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Dear Dr Marshall,

The members of the Faculty Roles and Responsdsilifiask Force are pleased to present
their Final Report. Ours has been a highly effectiollegial process, starting with the
initiative to have the Provost and Vice-Presidenademic and President of the Mount
Royal Faculty Association as co-chairs, and extemtlo a broad committee membership
that represented faculty, administration, the Baar@&overnors and students. We have
consulted widely through discussion, surveys antkethwell-attended community
consultations over the past eighteen months. Tbeeps has allowed us to reconcile a
variety of thoughtful and principled views relatedour mandate. We believe that we
have captured the current state of thinking at Mdrayal, and we have developed a
made-at-Mount-Royal solution to the complex relagioip between what faculty do, how
they are evaluated, and how their achievementseaognized. We also believe that, by
engaging in the process, we have advanced discuassid awareness and brought the
community further than we could have anticipatethatbeginning of our work.

As we complete our work, we pass it on with coniicke in the collegial processes
through which faculty roles and responsibilitiedl we formalized and implemented in
negotiations and in the Faculty Councils.
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Robin Fisher, Co-Chair David Hyttenrauch, Co-€ha
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Paul Johnston Margy MacMillan
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Executive Summary

As Mount Royal evolves as an institution, we bedi¢hat it is necessary to re-examine
and change faculty roles and responsibilities. Aat &nd the Task Force on Faculty
Roles and Responsibilities was established by taasition Steering Committee, now
named the University Implementation Committee.hiis teport, the Task Force makes a
number of recommendations on faculty roles, thduat@n of faculty responsibilities
and the establishment of academic rank at Mount aRoyn making these
recommendations, the Task Force understands tisaadvisory to the negotiating teams
for the Board of Governors and the Mount Royal Rgoissociation.

Principles

The Task force bases its recommendations on tkeepfinciples of:
1. The primacy of teaching

2. Equivalence of scholarly activities

3. Choice

4. Flexibility

5. Devolution.

Definitions and values

The Task Force then provides distinctly Mount Ralgfinitions and values for:
1. Teaching

2. Scholarship

3. Service.

Evaluation model

The Task Force then recommends that faculty beuated on the basis of either a 60-30-
10 (teaching, scholarship and service) pattern #0-40 (teaching and service) pattern,
with the nature of the patterns and the evalugtivarities informed by the principles,
definitions and values.

Academic rank

The Task Force recommends the establishment ofeauadank at Mount Royal with
the traditional titles of Instructor, Assistant, sésiate and Full Professor but with
somewhat less traditional expectations of perfogeawithin rank. There are different
expectations within (and for promotion to) rank foose in the teaching and scholarship
pattern and those in the primarily teaching pajtdraugh the expectations do converge
somewhat at the level of Full Professor.
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Tenure

The Task force recommends lengthening the timenare to enable faculty to establish
a record of scholarly achievement. Faculty coybply after three to five years of
tenureable service.

Evaluation

The Task force recommends a system of evaluatienyexear prior to tenure and every
three years after tenure. The process of evaluatmuid begin with the evaluation of a

faculty member’s annual report(s) at the departnagat chair level before going on to

the Dean. Evaluation for promotion would be throagsimilar process. The Task Force
further recommends that the criteria for evaluatama promotion be established at the
Faculty level and approved by Academic Council.
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| ntroduction

Mount Royal is making the transition from College undergraduate, degree-granting
University level institution. This transition is @éhclear objective of the Mount Royal
Academic Plan and it has been the focus of a gieaitof institutional thought and work
over the last several years. While retaining mainthe defining features that have been
its strength in the past, Mount Royal will be afa@liént institution at the end of the
current five-year planning phase. The report of MoRoyal's Academic Planning
committee indicates that: “We wish to add baccaate degrees to the range of
credentials that we offer and we expect that a ntgjof Mount Royal students will be
registered in these programs.” With the recent daurof Mount Royal's first
baccalaureate degree and the anticipated apprdvaleweral others, much of the
transition work is well advanced. Since any posbseéary institution is largely defined
by the work done by its faculty, it is to be exgetthat, as the nature of the institution
changes, the nature of faculty roles and respdit@biat Mount Royal will also change.
To refer again to the Academic Plan: “Teaching @adning will remain the primary role
of faculty, but we will add scholarship and reskate their assigned responsibiliti€'s.”
This emphasis on the primacy of teaching must naetio be the core of our institutional
activity as faculty roles are broadened. Non-indional activities have been recognized
in the faculty job description in relation to wooskld adjustments in the 2006-2008
Collective Agreement. Based on Mount Royal's tiiadal four categories for the
assessment of tenure, these currently include gsimfieal qualifications and competence,
performance of teaching-related duties and respdiigis, professional commitment and
activities, and commitment to the college and gpdle activity. We are, therefore,
moving from a past where the assigned and fornzaknowledged faculty responsibility
was almost entirely teaching to a future where Ilfgicroles for many colleagues will
involve teaching, scholarship and service.

