
  
  

 
   

     
  

  

  
  

 

 
 

  
 

   
  

 
  

  
  

  
 

  
 

 
  

  
  

  
  

 
   

 
    

    
   

 
 

October 25, 2023 

To: Chairs and Program Directors, Columbian College of Arts and Sciences 
From: Paul Wahlbeck, Dean, and John Philbeck, Vice Dean for Faculty Affairs 
Re: CCAS Guidelines for Evaluation of Specialized and Non-Tenure Accruing Regular Full-

Time Faculty Members 

Introduction 

This document aims to provide guidance to department chairs, program directors, and faculty 
members on the subject of promotion criteria for full-time faculty members in non-tenure accruing 
positions. The guidelines below are the product of a CCAS committee and a sub-committee of the 
CCAS Dean’s Council, both of which explored the issue in considerable depth, and draw upon the 
discussion of the issues raised by members of the Dean’s Council and the CCAS Dean’s Office. We 
hope that they will provide a degree of clarity to administrators and faculty about the nature of the 
portfolio that needs to be assembled and the pathway forward for non-tenure track faculty seeking 
promotion. 

CCAS Guidelines for Evaluation of Specialized and Non-Tenure Accruing Regular Full-
Time Faculty Members 

Consistent with Addendum A of the CCAS Bylaws and Section 6 of the Faculty Code, in evaluating 
non-tenure accruing regular full-time faculty and full-time specialized faculty for promotion, the 
factors considered should be weighted in conformance with the contract agreement for the 
individual being considered. For Regular Full-Time Non-Tenure Accruing Faculty all three factors 
are to be considered, weighted according to their contract. For Full-Time Specialized Faculty, it is 
expected that promotion will be based on evaluation of only the factors in their specific contract, 
weighted in conformance with the contractual agreement. In all cases the standards remain 
“excellence” in teaching, scholarship and service. 

Non-tenure accruing regular full-time faculty and specialized faculty should not be considered for 
promotion before the sixth year of service at the university; this applies to those seeking promotion 
to the rank of both associate and full professor. Promotion before the sixth year of service can be 
considered, but only under extraordinary circumstances. Excellence in research, teaching or service, 
even if achieved before the sixth year, should be considered as supporting promotion in the sixth 
year or thereafter, rather than motivating consideration of an earlier promotion. 



  
    

 
               

          
             

            
  

  
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

  
  

 
   

  
  

 
 

   
 
 

   
    

   
     

 
  

  
 

 
 
 

 

A. Promotion to the Rank of Assistant Professor 

Evaluation of candidates for promotion to the rank of Assistant Professor. In the case of a 
fulltime Specialized Faculty member or a Regular Full-Time Contract Faculty member (non-tenure 
accruing) who is currently holding the rank of Instructor, the department(s) and the Dean shall 
consider the following factors (for specialized faculty only factors included in the contract are 
considered): 

1. Evidence of effective teaching and excellence in teaching. Evidence of effectiveness and 
excellence in teaching shall include written faculty evaluations and appropriate written 
evaluations from students. A minimum of three departmental peer reviews of teaching are 
required; these reviews should take place over the course of multiple years and should involve 
multiple observers. In addition, two peer reviews by individuals outside the department are 
required.  Peer teaching evaluations from outside the department could come from content 
experts in the field from other universities, experts in teaching pedagogy from GW or another 
university, faculty outside the department who have been teaching award winners at GW, or 
other GW faculty who are experts in teaching. Departments should characterize why the specific 
“outside” teaching reviewers were chosen as part of the transmission packet.  For faculty whose 
contract includes teaching, but with a contractual weight on teaching of less than one-quarter the 
number of required peer review letters may be reduced to two internal to the department and 
one external to the department. 

In addition to the guidelines on peer reviews detailed above, faculty members are expected to 
follow the teaching portfolio guidelines outlined in Section D of this document. 

