
Faculty Senate meeting agenda. Attachment
Senate By-Laws Revision Regarding the Undergraduate Student Senator
Prof. Ritzmann reviewed the proposed change to Senate By-Law IV, Item d, Sec. 2, Par. a., which
provides that the Undergraduate Student Government Vice President of Academic Affairs
would serve as the undergraduate student senator. This language codifies current practice. The
Executive Committee voted to include this proposal on the Faculty Senate meeting agenda.
Attachment
Proposed Revisions to MSASS By-Laws
Dean Grover Gilmore presented two proposed revisions to the MSASS By-Laws. The revisions
include changing the ratio of tenure-track to non tenure-track faculty from 75/25 respectively
to 60/40. MSASS has been hiring adjunct instructors to teach classes and they would like to
hire more full-time non-tenure track faculty. They have a greater demand for faculty due to the
online MSSA, the intensive weekend program and a larger enrollment of students overall. The
second change would be to add lecturers to the special faculty category. These faculty would
have significant experience in social work practice and would be hired for short term periods.
The Executive Committee voted to forward the By-Laws to the Senate By-Laws Committee for
consideration. Attachment
Higher Learning Commission Guidelines Regarding Faculty Qualifications
Prof. Ritzmann reported that the Higher Learning Commission has issued guidelines for faculty
qualifications that institutions must meet by the fall of 2017. While experience may be
considered in determining faculty qualifications, candidates must meet certain guidelines
before they can be hired. Don Feke would like a review of the hiring practices in place at CWRU
to determine if the university is in compliance particularly when it comes to SAGES instructors.

Prof. Ritzmann suggested that an ad hoc committee of faculty and administrators be created
for this purpose. He encouraged anyone that is interested to contact him. Attachment
Approval of Faculty Senate Meeting Agenda
The Executive Committee approved the agenda for the November 23rd Faculty Senate meeting
and added Stan Gerson as a presenter for the tobacco free campus policy discussion.
Attachment
The meeting was adjourned at 11:00am.
Approved by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee

Rebecca Weiss
Secretary of the University Faculty

TOBACCO FREE CAMPUS POLICY
PROPOSAL - FALL 2015

The Question
• Should CWRU become a Tobacco Free Campus?
• Yes or No?
• Rationale
• Summary of Policy
• Culture of health
• Supportive environment
• Compliance focus

Policy Planning Steps
Plan

Implement

• Tobacco Free Campus Advisory Committee led by
CWRU Medical Director (Jan. 2016)
• Faculty, Staff, Student, Administration membership

• 19 month timeframe (Fall 2017)
• Stakeholder group updates - quarterly

• Pre-/post- outcome measurements (Fall 2018)
Evaluate • Stakeholder communication annually

CAMPUS
MAP
Proposal would
eliminate current
designated
smoking areas.
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FACULTY

STAFF

STUDENTS

GROUP PROGRAM
ON CAMPUS

TELEPHONE
COACHING
PROGRAM
MEDICAL PLAN
RESOURCES

TBD

AAU Benchmark Tobacco Policies - June 22, 2015
1) Bans smoking indoors, in University vehicles, and within 15-35 feet of building entrances, exits, windows and
air intake vents = 23 (37%)
a. Brandeis University
m. The Johns Hopkins University*
b. Brown University*
n. The Pennsylvania State University#
c. California Institute of Technology*
o. The University of Chicago*
d. Columbia University
p. The University of Kansas*#
e. Cornell University#
q. Univ. of NC, Chapel Hill#
f. McGill University*
r. University of Wisconsin-Madison#
g. Michigan State
s. University of Pennsylvania*
h. New York University*#
t. University of Pittsburgh#
i. Northwestern University
u. University of Rochester
j. Rutgers*
v. University of Toronto
k. Stanford University*#
w. University of Virginia#
l. Stony Brook University
*Ten universities include an e-cigarette ban
#Has a tobacco-free Medical/Health Campus
2) Bans smoking indoors and outdoors except in designated areas = 9 (14%)
a. Carnegie Mellon
f. Rice University*
b. Case Western Reserve University*#
g. University of Southern California
c. Duke University#
h. University of Washington*
d. MIT+
i. Yale University
e. Purdue University
*Three universities include an e-cigarette ban
#Has a tobacco-free Medical/Health Campus
+MIT allows smoking indoors in residences where all parties agree
3) Smoke free campus = 12 (19%) These universities do not explicitly ban smokeless products
a. Boston University#
g. The University of Iowa#
b. Harvard#
h. University of Buffalo
c. Iowa State University
i. University of Illinois at U-C*
d. Princeton*
j. University of Maryland, College Park
e. Texas A&M*
k. University of Michigan
f. The University of Arizona#+
l. Vanderbilt*#
*Four universities include an e-cigarette ban
#Has a tobacco-free Medical/Health Campus
+University of Arizona allows e-cigarette use only 25 or more feet from building entrances
4) Tobacco free campus = 18 (29%)
a. Emory University*
j. University of California, Los Angeles*
b. Georgia Institute of Technology*
k. University of California, San Diego*
c. Indiana University*
l. University of California, Santa Barbara*
d. The Ohio State University*
m. University of Colorado Boulder*
e. University of Texas at Austin*
n. University of Florida*
f. Tulane University*
o. University of Minnesota – Twin Cities*
g. University of California at Berkley*
p. University of Missouri-Columbia*
h. University of California, Davis*
q. University of Oregon*
i. University of California, Irvine*
r. Washington University in St Louis*
*All 18 universities include an e-cigarette ban

Draft – 09/01/15
Policy Rationale
Creating a tobacco-free campus environment at CWRU will reduce health risks and promote the
health and well-being of all that work, learn, and live here. Each year, approximately one in five
people in the United States die prematurely of diseases caused by tobacco use including
complications from secondhand smoke and smokeless tobacco. There is no risk-free level of
tobacco use; therefore, this policy is designed to include all tobacco products. Improving the
health of members of the university community by providing resources for tobacco cessation is a
critical component of this endeavor.
In addition to promoting public health, this campus-wide tobacco-free policy will be
economically beneficial. Benefits may include reduced employee and student health care costs
and absenteeism, increased employee productivity, and additional cost savings related to grounds
and facility maintenance.
The decision to become tobacco free has been strongly influenced by local, state and national
trends. Because of the public health, economic, and environmental benefits associated with being
a tobacco free community, 48% of Association of American Universities have adopted tobaccofree policies. In addition, numerous local institutions have adopted similar policies.
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CWRU TOBACCO-FREE CAMPUS POLICY
Definitions
For purposes of this policy, the terms set forth below shall have the following meaning:
“Tobacco” refers to any product containing tobacco in any form. Tobacco products include, but
are not limited to, cigarettes (clove, bidis, kreteks, ecigarettes), cigars and cigarillos, pipes, all
forms of smokeless tobacco, and any other smoking devices that use tobacco such as hookahs,
and any other existing or future smoking, tobacco or tobacco-related products.
“CWRU Property” refers to all interior space owned, rented or leased by CWRU and all outside
property or grounds owned or leased by CWRU, including parking areas and private vehicles
while they are on CWRU property and CWRU vehicles.
Tobacco-Free Policy
This policy, effective as of __________, 2015, applies to all persons on CWRU property,
regardless of their purpose for being there (e.g., staff, faculty, students, patients, visitors,
contractors, subcontractors, etc.).
A. CWRU prohibits the use of tobacco products at all times on campus property. See
Attachment A for campus map.
B. The university is committed to providing support to the entire population who wishes to
stop using tobacco products. Staff, faculty and students have access to several types of
assistance, including telephone or group counseling. Over the-counter tobacco cessation
medications are offered free of charge to staff and faculty enrolled in a CWRU health
plan. Eight weeks of free nicotine-replacement therapy is included in the telephonic
coaching Quit Line program offered for benefits-eligible faculty and staff (1-800QUITNOW). Supervisors are encouraged to refer staff and faculty to cessation services
for which they are eligible. Students are encouraged to access cessation services offered
in their health plans.
C. The success of this policy requires a collaborative effort of the entire CWRU
community. Staff, faculty, and students on campus will engage in positive and respectful
communication and interactions in regards to this policy. Concerns will be addressed in
a respectful and thoughtful manner.
D. The sale, advertising, sampling and distribution of tobacco products and tobacco related
merchandise is prohibited on all CWRU property.
E. Use of university funds for purchase of tobacco or tobacco-related products is prohibited,
unless such use is permitted under the exception stated below.
F. Tobacco use may be permitted for authorized research with prior approval of the
Provost’s Office, and in the case of smoking, the review and recommendation of the
University Department of Environmental Health & Safety.
Version 5.0
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Compliance
Compliance with this policy is the responsibility of all members of the CWRU community. This
policy will be enforced with all individuals present on the CWRU campus. An individual may
inform someone using tobacco on campus property of this policy and request that the tobacco
user comply. Repeated issues of non-compliance with this policy should be brought to the
attention of the Office of Student Conduct and Compliance (with students) and by the Employee
Relations area of Human Resources (with staff and faculty). Contractors, vendors, and visitors
must also comply with this policy while on campus property.
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ATTACHMENT A – CAMPUS MAP
(includes current designated smoking areas that would be eliminated with adoption of the
new policy)
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ATTACHMENT B – CESSATION RESOURCES
Group Program – Faculty, Staff & Students
Eight-week sessions are available each quarter throughout the year. A representative from ease@work, our
Employee Assistance Program vendor, leads each session.
Goals of the program include:
-

Assess readiness to end tobacco use
Identify reasons for wanting to quit and the barriers to quitting. What are your motivations? How do
you stay focused?
Develop awareness around when you smoke in order to identify triggers and make a plan for behavior
change

This program is a step-by-step program for ending nicotine use through self-discovery and group support, including
aspects of behavior change, importance of good nutrition, exercise and stress management. Faculty, staff, and
students can participate in the program. There is no out-of-pocket cost for this class, but registration is required.
Email Valerie Clause at vclause@easeatwork.com or call 216.325.9323 to register.
Quit Line Program - Individual Coaching – Faculty & Staff
The Tobacco Cessation Quit Line Program offers benefits-eligible employees science-based tools and resources so
you can take control of your habit. You will be five times more likely to succeed than someone who does not enroll.


No cost to you



A personalized coaching program with a professional Quitline coach



Up to five convenient-to-schedule calls with your coach, plus the option to call the QuitLine anytime you
need help



Coaches available from 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. EST



Free Nicotine Replacement Therapy (NRT) - Patches, gum, or lozenges



Clinical Guides on tips for quit success from the leading respiratory experts in the country

Enroll today: 1.800.QUIT.NOW
Insurance Carrier Resources – Faculty& Staff
Medical Mutual of Ohio
All CWRU faculty and staff covered by Medical Mutual of Ohio may consider participating in the SuperWell®
QuitLine, a free telephone service to assist their members with quitting tobacco use. A 4 week supply of nicotine
replacement therapy (NRT) is included at no cost. If you continue with coaching, you will receive a second 4 week
supply, if needed. Call 1.866.845.7702 to take your first step toward quitting. Hours of operation are Monday –
Friday 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m., Saturday and Sunday 10:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. Hearing-impaired members can call
TTY: 888.229.2182.
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Anthem Blue Access
All CWRU faculty and staff covered by Anthem may consider participating in the Health Assistant – Quit Tobacco
Program. The Health Assistant program provides an online experience similar to what happens in a one-to-one
telephonic or in-person coaching session. Access from the “Health & Wellness” tab of the consumer portal.
CVS/Caremark
Beginning January 1, 2013, over-the-counter nicotine replacement products - such as patches and gums - and
tobacco cessation support medications are available at no out-of-pocket cost to participants in the CVS Caremark
prescription drug insurance plan; a prescription is required to qualify for this enhanced benefit. No prior
authorization is required. An annual limit of two cycles (12 weeks per cycle) for any combination of brand or
generic nicotine replacement products or medications applies.

Insurance Carrier Resources – Students
Medical plan coverage includes outpatient coaching. Outpatient cessation support through in network plan
providers pays at 100% of the Negotiated Rate. Out of network, the plan pays at 60% of the Reasonable &
Customary charges after a $100 per policy year deductible. Services are subject to a combined limit of 8 individual
or groups visits by any recognized provider per 12-month period.
Healthy Lifestyle Coaching Tobacco Free (these benefits will be rolled into the medical and prescription plans
with Aetna Student Health for the 2015-2016 academic year)
Call 1-866-213-0153

This discount program is outside of the medical plan and offers coaching as well as a free 8 week supply of nicotine
replacement therapy after completing 3 sessions with a coach. Information is available in the Aetna Student Health
website for the university.

Other available resources – Faculty, Staff & Students









EASE@Work – Center for Families and Children (Faculty and Staff only)
o Individual counseling with an addictions specialist, and/or hypnotherapist. 3 individual therapy
sessions are covered under CWRU's contract. Available to CWRU employees and
spouse/equivalent.
www.smokefree.gov - National Cancer Institute – online Guide to Quitting and Smoking Quitline
www.cancer.org - American Cancer Society. Under “Health Information Seekers,” select “quitting
smoking.” Then select “Kick the Habit” Call (800) ACS-2345 for the number of the telephone “quitline” or
other support in our area
www.cdc.gov/tobacco - CDC Tobacco and Prevention Course
www.lungusa.org - American Lung Association’s Freedom From Smoking online smoking cessation
program
www.tobaccofreecampus.org – The home for tobacco-free campus policy
www.no-smoke.org – American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation list of Smokefree and Tobacco-Free U.S.
and Tribal Colleges and Universities
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DATE: 3/17/15
TO: CAS Executive Committee
FROM: CAS Graduate Committee
RE: Plus-Minus Grading Questions in Response to Faculty Senate
The CAS faculty voted to approve graduate student plus-minus grading in those departments that
wanted this option. In response, the Faculty Senate Graduate Committee discussed this issue and
posed a series of questions (below) to the CAS Graduate Committee. John Protasiewicz asked
that the CAS Graduate Committee forward their response to the CAS Executive Committee
meeting prior to its next meeting (March 20, 2015).
The CAS Graduate Committee met on March 16 and is forwarding the responses and
recommendations below to the CAS Executive Committee.
In addition to the recommendations below, the CAS Graduate Committee suggests that the CAS
Executive Committee consider forwarding their decisions to all CAS departments. We
recommend that all departments receive this information because additional departments to those
that originally signaled their interest may be considering this option now that it is a possibility.
The following 6 items (in bold) were posed by the Faculty Senate Graduate Committee. The
Graduate Committee responses follow each question.
(1) Is the plus-minus grading option intended to apply to a department’s COURSES
without regard to the department in which the STUDENT is enrolled? Is the plus-minus
grading option intended to apply to a department’s STUDENTS without regard to the
department from which the COURSE is offered? Or, is the plus-minus grading option
intended to apply only to a department’s students taking a department’s courses? What
about graduate level cross listed courses in the case where one dept. adopts plus/minus and
the other dept. does not? What about students in dual programs that have course work
double counted and internally transferred? For example, if the Biology department decides
to opt-in to +/- grading, should ALL graduate students (Biology students or otherwise)
taking BIOL 415 be eligible for +/- grades? Should all graduate Biology students be eligible
for +/- grades for ALL graduate courses (Biology courses or otherwise)? Only graduate
Biology students in graduate Biology courses? What about graduate level cross listed
courses (e.g, if MATH opts in and PHIL opts out, what should happen with MATH/PHIL
406 student grades)?
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
Grading (+/-) will follow the department designation.
1. Once a department determines that it will institute +/- grading for its graduate level
courses, ALL graduate level courses in that Department will be graded on a +/- basis
(Note: This is consistent with the CAS vote)
Hypothetical Illustration:

a) History has voted for +/- grading; Anthropology has not. All courses in History but
not in Anthropology will be graded on a +/- basis.
b) If a course is cross-listed in History and Anthropology, the instructor will grade all
students on the +/- basis with the grades converted to the students’ department’s
grading system, as consistent with how this is currently managed at MSASS, which
has +/- grading.
c) If the course is in History and not cross-listed with Anthropology, but some
Anthropology students register for the course, all students will be graded on a +/basis. When grades are submitted, the History students’ transcript will show +/grades but the Anthropology students’ transcript will be converted to a non +/- grade
(because this is the grading scheme in Anthropology).
d) Dual History-Anthropology degree students will have +/- grading, or not, by the same
rules as a)-c).
2. Courses offered at a 300/400 level will require separate grading for undergraduate and
graduate students and this should be reflected in the syllabus and submitted as a change
for the Bulletin.
3. If the course is cross-listed with another department or outside program, +/- grading will
apply to the departmental listings only for those departments that have voted for +/grading.
4. If the course is not cross-listed, +/- grading will apply to all students registered for the
course regardless of their departmental home. The Registrar in recording the grades will
convert to the grading scheme of the student’s departmental home. (Note: This is
consistent with MSASS’ +/- grading.)
5. The same will apply to students in dual programs

(2) When are the changes intended to become effective?
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
Fall, 2015 (or Fall 2016 if 2015 not possible so that the change begins with the academic year)

(3) Will there be an approval process needed to enable a department to elect this option?
Or would the department just contact the University Registrar to request it? What about
discontinuing use of the option?
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
Departments electing +/- grading will be required to submit this change to the Committee on
Educational Programs (CEP) in order to make Bulletin changes for the department, programs,
and courses. This process also applies if +/- grading is discontinued.
The usual process of programs and courses being reviewed by the FSCUE following the CEP
will also be followed.

(4) How will the changes be communicated to students? How will grading options for each
course be shared with students?
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
Departments electing +/- grading will be responsible for contacting all students in the department
when a change occurs (to institute or to discontinue +/- grading). Departments will also be
responsible for ensuring that all relevant Bulletin changes occur.
Note: Students who enter under one set of rules are entitled to continue under those rules until
they complete their degrees or to a period during which they should be able to complete their
degrees and are given advance notice of the change. This means that the instituting or
discontinuing of +/- grading may be a lengthy process to accommodate existing students, and
that departments electing +/- grading may have students being graded under both systems for a
period of time.
(5) We wondered in regard to communicating this policy to students about the impact on
student GPA and instances where one student might earn a B+ and another student from a
dept. not adopting the policy would earn a B in the same course.
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
The grading policy for all courses is already required on the syllabus.
Appropriate language and explanations should be included in the Graduate Handbook, including
how grades will be represented on the transcript.
The Graduate Committee recommends that the transformation of the grade retain the letter grade
regardless of the +/- designation. Thus, a B+ and a B- both transform to a B, for example.
(6) There were a few other technical questions, such as how to convey this information on
the transcript key, that the committee noted but did not feel was within our scope to
examine the policy in light of SGC perspective.
Graduate Committee Recommendation:
CAS will work with the Registrar to work out these more technical questions.
Finally, the Graduate Committee recommends that the grade of A+ should be included in +/grading. This will allow faculty to reward outstanding student work, and may help to ensure that
the grading changes do not have an overall negative impact on graduate student grade point
averages.

Graduate Studies Plus-Minus Grading Option for Departments of the College of Arts and Sciences
Clarifying Questions

The College of Arts and Sciences has recently approved the use of plus-minus grades. The language received by the
Office of the University Registrar is as follows:
CAS Approval of Use of Plus-Minus Grading
Motion: The Faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences recommends that the departments of the college
shall have the option to report grades for graduate studies including designations of “plus” and “minus.”
Departments may individually decide whether or not to participate in “plus-and-minus grading.” Should a
department elect the “plus-minus” option, that option must be available to all graduate programs in the
department.
Approved: A&S Executive Committee May 9, 2014
Faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences October 31, 2014
Cyrus C. Taylor, Dean of the College November 14, 2014
Additional Background:
Plus-minus grading is already in use in the schools of Law, Dental Medicine, and Applied Social Sciences. So, if an
MBA student takes a Law course, and a grade of B+ is earned, a grade of B is recorded for the MBA student. And,
if a Law student takes an MBA course, there is no option to award a plus-minus grade.
There is a standard conversion for the university between letter grades and GPA points: A = 4.0, A- = 3.666, B+ =
3.333, B = 3.0, B- = 2.666, etc.
Two additional documents are provided for reference: 1) “Transcript Key.xls”, the current version of CWRU’s
transcript key and 2) “AAU Graduate School Grading.xls”, the results of a survey of other AAU graduate school
grading practices. This survey was done in 2013 at the request of Daniel Cohen, Associate Professor of History &
Director of Graduate Studies.
The Student Information System (SIS) is able to accommodate and apply multiple grading schemes across several
dimensions. SIS grading set up needs to be performed and thoroughly tested prior to scheduling for the term in
which the change is to take effect. The questions below are intended to elicit clarification of intent so that SIS can
be set up accurately and as intended. The answers to the questions will also help determine whether or not potential
modifications to SIS would be required and could impact how soon the options could become available.
Questions:
1. Is the plus-minus grading option intended to apply to a department’s COURSES without regard to the
department in which the STUDENT is enrolled? Is the plus-minus grading option intended to apply to a
department’s STUDENTS without regard to the department from which the COURSE is offered? Or, is
the plus-minus grading option intended to apply only to a department’s students taking a department’s
courses?
A. Hypothetical Scenario 1
• The Anthropology department elects to participate in plus-minus grading for graduate students
• The Psychology department elects NOT to participate in plus-minus grading for graduate students
• An Anthropology graduate student registers for ANTH 402 and PSCL 409
• A Psychology graduate student also registers for ANTH 402 and PSCL 409
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Should the Anthropology student able to receive a B+ in PSCL 409? Should the Psychology
student be able to receive a B+ in ANTH 402?
What if an undergraduate or MBA student is enrolled in ANTH 402?
What if an Anthropology graduate student takes an undergraduate course? An MBA course?
What if ANTH 402 is also offered as ANTH 302?
What if an IGS student takes ANTH 402 and earns a B+? Since IGS students take courses that
show on both the undergraduate and graduate record, would the B+ show on the graduate
transcript and a B show on the undergraduate transcript?
What about students in other dual programs that need to have credit internally transferred across
schools?

7.

Suppose Student X takes 3 courses having +/- grading and is allowed to keep the +/- grading on
the transcript. This student receives a C-, and two B-'s for a GPA of 2.333, which is below "good
standing" threshold for first-year graduate students. Student Y is also a first-year graduate
student, takes the same set of three courses, and receives the same set of grades, but comes from a
department that does not allow +/- grades on the transcript. One C and two B's would be recorded,
for a term GPA of 2.666 which is above the "good standing" threshold. Is it fair that identical
performance in the courses could lead to a different good-standing status?

B. Hypothetical Scenario 2
• Topics in Evolutionary Biology is a course that has multiple offerings as follows: ANTH 367/467,
BIOL 368/468, EEPS 367/467, PHIL 367/467, PHOL 467. This course is “owned” by the
Anthropology department.
• The Anthropology department elects to participate in plus-minus grading for graduate students.
• The Biology department elects NOT to participate in plus-minus grading for graduate students.
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

Since the department of Anthropology “owns” this course, does plus-minus grading apply to all
cross-listed versions of the course? If not, and …
If Anthropology graduate student A registers for this course as ANTH 467 and earns a grade of Cand Anthropology graduate student B registers for this course as BIOL 468 and earn a grade if C-,
should the BIOL 468 grade stand as C- or be truncated to C?
If Anthropology graduate student Y has a GPA that is just below 2.0, and if the student petitions to
retroactively change registration to BIOL 468 so that the C- can be truncated to C, what should be
the result of the petition? Would students petition to use plus-minus grading in situations where it
is not enabled by the department? Could departmental grading choices potentially impact student
registration choices?
How would a graduate student taking BIOL 468 feel if the same amount of work is done as a
student who takes ANTH 467 but the student in ANTH 467 can have a higher GPA because of a
plus grade and they cannot?
How would an undergraduate student in ANTH 367 feel if a graduate student with the same level
of performance can have a higher GPA because of a plus grade and they cannot?

2.

How should the university portray grading options on the transcript key? (see transcript key attachment)
The transcript key currently shows all possible grades and the schools that use those grades. If a department
elects to use plus-minus grading, would it be important to show which departments elect the option so that a
transcript reviewer understands what to expect as a potential grade? How does this impact a reviewer of
CWRU transcripts?

3.

When are the changes intended to become effective? Summer and Fall 2015 courses become “live” on
February 1, 2015. Spring 2016 courses become “live” on October 1, 2015. Depending on the answers to
question 1, there would be a minimum lead time needed for building grading bases and rules for each scenario,
thorough testing (and perhaps for transcript key changes as well). If modifications to SIS are required, addition
time for writing technical specifications, coding requirements, testing and turnover would also need to be
accommodated.

4.

Will there be an approval process needed to enable a department to elect this option? Or would the
department just contact the University Registrar to request it? What about discontinuing use of the
option?