2. Evidence of scholarly and/or creative excellence and the promise of continued scholarly and/or 
creative excellence.  The evidence shall be in the form of scholarly publications, public 
presentations of creative works, and other forms of publication or scholarly/creative 
accomplishment as determined by the profession. For regular full-time non-tenure accruing 
faculty, a minimum of five letters shall be solicited by the department from appropriate experts 
outside the university attesting to the candidate’s scholarly/creative achievements and potential. 
For specialized faculty, if research is a factor in the contract, a minimum of three letters shall be 
solicited but when research is a significant portion of the contract, five letters shall be solicited by 
the department from appropriate experts outside the university attesting to the candidate’s 
scholarly/creative achievements and potential. Note that the Provost’s guidance document 
requires approval of fewer than five external letters prior to the review of the dossier. The 
Provost notes that such a request will be granted under extraordinary circumstances. 

3. Evidence of active, significant, and continuing involvement in University, College or 
departmental affairs.  For faculty with a contractual weight on service of more than one-third, 
such evidence must include at least one written review from a GW faculty member or senior 
staff member who can speak to the quality of the candidate’s administrative work. For those in 
supervisory positions, those reviews should not come from individuals reporting to the person 
seeking promotion. If the candidate’s duties include working with other departments, the Dean’s 



 
 

  
  

 
 

   
  
  

   
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

   
 
 

  
     

 
   

office, or GW’s administrative divisions, then a review must be sought from these other units as 
well. When service exceeds one‐third of a candidate’s contractually assigned duties, only 
candidates serving at an exemplary level should be considered for promotion. 

4. Evidence of the promise of active, significant, and continuing involvement with professional and 
educational activities outside the classroom, including, but not restricted to, service to the 
community and nation. 

B. Promotion to the Rank of Associate Professor 

Evaluation of Regular Full-Time Faculty (non-tenure track) and Full-Time Specialized 
Faculty candidates for promotion to the rank of Associate Professor. In evaluating these 
candidates for promotion to the rank of Associate Professor the department(s) and the Dean shall 
consider the following factors (for specialized faculty only factors included in the contract are 
considered): 

1. Evidence of effective teaching and teaching excellence. Evidence of the effectiveness and 
excellence in teaching shall all include written faculty evaluations and appropriate written 
evaluations from students.  A minimum of three departmental peer reviews of teaching are 
required; these reviews should take place over the course of multiple years and should involve 
multiple observers. In addition, two peer reviews by individuals outside the department are 
required.  Peer teaching evaluations from outside the department could come from content 
experts in the field from other universities, experts in teaching pedagogy from GW or another 
university, faculty outside the department who have been teaching award winners at GW, or 
other GW faculty who are experts in teaching. Departments should characterize why the specific 
“outside” teaching reviewers were chosen as part of the transmission packet. For faculty whose 
contract includes teaching, but with a contractual weight on teaching of less than one-quarter the 
number of required peer review letters may be reduced to two internal to the department and 
one external to the department. 

In addition to the guidelines on peer reviews detailed above, faculty members are expected to 
follow the teaching portfolio guidelines outlined in Section D of this document. 

2. Evidence of scholarly and/or creative excellence and the promise of continued scholarly and/or 
creative excellence in the form of substantial peer-reviewed contributions to specific disciplines 
or fields of study.  The evidence shall be in the form of scholarly publications, public 
presentations of creative works, and other forms of publication or scholarly/creative 
accomplishment as determined by the profession.  For regular full-time non-tenure accruing 
faculty, a minimum of five letters shall be solicited by the department from appropriate experts 
outside the university attesting to the candidate’s scholarly/creative achievements and potential. 
For specialized faculty, if research is a factor in the contract, a minimum of three letters shall be 
solicited, but when research is a significant portion of the contract, five letters shall be solicited by 
the department from appropriate experts outside the university attesting to the candidate’s 
scholarly/creative achievements and potential. Note that the Provost’s guidance document 



 
 

  
  

 

 
 

  
              

            
         

  
  

 

   
  
  

   
 

         
             

             
  

  
  

 
 

 
  

 
 
 
 

 

  
  

   
  

requires approval of fewer than five external letters prior to the review of the dossier.  The 
Provost notes that such a request will be granted under extraordinary circumstances. 