5.

How will the changes be communicated to students? How will grading options for each course be shared
with students?

6.

For courses in which +/- grades are offered, is it the intention to have the transcript show A0, A-, B+, B0,
B-, etc. to distinguish A, B, C grades in courses graded with whole letters from A0, B0, C0 for courses
graded with +/- grades?

Case Western Reserve University

College of Arts and Sciences

Approval of Use of Plus-Minus Grading
Motion:

The Faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences recommends that the
departments of the college shall have the option to report grades for
graduate studies including designations of “plus” and “minus.”
Departments may individually decide whether or not to participate in
“plus-and-minus grading.” Should a department elect the “plus-minus”
option, that option must be available to all graduate programs in the
department.

Approved:

A&S Executive Committee
Faculty of the College of Arts and Sciences
Cyrus C. Taylor, Dean of the College

May 9, 2014
October 31, 2014
November 14, 2014

Departmental Responses:
Option of Adopting Plus/Minus Grading for Graduate Programs
March 31, 2014

From XCom Minutes 6-14-13:
The college’s Graduate Committee recently considered a proposal to establish a plus/minus
grading option for graduate programs in the college. In February 2013 the committee submitted
its report to this committee. A number of arguments in support of this proposal were presented,
as were arguments in opposition to the proposal. While the Graduate Committee did not make a
recommendation to the Executive Committee, it noted in its report feedback received from
several university officials “…advocating that plus/minus grading be established as an option to
be exercised (or not) at the departmental (rather than the individual program) level, so that all
graduate programs based in a given department would have a uniform grading system.” The
members of the Executive Committee asked Mrs. Stilwell to send the information provided by the
Graduate Committee to the departments in the college with a request that each department
faculty consider whether it is supportive of adopting this option for its graduate programs. The
departments will be asked to provide their evaluation to the Executive Committee by November
30, 2013.
From XCom Minutes 12-20-13:
The members discussed the very low response rate from the A&S departments and instructed
Mrs. Stilwell to send the report from the Graduate Committee electronically to the Faculty of the
College on January 6, 2014 with a request that it be carefully reviewed and discussed at a
departmental faculty meeting. Departments will be asked to provide a reply by February 28,
2014.

The following departmental responses have been received:
Anthropology
The Department of Anthropology has reviewed this issue and believes that nothing is to be gained by changing
to a plus/minus grading system. We also have no objection to it being optional if the technical issues can be
resolved to everyone's satisfaction.
Art History and Art
Plus/Minus Grading Option for Graduate Students Discussion by Art History Faculty January 2014--The
possibility of a plus-minus grading option for graduate students was greeted enthusiastically and a unanimous
faculty vote supported this possibility. In the discussion it was suggested that the various points made against
having such an option reflected differing disciplinary attitudes more than compelling pedagogical or
administrative reasons. The fact that plus/minus (inflected) grading systems are common elsewhere in the
humanities was noted: no one could think of a single other art history graduate program that did not have an
inflected grading system. We would like to be able to make the kinds of distinctions in work that are reflected,
for instance, in the range of B-, B, and B+ grades. It was also suggested that the lack of these options leads to
grade inflation: if someone has an 88 or 89 average, they are frequently “bumped up” to an A because a straight
B seems too harsh a grade. Finally it was pointed out that transcripts are required for most fellowships and
postdoctoral positions, and there too, the reviewers will be far more used to seeing inflected grades. We also
surveyed our graduate students, who support the option of an inflected system overwhelmingly. Our graduate
students are almost all used to such a system from their undergraduate studies, and find the current system
unhelpful. As they pointed out, their professors give them inflected grades during the semester, which the
students find helpful in determining how successful their work is, yet the course grade may not reflect precisely
their performance.

Astronomy
Just a short note on the grad ± grading option issue. We talked about this in an Astronomy faculty meeting, and
the responses were all quite positive that we'd like an opportunity to give ± grades to the grads (and to the
undergrads as well, but that's a different issue). There were some concerns with exactly how ± grades translated
to a numerical score, but that these were technical or procedural questions that could be worked out. The ability
to give more finely determined grade information seemed a significant advantage over the current system. So
Astronomy is very strongly in favor of having the option.
Biology
Here is the response from Biology taken from the minutes of the faculty meeting. The Committee on Graduate
Affairs brought the following summary and recommendation to the meeting:
Biology Committee on Graduate Affairs: Robin Snyder:
There has been a proposal to have +/- grading for graduate students. Some university’s permit +/- grading for
graduate students and professors in some departments thought that their students were being disadvantaged
when it came to apply for fellowships because their students would get an “A” when someone else would get an
“A+”. The proposal was to let each department decide if they wanted to go with a +/- system or a straight
A,B,C etc. system. Graduate Affairs felt like this would be confusing especially since students often take
courses from other departments which may have a +/- system when we don’t. Our suggestion is that we DO
NOT go for the +/-, but we are not going to block other departments from doing so. The majority of the faculty
agreed that Biology is NOT in favor of the +/- grading system and that the grading should be consistent within
the departments.
Chemistry
The Chemistry Department discussed the proposal for plus/minus grading of graduate courses and voted
unanimously against it. The Department saw no advantage over the current grading system.
Dance
The Department of Dance is in favor of instituting plus/minus grading for graduate students.
Earth, Environmental, and Planetary Sciences
The faculty in the Department of Earth, Environmental, and Planetary Sciences do not have strong feelings
either way, but have voted to not establish plus/minus grading for graduate courses. They note that 1) the
current system is working, so don't fix it; 2) there is little need for it, because grades simply aren't a significant
motivator or a measure of achievement at the graduate level; 3) to our knowledge the School of Engineering,
where our graduate students take a lot of their coursework, is not considering adopting a +/- system. We
believe a potentially greater concern for our students is what other departments would choose to do. We may be
a little anomalous in the larger fraction of courses outside the Department that our students take. Therefore, our
students could be substantively subject to a grading system different from that in the Department when they
take multiple classes in Anatomy, Biology, Math, Materials Science, Mech. Eng., Civil Eng., Chemistry,
etc. So in some sense the plus/minus system gets implemented for our students even if we don’t adopt the
system. The question would be whether that difference could result in a bias that might play out in the expected
grades and GPAs of our students for satisfactory progress toward a degree. Obviously this is mainly an issue
for students flirting with the minimum requirements, but this does happen, and most often in their first year of
graduate school. I don’t think that this is an issue that we could solve a priori because it depends on the choices
of other Departments as much as it depends upon our own, but it is one that we might find ourselves needing to
*react* to in some fashion if our choice differed from a large fraction of the Departments that our graduate
students often take courses in.

English
The English Department would like to have the SIS question firmly resolved before this question is considered
seriously. This was referring to the technical question about how the plus-minus grades would be handled in
SIS, especially if it turns out that some departments adopt this policy and others don't.
History
The History Department discussed and voted on this in September…. The History Department supports the
initiative.”
Music
Following up on the request we received from Cynthia, the Department of Music discussed the pros and cons of
moving to a plus/minus grading system for graduate programs. Our straw poll ended 11-1 in favor of adopting
that system. Those in favor noted that such a system allows greater nuance and also fairness in grading.
(Frankly, I never did get a clear read on the dissenting person's position. I could ask that person for a clear
explanation, if you need it.)
Physics
The Physics faculty discussed the question of the adoption of +/- grades for our graduate courses in our last
faculty meeting. We have been using +/- grades internally for the last 15 years in some of our courses, at the
discretion of the individual instructors, and as a department find them useful for calibrating our students'
progress, especially at the end of the first year of completion of the PhD program. Our consensus is that we do
not find it essential to have the +/- system adopted officially, but have no objection to that proposal, especially
if their adoption is left to the discretion of the individual instructor. We find that a student's GPA is not an
important factor for future employers of our graduate students who complete the PhD program.
Political Science
On Thursday, January 16, a meeting of faculty of the Department of Political Science adopted the following
statement, in response to the request for responses to the proposed institution of +/- grading for graduate
courses: "The Department of Political Science does not want to stand in the way of departments making their
own pedagogical judgments. We are uncomfortable with the idea of having two different grading metrics for
undergraduate and graduate students, when some of the latter are IGS students. We also would want to know
more about how this would be processed on SIS and understood by students and faculty."
Psychological Sciences
The Department of Psychological Sciences faculty have unanimously voted against the proposed change to
allow plus/minus grading in graduate courses. The number of potential problems this change could create far
outweigh the potential benefits.”
Sociology
Sociology faculty have discussed this issue and I have also invited the views of our faculty on sabbatical.
Overall, Sociology faculty are in support of the proposed change. This support is conditioned on the
assumption that this can be done without creating undue logistical problems given that it the change may be
implemented at the department level and hence not apply to courses taken in other departments, to grad courses
taken by undergrads, etc., etc. Support for the change is universal among our faculty, but it is the view of a
strong majority.
Theater
The Department of Theater faculty met today for a general meeting. We added the suggested change in grading
for graduate programs to our agenda and had a thorough discussion of the proposal. In short, the faculty of the
Department of Theater is unanimously in support of the change to a plus/minus system for graduate
students. There was a consensus that it is a very useful tool for both incentivizing and warning in terms of
student progress, and we didn’t feel there was any clear down-side to the idea. One comment that was

particularly agreed upon enthusiastically was that it was objectively unfair for someone who is doing “80%
work” to get the same quantitative GPA as someone doing “89% work” and that the current grading system
does not permit that sort of nuanced assessment.
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T R A N S C R I P T
ACCREDITATION
Case Western Reserve University is accredited by the Higher
Learning Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges
and Schools. In addition, many of its programs are accredited by
nationally recognized individual accrediting associations.
RELEASE OF INFORMATION
This educational record is subject to the Family Educational Rights
and Privacy Act of 1974, as amended. It is released on the
condition that the recipient will not permit any other party to have
access to such information without the written consent of the
student.
CALENDAR
The normal academic calendar is expressed in semester hours and
consists of two semesters (Fall and Spring). There is also an
optional summer term.
HISTORICAL GRADING SYSTEMS
Grading systems in use prior to Fall 2008 and other grading systems
in use for Case Western Reserve University schools, colleges and
predecessors are described further at
http://www.case.edu/registrar/grades.html.
FIRST TIME FIRST YEAR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS
Effective Fall 1987, first time first year full-time undergraduate
students are eligible during their first two semesters of enrollment to
have courses with grades of F, NP or W suppressed from the
transcript. Effective Fall 2006, only courses with a grade of W are
eligible for transcript suppression.
ACADEMIC HONORS, ACADEMIC PROBATION,
DISMISSAL/SEPARATION AND OTHER DESIGNATIONS
Each school within the University has specific academic policies for
determining term honors, academic probation or academic
dismissal/separation. Contact the University Registrar’s office for
further information.
TRANSCRIPT AUTHENTICITY
Official transcripts bear the printed University seal, the signature of
the University Registrar and are printed on blue security paper.

A v e n u e

As of Fall 2008 the following grading system is in use:
Grade
Meaning
Quality
Points
A
Excellent
4.000
A3.666
B+
3.333
B
Good
3.000
B2.666
C+
2.333
C
Fair
2.000
C1.666
D+
1.333
D
Passing
1.000
D0.666
F
Failure
0.000
AD
Successful audit
n/a
AE
Achieves or exceeds competencies
n/a
AP
Advanced placement
n/a
AS
Advanced subsidiary
n/a
COM
Commendable
n/a
CR
Earns credit, credit/no credit course
n/a
H
Honors
n/a
I
Incomplete
n/a
IB
International baccalaureate
n/a
M
Meets or exceeds expectations
n/a
NC
No credit, credit/no credit course
n/a
NG
Unsuccessful audit
n/a
NOG
Non-graded course
n/a
NP
No pass
n/a
P
Pass
n/a
PR
Proficiency
n/a
R
In progress or extends > one term
n/a
RPT
Repeated course (until Summer 2006)
n/a
S
Satisfactory
n/a
SA
Special audit or alumni/senior audit
n/a
TR
Transfer
n/a
U
Unsatisfactory
n/a
W
Withdrawal from the class
n/a
WD
Withdrawal from all classes
n/a
WF
Withdrawn under Acad Regs 5 & 6
n/a
1 - 69
Nonpassing grade
n/a
70 - 100 Passing grade
n/a
12345678-
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COURSE NUMBERING
Notes
1
1
1
1
1
2
3
2

100 - 199
200 – 299
300 – 399
400 & up

Elementary Courses
Intermediate Courses
Advanced Undergraduate Courses
Graduate Courses

The above numbering system does not apply to the schools of Dental
Medicine, Law, Medicine (see below) and Nursing.
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE
GRADING SYSTEM

9
5
4
4
5

University Track: Core clerkship and clinical electives are graded
H, COM, S, AE or U. Electives in years I and II are graded Pass/No
Pass. Preclinical courses are graded M or U though June 2009.
Beginning July 2009 preclinical courses are graded AE or U.