3. Evidence of active, significant, and continuing involvement in University affairs particularly in 
areas directly related to the organizational life of the college and to faculty administrative 
responsibilities at the department, College and University level.  For faculty with a contractual 
weight on service of more than one-third, such evidence must include at least one written review 
from a GW Faculty member or senior staff who can speak to the quality of the candidate’s 
administrative work. For those in supervisory positions, those reviews should not come from 
individuals reporting to the person seeking promotion. If the candidate’s duties include working 
with other departments, the Dean’s office, or GW’s administrative divisions, then a review must 
be sought from these other units. When service exceeds one‐third of a candidate’s contractually 
assigned duties, only candidates serving at an exemplary level should be considered for 
promotion. 

4. Evidence of active, significant, and continuing involvement with professional and educational 
activities outside the classroom, including, but not restricted to, service to the community and 
nation. 

C. Promotion to the Rank of Professor 

Evaluation of Regular Full-Time Faculty (non-tenure track) and Full-Time Specialized 
Faculty candidates for promotion to the rank of Professor. In evaluating these candidates for 
promotion to the rank of Professor the department(s) and the Dean shall consider the following 
factors (for specialized faculty only factors included in the contract are considered): 

1. Evidence of sustained effective teaching and excellence in teaching.  Evidence of 
effectiveness and excellence in teaching shall include written faculty evaluations and 
appropriate written evaluations from students.  A minimum of five peer reviews of teaching 
since last promotion.  Three departmental peer reviews over the course of multiple years 
with multiple observers and two peer reviews by individuals outside the department are 
required.  Peer teaching evaluations from outside the department could come from content 
experts in the field from other universities, experts in teaching pedagogy from GW or 
another university, faculty outside the department who have been teaching award winners at 
GW, or other GW faculty who are experts in teaching. Departments should characterize why 
the specific “outside” teaching reviewers were chosen as part of the transmission packet. For 
faculty whose contract includes teaching, but with a contractual weight on teaching of less 
than one-quarter the number of required peer review letters may be reduced to two internal 
to the department and one external to the department. 

In addition to the guidelines on peer reviews detailed above, faculty members are expected 
to follow the teaching portfolio guidelines outlined in Section D of this document. 



  
 

 
 

 
    

  
  

 
    

  
 

 
 

 
   

  
  

    
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
  

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
   

  
   

 
 

  

2. Evidence of continued, significant, sustained, and substantial peer-reviewed contributions to 
the specific disciplines or fields of study and evidence of national or international recognition 
for these contributions through scholarly publications, public presentations of creative 
works, or other means of peer-reviewed recognition in the field(s).  A minimum of five 
letters shall be solicited by the department from appropriate experts outside the University 
attesting to the candidate’s scholarly/creative achievements. 

3. Evidence of active, significant, and continuing involvement in University affairs particularly 
in areas directly related to the organizational life of the college and to faculty administrative 
responsibilities at the department, College and University level. 

4. Evidence of active, significant, and continuing involvement with professional and 
educational activities outside the classroom, including, but not restricted to, service to the 
community and nation such as distinguished contributions to American higher education, 
service on presidential advisory boards or commissions, leadership positions in professional 
associations or agencies, planning or coordination of projects for major national or 
international agencies dealing with cultural or scientific issues of broad significance. 

D. Teaching Portfolio Guidelines 

In addition to the guidelines on peer reviews detailed above, it is expected that, at a minimum, 
dossiers will include the required items (indicated below) 

1. (Required) Teaching Statement and Reflection: Past, Present, and Future 
In three pages or less, with specific examples from your courses, describe your approach to 
teaching, what you have learned from your teaching, how you have sought to improve your 
teaching, and how you will continue to develop your program of teaching. 

2. (Required) Courses Taught During Period of Evaluation 
a. Course List. Candidate must compile a list that details each course taught, the 

enrollment, and whether graduate or undergraduate. If a course is a new preparation 
or if any major changes were made to the course, please indicate as such. 

b. Illustrative Examples. For at least one but no more than three courses from the list 
above and using no more than one page per course, list the learning 
objectives/outcomes and the topics, the teaching approach, some of the learning 
activities, and some example assessments of learning outcomes you used. Syllabi for 
these courses may be included or referred to using a web address. 