6

College Track (Cleveland Clinic Lerner College of Medicine): All
courses graded M or U through June 2009. Beginning July 2009 all
courses graded AE or U. Competencies are used to assess
performance and are described further at:
http://www.case.edu/registrar/CCLCM_competencies.pdf

4
5
7
9

Note: Cumulative Grade Point Average (GPA) is not applicable to the
School of Medicine.
8
9
4
8

10
10

Schools of Applied Social Science, Dental Medicine, Law only
Schools of Dental Medicine, Law only
Not applicable for Schools of Applied Social Science, Nursing
Test credit or transfer credit only
School of Medicine only
Schools of Law (LL.M.) and Medicine only
School of Law only
Master’s/doctoral theses, EMBA seminar courses, Schools of Law,
Medicine, School of Dental Medicine (M.S.D.) only
9 - Included in hours attempted, but not in hours earned or GPA
10 - School of Dental Medicine only; not included in GPA

COURSE NUMBERING
Series
1000
2000
3000
4000
8000
9000
alpha suffix

Description
1st year level courses
2nd year level courses
3rd year level courses
4th year level courses
Unlisted electives/Away elective
Years I and II (preclinical, optional) electives
Courses offered at area hospitals

For additional standards and accreditation information, please see:
http://www.case.edu/registrar/grades.html.
QUESTIONS
Questions regarding transcripts may be directed to the University
Registrar’s Office, (216) 368-4310, registrar@case.edu. For grades not
listed on this key see http://www.case.edu/registrar/grades.html. For
general information see http://www.case.edu/registrar.

Date
3/1/2013
3/1/2013
3/1/2013
3/1/2013
3/2/2013
3/2/2013
3/2/2013

3/2/2013
3/3/2013
3/3/2013
3/3/2013
3/3/2013

3/4/2013

3/4/2013
3/4/2013

3/4/2013

School
University of California-Santa Barbara
California Institute of Technology
Brown University
Harvard University (College)
University of Southern California
Ohio State University-Columbus
University of Oregon

For the school (e.g. School of Graduate Studies) at which
you aggregate graduate student grades (i.e. there is a
transcript page, GPA, etc.) do you allow different
programs within the school to have their own grading
systems?
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system
No, same grading system
No, same grading system
No, same grading system

for all
for all
for all
for all

programs within a school
programs within a school
programs within a school
programs within a school

4.0

No

Yes

Most use a 9 point grade basis. 9 =
A+, 8 = A; some use a 4.0 basis and
have an A+ but earns only 4 quality
points, same as an A.

Yes

4.0

Yes

4.0

The institution is trying to move away from A+ grading except in
the Law School where an A+ = 4.3.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

Yes
No
No
No

4.0

No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school

The University of Chicago does not have a Graduate School so
each graduate division is allowed to create their own policy as it
relates to grading and other matters as well. Each graduate
division is made up of similar disciplines (i.e. Humanities, Social
Sciences, Physical Sciences, and Biological Sciences) and then
there is a Divinity School. Our professional schools include Law,
Med, Business, and Public Policy. So it is not really the case
where each “department” can have their own grading policy but
each “division” or “school” can do so.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

No
No
No

We have a +/- grading system but only the Undergraduate level
uses it.
I recommend that what ever is used that is is consistent across
all courses. For example, we have issues at the undergraduate
level with some sections of a course where +/- is used and other
sections of the same course that do not use +/-.
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades
C+ is considered failure
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades

3/4/2013
3/5/2013
3/6/2013
3/11/2013

Vanderbilt University
Duke University
University of Colorado-Boulder
State University of New York-Buffalo

No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school

3/12/2013
3/12/2013
3/12/2013

Purdue University
Boston University
University of Missouri-Columbia

No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school

3/12/2013
3/12/2013

University of Iowa
Indiana University-Bloomington

No, same grading system for all programs within a school
No, same grading system for all programs within a school

Northwestern University

Yes
No

4.3, 4.33, 4.333 or similar

4.3, 4.33, 4.333 or similar

Same for all schools/programs in a career
No, same grading system for all programs within a school

University of Chicago
University of Wisconsin-Madison
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities

No
No
No
Yes

If you have an A+ grade in your
School of Graduate Studies (or
equivalent), how many quality
points are assigned for it?
4.0
4.3, 4.33, 4.333 or similar

Yes

University of Virginia
Michigan State University

3/12/2013

Good luck with the outcome.

Please indicate whether or not your School of
Graduate Studies (or equivalent) uses +/- grades.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

Strongly advise against using distinct grading systems by
For our Grad Arts & Science and Business schools all have the program unless the courses are entirely distinct and populations
will not mix. Our experience is that mixed courses with mixed
same grading system, however for our Social Policy school
grading systems lead to confusion and regular grade changes to
PhD programs use an S/U system while Masters use the
Brandeis University
standard +/make corrections for faculty who do not pay attention.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
State University of New York-Stony Brook No, same grading system for all programs within a school
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Iowa State University
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades
Pennsylvania State University
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Our Graduate School grading basis is not A-F, but rather
H,P,L, and F, with no +/- grades.
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill No, same grading system for all programs within a school
Minus grades and A + grade used only in our Law Schools and
Graduate Business Schools. C+ and B+ grades used in all other
Rutgers University
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
Graduate Schools
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
90 percent of our graduate programs are on a 9.0 scale. A few
are on a 4.0 scale. In the 9 point scale, an A+ is 9 points, A is 8
points. For the 4 point scale, an A+ and A both earn 4 quality
points. We are discussing moving off the 9 point scale to a 4
point scale. How we will treat A+ and A grades has not been
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
finalized.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
University of Arizona
There are no +/- grades -- ONLY "whole" letter grades
Having one grading system for all schools and levels
standardizes the grading process, avoids confusion, and lessens
student complaints. Whatever decisions are made, make sure
they are thoroughly vetted by all stakeholders and widely
University of Maryland-College Park
No, same grading system for all programs within a school
communicated to them.
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

3/4/2013
3/4/2013

3/11/2013
3/11/2013
3/12/2013

Any helpful comments for me that can be passed along to
the committee that is researching this issue?

If you have +/grades in your
School of
Graduate Sudies
(or equivalent), do
you have an A+
grade?
Yes
Yes

No, same grading system for all programs within a school

We have a graduate career, an undergraduate career, a
Medicine career, a Law career and a Graduate Business career

Each professional school is graded differently—grad and
undergrad is the same
The available grades are based on the school/program of the
student, not the class. In situations where a student's school
does not offer +/- grading but the school of the class does the
faculty awarding grades will not see +/- grades as an option.

Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
There are no plus or minus grades - only numeric

No
No

We do not have

Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

Yes
Yes

4.3, 4.33, 4.333 or similar
4.0

Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

No

3/12/2013

University of Florida

No, same grading system for all programs within a school

Grading is a key function of any academic institution. while
different disciplines may arrive at the grades differently the
constant has to be the assigned grades to assure that those
reviewing the work of one of our students can with some
confidence judge how they did with respect to others at the
institution. Having different grades for different programs is like
having different speed limits for different makes of automobiles.
Good Luck!
Both +/- grades and "whole" letter grades are used

No

From the Survey background statement that was presented to respondents:
CWRU has a few schools that use +/- grading and several that do not. I had sent a survey about undergraduate
grading in 2008. This survey concerns grading for students in *graduate* (i.e. not professional) programs. At
CWRU, students in our School of Graduate Studies comprise those seeking Masters and PhD degrees from our
College of Arts and Sciences and also from our Schools of Engineering, Medicine, Management and any other
professional school that also has a PhD program. Within our School of Graduate Studies, there has been
discussion about moving from a "whole grades only" to a +/- grading system. However, there has not been
agreement among programs within the School of Graduate Studies regarding the potential shift.
This survey pertains to grading for the school at which you aggregate graduate student grades (i.e. there is a
separate transcript page, cumulative GPA, etc.).

Chapter 3: Part II
ARTICLE VII. Endowed Professorships and other Chairs*
An senior, endowed chair professorship for a tenured full professor is designed to recognize eminence in a given
field, primarily through demonstrated scholarship and excellence in teaching. When the Board of Trustees is advised
to bestow an endowed professorship chair, it is on the premise that the individual has earned a national reputation for
scholarly distinction in his or her field and shares that expertise in his or her teaching. Such a professorship signifies
to the external as well as internal academic community the highest standards for scholarship and teaching the school
has to offer.
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Appointments to endowed professorships for tenure-track faculty at the rank of assistant professor or associate
professor are intended to recognize exceptional faculty potential and merit and to add special strength to particular
areas of teaching and research.
In special circumstances, when requested by the donor or permitted by the terms of the endowment agreement, nontenure track faculty may be appointed to an endowed professorship to recognize eminence in a given field.
There are occasions when appointments to senior endowed professional chairs professorships are coterminous with
administrative appointments. The criterion of scholarship continues to hold in such cases but may be interpreted
more flexibly. Appointments to endowed chairs at assistant professor and associate professor levels are of a
specified duration. Endowed chairs at the full professor level may be of a specified duration. These Junior endowed
professorship appointments are intended to recognize exceptional faculty potential and merit and to add special
strength to particular areas of teaching and research.
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Appointments to endowed professorships are of a specified duration, unless the terms of the endowment state
otherwise.

Appointments to visiting chairs professorships may be at any faculty rank and do not lead to tenure consideration.
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*Office of the President 11/7/86; amended 2/18/87; approved by the Faculty Senate 3/25/09.
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Current FS By-law IV, Item d. Student Membership
2) Procedures for the election of student senators shall be as follows:
a.
Undergraduate. Each year, the Secretary shall request the Vice President of Student Affairs
to solicit letters of undergraduate student candidacy for membership for the following year by
media available to all undergraduate students in the University, to administer a referendum for
the election of one of the candidates so identified, to conduct a runoff election in the event of a
tie vote, and to report to the Secretary the name of the undergraduate student so elected not later
than May 1.
Proposed revision:
a.
Undergraduate. The Undergraduate Student Government Vice President of Academic
Affairs, who is elected each year from among members of the undergraduate student body, shall
serve as the student senator. The Vice President of Student Affairs will report his/her name to
the Secretary of the University Faculty no later than May 1 each year.

MANDEL SCHOOL OF APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCES
CASE WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY
Revised by MSASS Faculty – 9/20/2004
Ratified by Faculty Senate – 10/27/2004
Approved in Principle by the Faculty Senate 10/27/2004
Approved in Principle by the Faculty Senate 09/24/2008
Revised by MSASS Faculty – 5/11/2015

STANDARDS FOR APPOINTMENT, REAPPOINTMENT, PROMOTION AND TENURE
FOR TENURED, TENURE TRACK, NON-TENURE TRACK AND SPECIAL FACULTY

I. Faculty Titles and Definitions
Members of the faculty shall be all persons holding full-time tenured or tenure track, nontenure track and full- or part-time special faculty appointments. MSASS faculty titles and
ranks are described in the MSASS by laws (1:2:1) and are summarized in Table 1. Table
1 is consistent with provisions of the CWRU Faculty Handbook (Summer 2003) and
MSASS by laws (approved 1/26/2004).
•

Per faculty resolution of May 11, 2015, the ratio of tenured/tenure track faculty to
non-tenure track faculty must meet or exceed 60:40 at all times (i.e., 60% must be
tenured/tenure track).

•

Per faculty resolution of April 14, 2003, the ratio of tenured/tenure track faculty
to non-tenure track faculty must meet or exceed 75:25 at all times (i.e., 75% must
be tenured/tenure track).

•

Voting faculty is defined as the tenured/tenure track and the non-tenure track.
These two groups of faculty have voting privileges as stated in the CWRU
Faculty Handbook. Special faculty members have no vote on matters coming
before the MSASS faculty, unless specifically asked to vote on a particular issue
by the voting faculty.