3. Teaching Effectiveness 
a. (Required) Student Feedback and Comments Provided by Department. 

Departments should assemble representative student feedback, striving to avoid a 
mere reporting of ratings, and provide a meaningful analysis that includes 
comparisons with similar courses (with similar enrollments) taught by others. 



  
 

  
   

  
   

 
 

 
  

  
  

  
 

  
  

   
  

  
 

   
 
 

  
  

 
 

   
  

  
     
   

   
   

   
  

  
 

  
  

 
  

b. (Optional) Student Letters. These include student letters attesting to excellence not 
just in teaching but also, for example, in mentoring, guidance, advising, or supervision 
of undergraduate research. 

c. (Optional) Teaching Awards or Other Special Recognition. Examples include 
GW-wide awards, national awards, and departmental and school awards. 

4. (Required) Development and Continual Improvement 
This section lets a candidate describe efforts taken towards learning and applying new 
techniques in teaching. It is understood that exploration of new approaches is an important 
part of development, even if the approaches do not always produce desired outcomes, and 
that it may take a few attempts to adapt a successful technique from elsewhere. Examples in 
this category include, but are not limited to: 

a. Professional Development Activities. Examples include self-reported attendance 
of teaching conferences or workshops, or peer letters certifying development. 

b. Implementation and Application. Examples include self-reported description of 
having tried workshop techniques or new ideas in pedagogy, or peer letters that 
describe such implementation. 

c. Results of Implementation. Evidence that the techniques attempted above had an 
impact, as reviewed by peers, or by consultation with a university unit that evaluates 
teaching. 

d. Collaborative Teaching. Co-teaching is one way to learn pedagogical techniques 
from peers. This category excludes courses that are merely co-taught simply by 
dividing up the lectures. Instead, collaborative teaching includes courses that are 
team-taught with groups of instructors in the same classroom, or where the 
instructional team spends significant time working together to design course 
materials. 

5. (Required) Impact on Department, GW, and the Discipline 
This section lets a candidate describe contributions to the curriculum, mentoring, materials 
used by others, and the broader educational mission of the department, GW, and the 
discipline. Examples in this category include but are not limited to: 

a. Curricular Contributions. Description of effort directed towards, and outcomes 
resulting from, developing new core courses or overhauling existing courses, 
especially required or general education courses. Description of contributions to 
curricular reform and program development. 

b. “Downstream” peer letters documenting impact of courses. Many faculty 
expend tremendous effort into teaching core or general education courses. Letters 
that attest to the value of well-taught foundation courses can be solicited from both 
students and the faculty in downstream courses. 

c. Textbooks, Materials, or Techniques Used by Others. Description of text books, 
course materials, websites, pedagogical approaches, and media authored by the 
candidate that are being used by other faculty. 

d. Mentoring or Training other Faculty, TAs, Postdocs, Student Groups. This 
does not include standard research mentoring given to the candidate’s PhD students, 
but instead should be limited to training or mentoring regarding teaching. 



  
  

   
 

   
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

 
  

  
 

  

e. Contributions to Assessment. Description of any particularly significant role the 
candidate has played in assessment of course or programs. 

f. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SOTL). A list of SOTL publications or 
presentations. Note: SOTL contributions are often listed under research but may be 
listed here as well. 

E. Additional Considerations 

1. The timeframe for launching a promotion case for non-tenure track or specialized faculty 
should follow the regular schedule that governs the promotion of tenure track faculty.  (That 
is, the process should begin in the Spring/late Spring with recruiting individuals to serve as 
external reviewers; dossiers should be assembled by early summer; the department vote 
should take place in the Fall; and the full dossiers and chairs’/directors’ transmittal letters are 
due in January). 

2. If department chairs or program directors have any questions about the above guidelines, the 
CCAS Dean’s Office is available to answer them. 

3. The Guidelines provided above are intended to be in conformity with the GW Faculty Code 
and the Provost’s Guidelines with regard to promotion.  In the event of a conflict between 
CCAS and University rules, the University rules will prevail. See Appendix A for the 
language on promotion to Associate and Full Professor from the Faculty Code. 
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