II. Qualifications and Standards
MSASS criteria for consideration of promotion and tenure are organized into four areas
drawn from the CWRU Faculty Handbook. These are as follows:
1. Expert knowledge of their academic field and a commitment to continuing
development of this competence
2. Effectiveness in facilitating learning
3. Implementation of a continuing program of research and scholarship

Standards Document – September 20, 2004 November 3, 2015

1

4. Assuming a fair share of school/university service and administrative tasks,
including contributing to community and professional service
These criteria are applicable to each faculty member, but the emphasis and the types of
evidence required to support achievement of each criterion depends on the nature and
type of the initial faculty appointment (tenure track, non-tenure track, special). In
accordance with the Faculty Handbook (Chapter 3, Part One, I, A.3), at the time of the
initial appointment, the faculty member shall be provided with a general written
description of 1) the criteria by which his/her performance will be judged, and 2) the
teaching, research and scholarship, and service required to maintain faculty status and for
renewal of appointment, promotion, and/or tenure, as applicable.
III. Promotion and Tenure
Table 2 illustrates the criteria, evidence, and sources as applied for appointment,
reappointment, promotion, and consideration for tenure. The criteria, general evidence,
and sources of evidence listed have sufficient detail to be applicable to all faculty. Table
2 also demonstrates how quality and excellence are maintained, while providing
opportunities for advancement and career development for all types of faculty.
1. The first criterion, “expert knowledge of academic field and a commitment to
continuing development of this competence,” applies to all MSASS faculty:
tenure track, non-tenure track, and special.
2. Tenure track faculty should provide evidence that they can and will continue to
satisfy all of the other three criteria (#s 2, 3, and 4).
3. Non-tenure track faculty should provide evidence that they can and will
continue to satisfy at least two of the remaining three criteria (#s 2, 3, and/or 4),
depending on their initial appointment.
4. Special faculty should provide evidence that they can and will continue to
satisfy at least one of the other three criteria (#s 2, 3, and 4), depending on their
initial appointment.
5. The criteria for promotion to associate professor are the same for all faculty
types (tenure track, non-tenure track, and special), except that time limits do not
apply to non-tenure and special tracks, and the focus of the initial appointment
(teaching, research and/or service) may be different. MSASS provides an
appropriate allocation of resources and time (taking into account rank and type
of appointment) for scholarly growth, academic achievement and professional
development.
6. Faculty hired in the tenure track must remain in the tenure track. Faculty in the
non-tenure track can apply for an open tenure track position, but if they move
into a tenure track position, they cannot move back to a non-tenure track status.
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The provost’s office must approve a transfer into the tenure track. MSASS
policy of 2/2000 and approved by the CWRU Faculty Senate states: ”Although
a one time, one way movement from a non-tenure track to a tenure track
position is possible, it is not allowable (a) to move back and forth between
tenure track and non tenure track positions…… Someone appointed to a nontenure track position may later be appointed to a tenure track position but then
cannot move back to a non-tenure track position. Likewise, someone appointed
to a tenure track position cannot move to a non-tenure track position and back to
the tenure track”.
7. MSASS by-laws (Section 4:3:2) state: “MSASS faculty members who have
been denied tenure by the university may be given renewable term appointments
not leading to tenure consideration contingent upon full financial support from
non-university resources. Such faculty members would be in the special faculty
category.”
8. Faculty in the tenure track who have served six (6) years in the school without
being granted tenure should be offered a terminal appointment (except as
indicated in point 7 above).
9. Tenure should be granted only at the levels of associate and full professor.

Table 3 summarizes procedures for faculty review of tenured, tenure track, non-tenure
track and special faculty who seek a promotion in rank and/or tenure. The chart also
shows ways in which a faculty member may receive guidance and feedback on job
performance, including annual reviews, formation of advisory committees (Faculty
Development Committees), and in the case of tenure track faculty in the pre-tenure
period, 3rd year reviews.
1. All faculty members, with the exception of part-time faculty, receive an annual
review, as required by the CWRU Faculty Handbook.
2. A Faculty Development Committee offers career guidance to each tenure track
faculty member during the pre-tenure period. The option of forming an advisory
committee for the purpose of career guidance and development shall be
available to tenured faculty seeking promotion, non-tenure track faculty, and
special research, adjunct, and clinical faculty as well.
3. On recommendations involving promotion, only faculty of rank equal or
superior to that being considered shall be eligible to vote. On recommendations
involving tenure, only faculty with tenure shall vote.
4. Promotion considerations to the rank of assistant level and higher require
external evaluations.
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5. Procedures for initial appointments and renewals of secondary appointments are
summarized, following the policy statement on secondary appointments
approved by the MSASS faculty April 14, 2003 and listed later in this
document.

IV. Procedures for Review for Promotion and/or Tenure Considerations
A. Review Committees
All candidates for promotion and/or tenure will be reviewed by all faculty who are
eligible to vote at the rank being considered. On recommendations involving
promotion of tenured or tenure track faculty, only tenured and/or tenure track faculty
of rank equal or superior to the rank being considered shall be eligible to vote. On
recommendations involving promotion of non-tenure track and special faculty, all
voting faculty (tenured, tenure track, and non-tenure track) of rank equal or superior
to the rank being considered shall be eligible to vote. On recommendations involving
tenure of tenure-track faculty, only faculty with tenure shall vote. These faculty shall
consider all promotions and awards of tenure to insure the application of equitable
standards for assessing credentials and to insure compliance with the personnel
policy guidelines established by the Faculty Senate. These faculty shall review
candidates in accordance with the criteria for promotion and tenure and the
procedures for promotion and tenure review established by the MSASS Faculty and
the guidelines established by the Faculty Senate.
The faculty committee shall be chaired by the dean and shall make formal
recommendations to the dean and the university administration. The dean’s position
should not be included in the vote of the faculty, but should be transmitted to the
university in a separate report accompanying the formal recommendations submitted
by the committees.
B. Review of Tenure Track, Pre-Tenure Faculty
There shall be a yearly review by the dean of all tenure track faculty during the pre-tenure
period which will be reported to the university. At the end of the first three years of the
faculty appointment, there shall be a review conducted by the tenured faculty, which will
assess the progress of the faculty member toward meeting the criteria for tenure and
indicate areas of strength and concern. This report will be given to the candidate. The
review report will be sent to the provost’s office.
The intent of the yearly reviews and the three-year review is to keep the faculty member
informed as to his/her progress in meeting the criteria for tenure, offer suggestions related
to areas of concern, and provide the faculty member an early evaluation so as to enable
the faculty member to consider options prior to the end of six-year pre-tenure period.
C. Preliminary Procedures
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1.

At the time of the appointment, incoming faculty will receive a copy of the
procedures and criteria for promotion and tenure.

2.

A formal consideration for promotion and/or tenure will ordinarily occur at the
time of the faculty member’s automatic review date but, if circumstances warrant,
may be initiated earlier. Consideration may be initiated at the request of either the
faculty member or the dean. Faculty members whose automatic review dates for
promotion or tenure occur within a particular year shall be notified by the dean. If
warranted by special circumstances, individual extensions of the pre-tenure period
may be made as described in the university’s Faculty Handbook, subject to the
provost’s approval.

3.

The list of candidates will be made known by the dean to all faculty by September
1 of each year in which there will be candidates. Colleagues may submit material
regarding the performance of any person on the list to the dean by October 1.
Submitted information will be included in the candidates’ promotion and tenure
materials in accordance with guidelines provided by the provost’s office.

4.

At no time shall an individual be considered for review without his/her
knowledge.

5.

Candidates may consult with members of review committees for guidance and
advice regarding preparation of material prior to a scheduled review.

6.

Candidates will receive both the MSASS criteria for promotion and tenure and the
guidelines provided by the provost’s office.

D. Material to be Reviewed
1.

Candidates shall submit the following materials to the Dean:
a.

A current and complete vitae;

b.

written statements of self-evaluation covering the criteria for promotion
and tenure;

c.

a selection of publication reprints or manuscript copies that the candidate
considers representative of his/her strengths and contributions plus any
reviews or commentaries on the work;

d.

a list of persons from whom the dean can request references. These should
be persons who can comment knowledgably about the capabilities and
contributions of the candidate. Table 3 indicates the numbers of external
letters required of promotion and/or tenure candidates; and

e.

other material that the candidate believes will serve as evidence.
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2.

The dean’s office shall submit the following material to the faculty eligible to
review the candidate’s promotion and/or tenure request:
a.

The material submitted by the candidate;

b.

if applicable, letters submitted by colleagues (internal and/or external to
the school) solicited by the dean in consultation with the candidate and
other colleagues;

c.

evaluations requested from outside referees. The dean is responsible for
the solicitation of letters or reference from outside referees. He/she
assumes final responsibility for the content of the letters and for
determining the referees that shall be solicited. Names of persons
submitted by the candidate will be used selectively and will be
supplemented by names submitted by members of the Faculty Committees
for Promotion and Tenure;

d.

the most recent three years of student ratings and written evaluations of
the candidate’s classroom and/or field teaching;

e.

the responses from a random sample of current and former students who
have taken courses from the candidate;

f.

written review of the dean.

g.

written third year review of the Faculty Committees for Promotion and
Tenure.

The candidate may review submitted material with the exception of confidential
evaluations from outside referees, colleague letters, and letters from students solicited by
the school. He/She may provide a written rebuttal but cannot remove any material with
which he/she disagrees.

V. Procedures for Secondary Appointments
Definition
The CWRU Faculty Handbook (Summer 2003) states that in cases where an appointment
applies to more than one constituent faculty or department, or to an administrative office
as well as academic unit, one constituent faculty or department shall be identified as that
of the primary appointment, and the other as secondary. Secondary faculty appointments
are designed for persons who hold primary appointments in other schools/departments
within the university. Such appointments will range in title from instructor through
professor. Secondary appointments are important for establishing working relationships
with other schools or departments and conducting interdisciplinary studies.
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Terms and Procedures for Appointment
1. No faculty member shall hold a secondary appointment at a rank higher than the
rank held in his/her primary department or school.
2. Secondary appointments are made as special faculty appointments as described in
Tables 1 and 3.
3. Persons holding secondary appointments will receive no individual financial
compensation or office space as a function of the secondary appointment.
4. Those holding secondary appointments in MSASS only will not be voting
members of the MSASS faculty.
5. Faculty members may nominate individual faculty members for a secondary
appointment in writing for the dean’s consideration. The dean may bring
recommendations for initial secondary appointments to the faculty for their
consideration. Faculty of the same or higher rank will review the candidate’s
credentials (which would ordinarily include a CV, statement of rationale for
secondary appointment, and a copy of one recent published paper) and submit
their recommendation to the dean. Initial appointments will be for one academic
year. Re-appointments (renewals) may be made by the dean.
6. As expressed in the CWRU Faculty Handbook, the primary department or school
continues to be responsible for the initiation of consideration of reappointment,
promotion, tenure or termination.
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Table 1: Categories and Titles of MSASS Faculty
Type
TENURE TRACK/
TENURED

Modifier

None

Ranks

Appointment

Assistant
Professor
Associate
Professor
Professor

Full time, Finite
Full time,
Indefinite

Vote

Comments

CWRUyes
MSASSyes

No changes in
procedure from our
current policy. Criteria
and standards for
promotion have been
developed for each
rank.

NON-TENURE
TRACK

None

Instructor
Sr. Instructor
Assistant
Professor
Associate
Professor
Professor

Full time, Finite

CWRUyes
MSASSyes

Establishes a non-tenure
career track.

SPECIAL

Visiting

Instructor
Sr. Instructor
Assistant
Professor
Associate
Professor
Professor

Full or part
time—short term/
limited

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

Appointment is at same
rank as previous
institution. If not from
academia, title is
Visiting Faculty; the
modifier Distinguished
Visiting may be used in
special circumstances.

Research

Assistant
Professor
Associate
Professor
Professor

Full or part
time—Finite,
dependent on
research funding

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

These individuals are
established researchers
who direct funded
research and provide
experiences for
students.

Adjunct

Instructor
Sr. Instructor

Part time or full
time with limited
duties--Finite

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

Perform limited
educational duties such
as teaching specified
courses, seminars, or
advising (field,
academic, ABLE), etc.
Typically primary
appointment is
elsewhere.

Field
Education

Instructor

Agency based

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

Educate students in
field placements.
Employed by agencies,
not CWRU.

Lecturer

N/A

Full or part
time

CWRUno
MSASSno

Carries a teaching
load for a
prescribed period
of time – total
appointment may
not exceed three
years.
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Type

Modifier

Ranks

Named
Professor,
according to
the terms of
the
professorship

SECONDARY

Appointment

Vote

Comments

Full time-finite

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

Perform specified
limited duties of named
chair

Clinical

Instructor,
Sr. Instructor,
Assistant
Professor,
Associate
Professor,
Professor

Full or part timefinite

CWRU-no
MSASSno, unless
asked to
vote

Established
practitioners or
administrators who
direct projects and
provide educational
experiences for
students.

None

Instructor
Sr. Instructor
Assistant
Professor
Associate
Professor
Professor

Secondary, finite

CWRUdepends
on primary
apt.
MSASSno

Rank is not to exceed
rank in primary
department.
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Mandel School of Applied Social Sciences
Case Western Reserve University
TABLE 2
STANDARDS FOR APPOINTMENT, REAPPOINTMENT, PROMOTION AND TENURE
FOR TENURED, TENURE TRACK, NON-TENURE TRACK AND SPECIAL FACULTY
(Numbers in parentheses refer to criteria area. Criteria 1 and 4 apply to all faculty.)
MSASS criteria for consideration of promotion and tenure are organized into four areas
drawn from the CWRU Faculty Handbook, and one additional area pertinent to the social
work profession. These are as follows:
1. Expert knowledge of their academic field and a commitment to continuing
development of this competence
2. Effectiveness in facilitating learning
3. Implementation of a continuing program of research and scholarship
4. Assuming a fair share of school/university service and administrative tasks,
including contributing to community and professional service

Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

INSTRUCTOR
This rank not applicable

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
INSTRUCTOR
• Master’s degree in social work or related
field. (1)
• Evidence of professional expertise and
excellence in an area of social welfare. (3)
• Evidence of pedagogical abilities relevant
to social work education. (2)
• Willingness to participate in school
service and administrative tasks. (4)
• Community social welfare service
orientation as evidenced by participation
in local activities. (4)

SR. INSTRUCTOR
This rank not applicable

SR. INSTRUCTOR
• Master’s degree in social work or related
field. (1)
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Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
• Recognition of area of expertise by
local/community professionals as
evidenced by honors, publications, and/or
presentations. (1)
• Competence in pedagogical abilities
relevant to social work education as
evidenced by courses developed, new
courses taken on, range of courses taught,
teaching evaluations, etc. (2)
• Contributions to development of social
work education as evidenced by ABLE
participation, continuing education, guest
lectures for other courses, etc. (2)
• Evidence of teaching competence over
time as measured by attainment of
performance goals set for teaching. (2)
• Scholarly productivity as evidenced by
local, state, and/or national presentations.
(3)
• Participation within the school in
administrative and membership roles in
committees, programs, and school
initiatives. (4)
Participation in professional/community
organizations and undertakings. (4)

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

• Earned doctorate.
• Developing knowledge in one or more
areas of knowledge, practice, research
and/or education. (1)
• Capacity for scholarly productivity as
evidenced by research, demonstration or
practice projects, professional
presentations, teaching materials or other
media, monographs, reports, papers,
articles, book chapters or books. (3)
• Service commitment as evidenced by
school/ professional community
membership, state and local activities. (4)
• Excellence in teaching as evidenced by
teaching evaluations, courses taught, etc.
(2)

• Earned doctorate.
• Developing knowledge in one or more
areas of knowledge, practice, research
and/or education. (1)
• Capacity for scholarly productivity as
evidenced by research, demonstration or
practice projects, professional
presentations, teaching materials or other
media, monographs, reports, papers,
articles, book chapters or books. (3)
• Service commitment as evidenced by
school/ professional community
membership, state and local activities. (4)
• Participation within the school and
university by assuming administrative
and other roles in key committees,
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Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

• A research area of expertise is evident.
• Ability to attract funding for research. (3)
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
Achieving this rank requires continued
fulfillment of all criteria at the assistant
professor level, with the addition of the
following:
• Achieved recognition as a scholar or
expert in one or more areas of knowledge,
practice, research, and education as
evidenced by evaluation of external
authorities and colleagues in the area of
research practice or knowledge. (1)
• Clear and explicit formulations of
theoretical and value content bearing on a
component of social work knowledge or
practice as evidenced by research,
demonstration or practice projects,
professional presentations, teaching
materials or other media, monographs,
reports, papers, articles, book chapters or
books, activities in workshops, continuing
education, institutes, seminars, visiting
professorships, advisory panels, etc. (1)
• Mastery of pedagogical abilities relevant
to social work education including
development of teaching content and
objectives in a clear and consistent
fashion, coherent organization of content
and effective presentation of classroom or
field instruction content, responsiveness to
learning needs and styles of students, and
provision of opportunities for students’
integration of knowledge, practice and
values as evidenced by written selfevaluation (including such issues as
philosophy/principles of education,
assessment of teaching role and
competence, aims and objectives,
relationship with students, particular
skills or mastery of content), student

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
programs, and initiatives. (4)
• Excellence in teaching and/or practice. (2)
• Development of area of teaching focus. (2)
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
(Note: the relevant criteria apply to nontenure track & special faculty titles with this
rank).
Achieving this rank requires continued
fulfillment of all criteria at the assistant
professor level, with the addition of the
following:
• Achieved recognition as a scholar or expert
in one or more areas of knowledge,
practice, research, and education as
evidenced by evaluation of external
authorities and colleagues in the area of
research practice or knowledge. (1)
• Clear and explicit formulations of
theoretical and value content bearing on a
component of social work knowledge or
practice as evidenced by research,
demonstration or practice projects,
professional presentations, teaching
materials or other media, monographs,
reports, papers, articles, book chapters or
books, activities in workshops, continuing
education, institutes, seminars, visiting
professorships, advisory panels, etc. (1)
• Mastery of pedagogical abilities relevant to
social work education including
development of teaching content and
objectives in a clear and consistent fashion,
coherent organization of content and
effective presentation of classroom or field
instruction content, responsiveness to
learning needs and styles of students, and
provision of opportunities for students’
integration of knowledge, practice and
values as evidenced by written selfevaluation (including such issues as
philosophy/principles of education,
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Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

•

•

•

•

•

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
evaluation ratings and all written
assessment of teaching role and
comments, responses from a random
competence, aims and objectives,
sample of current and former students
relationship with students, particular skills
who have taken courses from the
or mastery of content), student evaluation
candidate whose responses have been
ratings and all written comments,
solicited by the dean, evaluations by
responses from a random sample of
colleagues such as specialization and/or
current and former students who have
concentration chairperson, team teachers,
taken courses from the candidate whose
and others cognizant of the candidate’s
responses have been solicited by the dean,
performance. (2)
evaluations by colleagues such as
specialization and/or concentration
Contributions to education with regard to
chairperson, team teachers, and others
social work education field, in general,
cognizant of the candidate’s performance.
curriculum development, development of
(2)
innovative approaches, extensions of
• Contributions to education with regard to
teaching skill/knowledge to continuing
education, workshops, seminars, lectures,
social work education field, in general,
etc. as evidenced by self-report of such
curriculum development, development of
activities, published articles, reports,
innovative approaches, extensions of
monographs, course syllabi, and
teaching skill/knowledge to continuing
evaluations by colleagues and consumers,
education, workshops, seminars, lectures,
etc (2)
etc. as evidenced by self-report of such
activities, published articles, reports,
Participation in community welfare
monographs, course syllabi, and
activities as evidenced by serving on
evaluations by colleagues and consumers,
boards and committees, giving speeches
etc (2)
and workshops, providing consultation,
serving on advisory panels. (4)
• Participation in community welfare
activities as evidenced by serving on
Assuming leadership roles in professional
boards and committees, giving speeches
organizations and undertakings as
and workshops, providing consultation,
evidenced by holding leadership positions
serving on advisory panels. (4)
in organizations and networks concerned
• Assuming leadership roles in professional
with social welfare and social work. (4)
organizations and undertakings as
Scholarly work represents a significant
evidenced by holding leadership positions
contribution to the field of social work and
in organizations and networks concerned
social welfare as evidenced by articles
with social welfare and social work. (4)
published in refereed journals, books and
book chapters, monographs, reports and
• Scholarly work represents a significant
papers, juried and invited presentations at
contribution to the field of social work and
professional meetings, external support
social welfare as evidenced by articles
for research and scholarship, evaluation
published in refereed journals, books and
of research and scholarships by external
book chapters, monographs, reports and
referees. (3)
papers, juried and invited presentations at
professional meetings, external support for
Scholarly work demonstrates excellence,
research and scholarship, evaluation of
an ability to conduct independent
research and scholarships by external
scholarship, and a sustained focus that is
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Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
likely to continue as evidenced by research
referees. (3)
and scholarly activities currently
• Scholarly work demonstrates excellence,
underway. (3)
an ability to conduct independent
• Participation in school service and
scholarship, and a sustained focus that is
likely to continue as evidenced by research
administrative roles as evidenced by
and scholarly activities currently
committee membership, leadership
underway. (3)
activities, proposals developed,
administrative accomplishments and
• Participation in school service and
related documents. (4)
administrative roles as evidenced by
• Participation in university service and
committee membership, leadership
activities, proposals developed,
administrative tasks as evidenced by
administrative accomplishments and
committee service, leadership activities
related documents. (4)
and administrative tasks. (4)
• Participation in university service and
administrative tasks as evidenced by
committee service, leadership activities
and administrative tasks. (4)
PROFESSOR

PROFESSOR

Relevant criteria apply to all faculty titles
with this rank.

Relevant criteria apply to all faculty titles
with this rank.

Achieving this rank requires continued
fulfillment of all criteria at the Associate
Professor level, with the addition of the
following:

Achieving this rank requires continued
fulfillment of all criteria at the Associate
Professor level, with the addition of the
following:

• Highly significant and sustained
knowledge development and contributions
in a specified area or areas bearing on a
component of social welfare knowledge,
practice, research and/or education as
evidenced by evaluation of external
authorities and colleagues. Quality and
quantity of publications with an emphasis
on sole and first authorship in top tier
refereed journals will have the most
weight. Collaborations with students are
considered to be clear indications of the
faculty member’s work. (1)
• National and/or international recognition
as a scholar. (1)
• Significant contributions to education

• Highly significant and sustained
knowledge development and contributions
in a specified area or areas bearing on a
component of social welfare knowledge,
practice, research and/or education as
evidenced by evaluation of external
authorities and colleagues. Quality and
quantity of publications with an emphasis
on sole and first authorship in top tier
refereed journals will have the most
weight. Collaborations with students are
considered to be clear indications of the
faculty member’s work. (1)
• National and/or international recognition
as a scholar. (1)
• Significant contributions to education with
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Tenured & Tenure Track
(Criteria 1-4 apply for tenured and
tenure track)

•

•
•

•

•

•

with regard to social work education as
evidenced by curriculum development,
development of innovative approaches,
extension of teaching skills/knowledge,
dissertations chaired, national recognition
as a teacher, national and or international
influence with respect to social work
education and profession. (2)
Sustained and significant substantive
scholarly contributions recognized
nationally and/or internationally as
evidenced by publications in refereed
journals, consultations, honors, elections
to scientific bodies, principal investigator
of funded grants, authorship of a
textbook. (3)
Excellence demonstrated by outstanding
achievement and evidence that this level of
excellence will be sustained. (1)
Influence on policy or practice at a
national/ international level in one or
more areas of knowledge, practice,
research, or education. (4)
Major role and recognized leadership in
key school, university, and professional
committees/initiatives, as evidenced by
assuming the role of chair, elected
positions with the university, preparation
of concept or position papers,
administrative leadership activities and
accomplishments. (4)
Evidence of influence on professional
organizations, research, policy, or practice
at the national and/or international level
as evidenced by serving on national
boards, being a consultant to government
or scientific bodies, holding office in
professional/scientific organizations,
memberships on editorial boards or
editorships. (4)
Assuming leadership roles in national
and/or international professional
organizations and undertakings. (4)

Non-Tenure Track & Special
(where rank is applicable)
(Criteria 1 applies to all. At least two of
criteria 2, 3 & 4 apply to non-tenure track;
at least one of criteria 2, 3 & 4 applies to
special)
regard to social work education as
evidenced by curriculum development,
development of innovative approaches,
extension of teaching skills/knowledge,
dissertations chaired, national recognition
as a teacher, national and or international
influence with respect to social work
education and profession. (2)
• Sustained and significant substantive
scholarly contributions recognized
nationally and/or internationally as
evidenced by publications in refereed
journals, consultations, honors, elections to
scientific bodies, principal investigator of
funded grants, authorship of a textbook.
(3)
• Excellence demonstrated by outstanding
achievement and evidence that this level of
excellence will be sustained. (1)
• Influence on policy or practice at a
national/ international level in one or more
areas of knowledge, practice, research, or
education. (4)
• Major role and recognized leadership in
key school, university, and professional
committees/initiatives, as evidenced by
assuming the role of chair, elected
positions with the university, preparation
of concept or position papers,
administrative leadership activities and
accomplishments. (4)
• Evidence of influence on professional
organizations, research, policy, or practice
at the national and/or international level as
evidenced by serving on national boards,
being a consultant to government or
scientific bodies, holding office in
professional/scientific organizations,
memberships on editorial boards or
editorships. (4)
• Assuming leadership roles in national
and/or international professional
organizations and undertakings. (4)
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Table 3
Procedures for Faculty Review and Promotion/Tenure Considerations1
 = applies
Faculty
Category

Advisory
Committee

Annual
Review
by Dean
Includes
review by
Committee
as well

3 Year
Review

Submit
Documents
for Promotion





NA

Pre-tenure
Period for
tenure
track
faculty

Required

Tenured

Optional at
associate
level



Optional



NonTenure
track

Special:
Visiting
Special:
Research

Special:
Adjunct

NA
Optional

Optional

NA



Associate
Dean

NA

NA
NA

NA





NA



√
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Which Faculty
Review2
Vote for
promotion by
faculty
(tenured, and
tenure track) at
rank equal to
or superior to
that being
considered.
Vote for tenure
by tenured
faculty only.
Vote for
promotion by
faculty
(tenured and
tenure track) of
rank equal to
or superior to
that being
considered
Vote by
faculty
(tenured,
tenure track &
non-tenure
track) of rank
equal to or
superior to that
being
considered

NA
Vote by
tenured, tenure
track, and nontenure track
faculty of rank
equal to or
superior to
that being
considered
Vote by
tenured, tenure
track, and non-

External
Evaluation
Required3



Provost
Approval4



3 letters for
assistant
professor
8letters for
associate
professor
10 letters for
full professor





3 letters for
assistant
professor
8 letters for
associate
professor
10 letters for
full professor





2 letters
required for
promotion to
senior
instructor
(need not be
external)
3 letters for
assistant
professor
8 letters for
associate
professor
10 letters for
full professor
NA


3 letters for
assistant
professor
8 letters for
associate
professor
10 letters for
full professor
NA

NA
NA

NA
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Faculty
Category

Special:
Field
Education
Instructors

Advisory
Committee

NA

Named
Professors
Clinical
Special
Faculty

Optional

Secondary

NA

1.

NA

Annual
Review
by Dean
Field
Director for
adjunct
instructors
who serve
as field
advisors
Field
Office




3 Year
Review

Submit
Documents
for Promotion

Which Faculty
Review2

Provost
Approval4

tenure track
faculty of rank
equal to or
superior to that
being
considered
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
Review of
field education
instructors is
carried out via
annual student
evaluations
and field
advisor’s
agency
assessments
NA

NA




Vote by
tenured, tenure
track and nontenure track
faculty of rank
equal or
superior to that
being
considered



External
Evaluation
Required3

NA

For initial
appointments
only

Vote by
tenured, tenure
track, and nontenure track
faculty of rank
equal to or
superior to
that being
considered for
the initial
appointment.
Decisions of
promotion and
tenure rest
with primary
appointment.5

NA

NA



NA


2 letters
required for
promotion to
senior
instructor
(need not be
external)
3 letters for
assistant
professor
8 letters for
associate
professor
10 letters for
full professor
Letter of
approval
required from
chair or dean
where
candidate
holds
primary
appointment

NA

For initial
appointment
and
renewals

This chart applies to promotions from one rank to the next higher rank, not necessarily initial
appointments, except in the case of secondary appointments.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

This column indicates which faculty vote on promotion for each category of faculty listed in the
rows. MSASS bylaws state that promotion decisions are made by the faculty eligible to vote for the
rank being considered. Tenure decisions are made by faculty with tenure.
These refer to evaluations by external authorities for the purpose of promotion/tenure considerations.
Two letters are required for initial appointments of instructors and senior instructors, but these need
not be external. To be hired at or promoted to the rank of assistant professor a national search is
required, unless a waiver has been granted.
CWRU Faculty Handbook (Chapter 3, Part One, I) states that, with the exception of special faculty,
all appointments, promotions, and tenure, and tenure transfer recommendations require approval by
the Board of Trustees.
Faculty with secondary appointments may request consideration of promotion in the secondary
department after a promotion has been granted in their primary department.

Approved by MSASS faculty
Revised September 20, 2004
Ratified by Faculty Senate
October 27, 2004
Approved in Principle by the Faculty Senate – 04/26/06
Approved in Principle by the Faculty Senate – 09/24/08
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GUIDELINES

Determining Qualified Faculty through HLC’s
Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed Practices
Guidelines for Institutions and Peer Reviewers
These guidelines were updated October 1, 2015, due to
the adoption of a policy revision to Assumed Practice
B.2. by HLC’s Board of Trustees on June 26, 2015. This
revision clarified HLC’s longstanding expectations
regarding the qualifications of faculty and the
importance of faculty members having appropriate
expertise in the subjects they teach.

Introduction
The following information provides guidance to institutions
and peer reviewers in determining and evaluating minimal
faculty qualifications at institutions accredited by the
Higher Learning Commission (HLC). These guidelines
serve to amplify the Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed
Practices that speak to the importance of institutions
employing qualified faculty for the varied and essential roles
faculty members perform. HLC’s requirements related to
qualified faculty seek to ensure that students have access to
faculty members who are experts in the subject matter they
teach and who can communicate knowledge in that subject
to their students. A qualified faculty member helps position
students for success not only in a particular class, but in
their academic programs and their careers after they have
completed their program.
The following guidelines apply to all faculty members
whose primary responsibility is teaching, including parttime, adjunct, dual credit, temporary and/or non-tenuretrack faculty. Although some institutions place a heavy
reliance on adjunct faculty, or give graduate teaching
HLC Guidelines
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assistants the responsibility for instruction in many course
sections, an institution committed to effective teaching
and learning will be able to demonstrate consistent
procedures and careful consideration of qualifications for all
instructional faculty.

Background on HLC’s Qualified
Faculty Requirements
During 2010-2011, HLC began developing new Criteria
for Accreditation and Assumed Practices. Together, the
Criteria for Accreditation and the Assumed Practices, both
of which became effective in January 2013, define the
quality standards that all member institutions must satisfy
to achieve and maintain HLC accreditation.
In June 2015, HLC revised Assumed Practice B.2. to
elevate academic quality by ensuring that faculty members
who deliver college content are appropriately qualified to
do so and to clarify HLC’s expectations. Also, the revisions
to Assumed Practice B.2. reflected longstanding HLC
expectations that had appeared in various written forms
in previous years. Through this revision process, HLC
supports its mission of assuring and advancing the quality
of higher learning.
When HLC’s Board of Trustees approved the revisions
to Assumed Practice B.2. in June 2015, it also extended
the date of compliance to September 1, 2017, to allow
institutions time to work through the details of the revised
requirement. With these guidelines, HLC seeks to convey
Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison.
Page 1

both its expectations and timeline for compliance, along
with strategies for institutional success in the best interest
of key stakeholders, including students, parents, employers
and other institutions of higher education.

Relevant Criteria and Assumed
Practices
Criterion Three speaks to faculty qualifications, specifically
Core Component 3.C, subcomponents 3.C.1., 3.C.2., and
3.C.4. Assumed Practice B.2.a. and B.2.b. are central to this
topic and are presented below in revised form in accordance
with the effective date of September 1, 2017.

Criterion Three. Teaching and Learning:
Quality, Resources, and Support
The institution provides high quality education, wherever
and however its offerings are delivered.
Core Component 3.C. The institution has the faculty
and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and
student services.
3.C.1. The institution has sufficient numbers and
continuity of faculty members to carry out both the
classroom and the non-classroom roles of faculty,
including oversight of the curriculum and expectations
for student performance; establishment of academic
credentials for instructional staff; involvement in
assessment of student learning.
3.C.2. All instructors are appropriately qualified,
including those in dual credit, contractual, and
consortial programs.
3.C.4. The institution has processes and resources for
assuring that instructors are current in their disciplines
and adept in their teaching roles; it supports their
professional development.

Assumed Practice B. Teaching and Learning:
Quality, Resources, and Support
[Revised as written for the September 1, 2017 effective date.]
B.2. Faculty Roles and Qualifications
a. Qualified faculty members are identified primarily by
credentials, but other factors, including but not limited
to equivalent experience, may be considered by the
HLC Guidelines
Published: October 2015 © Higher Learning Commission

institution in determining whether a faculty member
is qualified. Instructors (excluding for this requirement
teaching assistants enrolled in a graduate program
and supervised by faculty) possess an academic degree
relevant to what they are teaching and at least one level
above the level at which they teach, except in programs
for terminal degrees or when equivalent experience
is established. In terminal degree programs, faculty
members possess the same level of degree. When faculty
members are employed based on equivalent experience,
the institution defines a minimum threshold of
experience and an evaluation process that is used in
the appointment process. Faculty teaching general
education courses, or other non-occupational courses,
hold a master’s degree or higher in the discipline or
subfield. If a faculty member holds a master’s degree
or higher in a discipline or subfield other than that in
which he or she is teaching, that faculty member should
have completed a minimum of 18 graduate credit hours
in the discipline or subfield in which they teach.
b. Instructors teaching in graduate programs should hold
the terminal degree determined by the discipline and
have a record of research, scholarship or achievement
appropriate for the graduate program.

The Importance of Qualified Faculty
Within a specific discipline or field of study in a collegiate
environment, “the faculty and staff needed for effective,
high-quality programs and student services,” as stated in
Core Component 3.C., refers to a faculty member’s ability
to understand and convey the essentials of the discipline
that a student should master at various course and program
levels. Beyond mere coverage of course material, qualified
faculty should be able to engage professionally with
colleagues in determining the learning objectives for all
graduates of a program, as well as possess and demonstrate
the full scope of knowledge, skills and dispositions
appropriate to the credential awarded. More broadly,
qualified faculty should know the learning objectives of the
institution for all of its students. HLC expects that through
the higher education curricula and learning contexts that
faculty develop, the exercise of intellectual inquiry and the
acquisition, application, and integration of broad learning
and skills are integral to its educational programs. Qualified
faculty should also be aware of whether and how much
students learn through the ongoing collection and analysis
Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison.
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of appropriate data, because an institution should be able
to demonstrate its commitment to educational achievement
and improvement through ongoing assessment of student
learning. It is important to note that none of these abilities
are intended to substitute for content expertise or tested
experience.
Note: See HLC’s Criteria 3 and 4 (specifically 3.B. and 4.B.)
for more information on expectations regarding teaching and
learning.

Quality Assurance Expectations in
Determining Minimally Qualified
Faculty
HLC expects that credentials will be the primary
mechanism used by institutions to ascertain minimal
faculty qualifications. Yet HLC recognizes that experience
may be considered in determining faculty qualifications, as
overviewed on page four.

Using Credentials as a Basis for Determining
Minimally Qualified Faculty
Faculty credentials generally refer to the degrees faculty have
earned that establish their credibility as scholars and their
competence in the classroom. Common expectations for
faculty credentials within the higher education community
include the following.
• Faculty teaching in higher education institutions
should have completed a program of study in the
discipline or subfield in which they teach, and/or for
which they develop curricula, with coursework at least

i

one level above that of the courses being taught or
developed. Successful completion of a coherent degree
in a specific field enhances an instructor’s depth of
subject matter knowledge.
• Faculty teaching in undergraduate programs should
hold a degree at least one level above that of the
program in which they are teaching. Those faculty
members teaching general education courses, or other
non-occupational courses (i.e., courses not designed
to prepare people directly for a career), hold a master’s
degree or higher in the discipline or subfield. If a
faculty member holds a master’s degree or higher in
a discipline or subfield other than that in which he
or she is teaching, that faculty member should have
completed a minimum of 18 graduate credit hours in
the discipline or subfield in which they teach.
• Faculty teaching in career and technical education
college-level certificate and occupational associate’s degree
programs should hold a bachelor’s degree in the field
and/or a combination of education, training and tested
experience. (Note: See Tested Experience section on page
four.)
• Faculty teaching in graduate programs should hold
the terminal degree determined by the discipline and
have a record of research, scholarship or achievement
appropriate for the graduate program.
• Faculty guiding doctoral education should have a
record of scholarship and preparation to teach at the
doctoral level. Research and scholarship should be
appropriate to the program and degree offered.

What is an Academic Subfield?

An academic subfield refers to components of the discipline in
which the instruction is delivered. The focus, in this instance,
is on the courses being taught and the appropriateness of
faculty qualifications with reference to such courses. The
underlying issue is whether a degree in the field or a focus in the
specialization held by a faculty member appropriately matches,
in accordance with the conventions of the academic field, the
courses the faculty member would teach.
Examples:
In political science, the subfields include American politics,
comparative politics, international relations, and so forth. The
most basic introductory course is in the subfield of American
politics, often called Introduction to American Politics,
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American National Government or American Politics. The
instructor teaching this course would be expected to meet the
qualifications for American politics.
In history, the two main subfields at the introductory level
include American history and world civilization, again titled
variously. The expectation is that the faculty will be qualified
appropriately depending on whether the courses they teach are
in American history or world civilization.
In business, the subfields include management, marketing,
accounting, and finance. The introductory courses are often within
these subfields, such as Principles of Accounting (frequently I and
II), Principles of Marketing, and such. The faculty teaching these
courses should have relevant qualifications in these areas.

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison.
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Using Tested Experience as a Basis
for Determining Minimally Qualified
Faculty
Assumed Practice B.2 allows an institution to determine
that a faculty member is qualified based on experience
that the institution determines is equivalent to the degree
it would otherwise require for a faculty position. This
experience should be tested experience in that it includes a
breadth and depth of experience outside of the classroom
in real-world situations relevant to the discipline in which
the faculty member would be teaching. An institution
that intends to use tested experience as a basis for hiring
faculty must have a well-defined policy and procedure for
determining when such experience is sufficient to determine
that the faculty member has the expertise necessary to teach
students in that discipline.
The value of using tested experience to determine minimal
faculty qualifications, as referenced in Assumed Practice
B.2.a., depends upon the relevance of the experience both
to the degree level and to the specific content of the courses
for which the faculty member is responsible. In their
policies on tested experience as a basis for hiring faculty
members, institutions are encouraged to develop faculty
hiring qualifications that outline a minimum threshold of
experience and a system of evaluation which could include
the skill sets, types of certifications or additional credentials,
and experiences that would meet tested experience
requirements for specific disciplines and programs. These
stated qualifications would ensure consistency in hiring
and provide transparency in hiring and human resources
policies. The faculty hiring qualifications related to tested
experience should be reviewed and approved through the
faculty governance process at the institution.

Determining Minimally Qualified
Faculty in the Context of Dual Credit
The subject of dual credit was the focus of HLC’s national
study completed in 2012. This research entailed the analysis

i

of dual credit activities across 48 states and revealed the
dramatic expansion of dual credit offerings. Citing research
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics,
HLC’s study reported that by 2010-2011 dual credit
enrollments had reached 2.04 million students from 1.16
million in 2002-2003, an increase of 75 percent. Even
though the study was a descriptive analysis of dual credit
and therefore by design did not advocate a position, it did
report on both the benefits and the drawbacks of dual credit
programs and prompted the accrediting agency to address
some critical concerns. Inadequate instructor qualification
was listed among the principal concerns. (See Dual Credit for
Institutions and Peer Reviewers for additional information.)
Against the backdrop of rapid expansion of dual credit
programs and growing concerns over minimal faculty
qualifications for teaching dual credit courses, HLC
determined that institutions that award college credit by
means of dual credit arrangements must assure the quality
and integrity of such programs and their comparability to
the same programs offered on the institution’s main campus
or at the institution’s other locations. These expectations
extend to minimally qualified dual credit faculty, as stated
in Criterion Three (3.A., 3.C.2.) and Criterion Four
(4.A.4.). Assumed Practice B.2. is also applicable and
subject to review in relation to dual credit offerings.
The institution must assure that the faculty members
teaching dual credit courses hold the same minimal
qualifications as the faculty teaching on its own campus.
This requirement is not intended to discount or in any
way diminish the experience that the high school teacher
brings into a dual credit classroom. Yet it is critical that the
content of the dual credit course match the complexity and
scholarly rigor of the same course delivered to the student
population on the college campus. With millions of high
school students now earning college credit through dual
credit programs, the advancement of higher education
and the value of student learning rely extensively on
the adequacy of faculty preparation and demonstrated
qualifications among dual credit instructors.

What is Dual Credit?

Dual credit refers to courses taught to high school students
at the high school for which the students receive both high
school credit and college credit. These courses or programs are

HLC Guidelines
Published: October 2015 © Higher Learning Commission

offered under a variety of names; HLC’s Criteria on “dual credit”
apply to all of them as they involve the accredited institution’s
responsibility for the quality of its offerings.

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison.
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HLC’s Review of Faculty Qualifications
Related to the Revised Assumed
Practice
Beginning on September 1, 2017, the revised Assumed
Practice B.2., in addition to the Criteria and Core
Components, will be used to inform peer reviewers’
interpretation of HLC’s expectations around faculty
qualifications. Prior to September 1, 2017, the Assumed
Practice dealing with minimal faculty qualifications
as currently in effect will apply to all institutions. Peer
reviewers will not be referencing the revised Assumed
Practice in any written report prepared for HLC or using
the revised version of the Assumed Practice to evaluate
the extent of any institution’s compliance with HLC’s
requirements in this area until the effective date of the
revised policy. As a result, no institution will be subject to
consequences arising from concerns related to the extent of
its compliance with the revised Assumed Practice prior to
the effective date of September 1, 2017.
The following section highlights routine and specific
circumstances under which the revised Assumed Practice,
once effective, will influence the review of an institution.
These descriptors are intentionally brief.

Routine Circumstances
Institutions hosting comprehensive evaluations
Institutions in good standing hosting routine
comprehensive evaluations, whether on the Standard,
AQIP or Open Pathway, need not write specifically to
the Assumed Practices as a general rule. However, all
institutions preparing for a comprehensive evaluation must
write specifically to Core Component 3.C. Peer review
teams conducting comprehensive evaluations may randomly
select a sample of faculty members and request to see their
personnel records (i.e., curriculum vitae and transcripts) in
conjunction with the list of courses to which said faculty
members are assigned. Peer reviewers may also legitimately
probe what process the institution uses to determine that
its faculty members are appropriately credentialed to teach
the courses to which they are assigned. Likewise, reviewers
may evaluate the institution’s policies and procedures for
determining qualified faculty, particularly when equivalent
experience is used as the measure of qualification.
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Institutions subject to interim monitoring or on
Notice related to Core Component 3.C.
As of September 1, 2017, those institutions identified as
at-risk of non-compliance with Core Component 3.C.
(i.e., placed on Notice) and those institutions subject to
interim monitoring related to Core Component 3.C.
should take the revised Assumed Practice on faculty
qualifications into account in their Notice or Interim
report (as applicable). This means that the revised Assumed
Practice should inform the institution’s interpretation
of sufficiency of faculty for purposes of writing to Core
Component 3.C. and for determining whether faculty
members are “appropriately qualified.”
Although institutions on Notice or subject to monitoring
on the basis of Core Component 3.C. must write explicitly
to that Core Component prior to September 1, 2017,
institutions on Notice or subject to interim monitoring on
that basis need not write explicitly to the revised Assumed
Practice unless explicitly called upon to do so by an action
letter issued by the Board or the Institutional Actions
Council, as applicable. Peer review processes for evaluating
faculty qualifications will mirror those described in the
preceding section.

Institutions that receive complaints related to
faculty
After September 1, 2017, HLC may inquire about
conformity with the revised Assumed Practice if a
complaint is received about the credentials of an
institution’s faculty members. Following HLC’s complaint
protocol, this inquiry may take place even though the
institution has not yet hosted a comprehensive evaluation
after the revised Assumed Practice became effective. In
conjunction with that review, HLC may ask to review
the institution’s policy on faculty qualifications and the
credentials of specific faculty members, as well as the
courses they teach. The outcome of that complaint review
may be a determination by HLC that the institution is not
in conformity with the revised Assumed Practice, in which
case HLC will follow the protocol explained on page six.

Special Circumstances
The following types of institutions are always expected
to write explicitly to the Assumed Practice on Faculty
Qualifications (whether as stated currently or as revised when
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effective). Institutions seeking accreditation or on a ShowCause order always write explicitly to all Assumed Practices.
• Institutions under Special Monitoring related to
Faculty Qualifications.
• Institutions out of compliance with Core Component
3.C.
• Institutions seeking accreditation.
• Institutions on a Show-Cause Order.

Institutions Not in Conformity with the Revised
Assumed Practice after September 1, 2017
Should an institution be found not to be in conformity
with the revised Assumed Practice B.2. after September 1,
2017, HLC will require the institution to file an interim
report no more than three months after final HLC action.
The interim report shall describe the institution’s plan to
rectify the issue. Depending upon the extent and nature
of the deficiency, the report will either demonstrate that
the situation has been rectified, or it will indicate how the
situation will be rectified within a period of no more than
two years. The latter case will require additional followup in the form of an on-site evaluation to confirm the
issue has been fully remedied and the institution is in full
compliance. An institution determined by HLC to be
acting in good faith to meet the revised Assumed Practice
after September 1, 2017, will not be at risk of losing its
accreditation solely related to its conformity with Assumed
Practice B.2.

Limitations on the Application of HLC
Requirements Related to Qualified
Faculty
It is important that institutions review these limitations
carefully in implementing HLC’s requirements related to
qualified faculty:
• HLC requirements related to qualified faculty,
including recent revisions to Assumed Practice B.2.,
are in no way a mandate from HLC to terminate or no
longer renew contracts with current faculty members.
HLC fully expects that institutions will work with
current faculty who are otherwise performing well to
ensure that they meet HLC’s requirements, including
its recently revised Assumed Practice. HLC also expects
that institutions will honor existing contracts with
HLC Guidelines
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individual faculty or collective bargaining units until
such time as institutions have had an opportunity
under the contract to renegotiate provisions that
relate to faculty credentials if such revisions to the
contract are necessary for the institution to meet HLC’s
requirements. HLC recognizes that in many cases
such renegotiation or revision may not be able to take
place until the contract expires or at the contract’s next
renewal date.
• As a part of its ongoing evaluation of faculty,
institutions may determine that there need to be
changes in faculty hiring requirements pursuant to best
(and emerging) practices in higher education related to
faculty (not necessarily related to HLC’s requirements)
and to new or existing institutional policies in this
regard. Institutions may also determine that certain
faculty members have not performed well according
to the expectations of the institution related to
faculty performance and should not be retained. Such
decisions are within the institution’s purview. They
should not be handled differently than they would
have been in the past, prior to the promulgation of the
revised Assumed Practice B.2. Under no circumstances
should institutions use HLC’s requirements, including
the revised Assumed Practice B.2., as a pretext to
eliminate faculty members who have not performed
well or do not meet institutional hiring requirements
for faculty members and would otherwise have not
been retained for these reasons.
• As stated throughout this document, the
implementation date for the revised Assumed Practice
B.2. is September 1, 2017. No institution will be held
accountable for compliance with the revised Assumed
Practice in any HLC evaluation prior to that date.
Institutions are free to set a more aggressive timetable
for compliance with this revised requirement, but must
make clear to the institutional community that the more
aggressive timetable is their timetable, not that of HLC.
• These requirements, including recent changes to
Assumed Practice B.2., in no way apply to staff
members at accredited institutions; they apply to
faculty only. To understand HLC’s requirements
related to staff members, institutions should review
subcomponent 3.C.6, that states “staff members
providing student support services, such as tutoring,
financial aid advising, academic advising, and coQuestions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison.
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curricular activities, are appropriately qualified, trained,
and supported in their professional development.”
HLC has no further requirements identifying what the
appropriate qualifications are for staff members; rather,
it is up to each accredited institution to determine what
appropriate qualifications are for such personnel.

Summary
A fundamental factor in quality assurance, the central
tenet of HLC’s mission, is having appropriately qualified
faculty for the instructional and other roles faculty
perform. It is critical that faculty possess suitable
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credentials with currency in their respective disciplines
for the courses or programs in which they teach for the
sake of students, so that they are exposed to pertinent
knowledge and skills not only while in college but also for
their success later in life; for the parents who invest a great
deal in them; for other institutions of higher education
where those students may transfer; and for the society in
general. In these guidelines, HLC has set forth minimal
expectations for the faculty at accredited institutions in
order to comply with the relevant Criteria for Accrediation
and Assumed Practices.
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