Many colleagues at Mount Royal recognize the neetticulate a different set of faculty
roles and responsibilities as we move towards baingiversity level institution. They
recognize that if we are to be seen as universwy,need to function more like a
university. We have already recognized that theeeedements besides teaching in the
faculty job description and we understand that tbke of scholarship needs to be
enhanced as we move forward. These changes ara atguirement of the provincial
and national bodies that either already have etediyar will evaluate, Mount Royal’s
capacity and readiness to be a baccalaureateuirmtit The Campus Alberta Quality
Council (CAQC) Organizational Assessment Standaedsiire that: “The organization
has policies and procedures in place to supportfacititate engagement by academic

! Mount Royal, Academic Planning Committee Rephidvember 2006, p.5.
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staff in scholarship and, where appropriate, resear creative activity> The report of
the Campus Alberta Quality Council institutionavieav team on Mount Royal makes it
clear that we will have to introduce a substang@ment of scholarship into the
responsibilities of faculty if we are to becomeexke-granting institutionln Canada,
membership in the Association of Universities amall€ges of Canada (AUCC) is the
national recognition of university status and itaigequirement of AUCC membership
that an institution “has a proven record of sclsilgr, academic inquiry and research,
expects its academic staff to be engaged in eXtgrpaer reviewed research and to
publish in externally disseminated sources, andviges appropriate time and
institutional resources for them to do $olt' is also understood at Mount Royal that
service is an ethical obligation that underpinsdacaic freedom, and both CAQC and
AUCC have requirements on academic governance whi¢hrn require service from
faculty members to be effective. Appropriate exakrservice may create valuable
opportunities for professional practice; demonstridite commitment and expertise of
Mount Royal faculty; and create important and respee links among faculty, the
institution, its local and regional communities, daracademic and professional
organizations. There are significant external guess to meet provincial, national and
even international standards of what it means ta beiversity.

At the same time, Mount Royal is clear that it vgattt be a university with a difference
in the Canadian context. The balance of facultgg@nd responsibilities at Mount Royal
will be different from the widely understood norrh“d0-40-20" (scholarship, teaching
and service) at most Canadian universities. At MoRoyal we are determined to
maintain our traditional emphasis on teaching aadning, and the nature of scholarship
may also be somewhat distinctive with a particelaphasis on the connection between
scholarship and instruction and the recognitiort 8@nolarship will take a variety of
forms given the diversity of our faculty. Thesergeihave already been recognized in the
Report of the Task Force on Research at Mount Rol&lintaining a balance between
system-wide norms of faculty roles and a distirettulture at Mount Royal will require
creativity, commitment and determination.

Changing faculty roles and responsibilities in atpgecondary institution is always a
bold and challenging task but, at Mount Royal & time, it is also a necessary one.
Under its charter, the Task Force on Faculty Ra@ed Responsibilities will make

recommendations on these changes. The implementattithese recommendations will

occur through the usual processes of institutiopavernance involving Faculties,

Academic Council, the Board of Governors and theeess of collective bargaining that
leads to the Collective Agreement.

2 campus Alberta Quality Council, Organizational éssment Standards.

3 CAQC review team report - Organizational EvaluatReport to Campus Alberta Quality Council,
Mount Royal College, 11-13 June 20@®. 5-6 and 10-11.

* AUCC. Criteria to Become an Institutional Memioé AUCC.
http://www.aucc.ca/about_us/membership/criteriatnal.h

® Mount Royal, Report of the Task Force on Reseadddvember 2006.
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Task Force Mandate, Member ship and Process

The Task Force on Faculty Roles and Responsililitias chartered in October 2005 by
the Transition Steering Committee (subsequentlgmesd the University Implementation
Committee). It was charged with considering thepfapriate balance between teaching,
research and service for faculty members along witbrall guidelines for allocating
faculty time to these assignments” and establishiing gap between current and future
roles and responsibilities” along with strategesddress this gap.

The Task Force is advisory in the first instanceh® President and to the University
Implementation Committee. The Task Force recognibkat, in accordance with both its
Charter and a Memorandum of Understanding in tf®62ZD08 Collective Agreement, it
is also advisory to the negotiating teams for tbam of Governors and the Mount Royal
Faculty Association (MRFA), and that its work whié presented jointly to the teams for
consideration in the bargaining process. It i atéear, based on a principle of
devolution, that many of the evaluation criteria amplementation details referred to in
these proposals are best developed at the faewi¢y. |

To reflect the scope of its work and its criticldqe in the academic life of the institution,
from its inception the task force has been jointhaired by the Provost and Vice-
President Academic, Robin Fisher, and the Presioetite MRFA, David Hyttenrauch,

and has been broadly representative of the institutDebbie Edghill and Linda Black

have represented the Board of Governors. Adam Bee@and John Blomme have
represented the Students’ Association of Mount R@allege. Brenda Hendrickson
served as the Deans’ Council representative, aner Feto represented the Office of
Institutional Analysis and Planning. Faculty reqmetatives have included David Clemis,
Jane Drover and Kori Street for Academic Councilary Roberts for the MRFA

Executive, Margy MacMillan and Elaine Mullen asatésl faculty representatives, and
Janne Holmgren and Paul Johnston designated lmptdairs.

During its deliberations from February 2006 onwéiné, Task Force

» reviewed relevant literature and institutional stues elsewhere;

* met jointly with the Task Force on Research to s common ground on
definitions of scholarship and ensure the work loé two committees was
congruent;

» considered the recommendations emerging out ofuttations related to the
Academic Plan, and out of the final draft of tharPitself;

* met with the negotiating committees for the MRFAl@oard of Governors to
clarify the scope of the faculty roles work andcatate the relationship between
the Task Force report and the negotiations process;

» conducted an informal survey on attitudes to fgcrdnk;

» received written and other feedback related topitsposals from individual
faculty members and departments;

» received feedback from the President as the prégodsaeloped;

» received feedback from the Academic Affairs Comesittof the Board of
Governors;
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» perhaps most importantly, conducted open commuotysultations in August
2006, January 2007 and August 2007 .

This Final Report of the Faculty Roles and Respwiitses Task Force develops and
responds to ideas generated following this extensbnsultation process.

Principles

Early in its work on faculty roles and responsti®, the task force recognized five core
principles that would guide its thinking. Thesesfiprinciples are:

1. Primacy of Teaching

The Mount Royal Academic Plan is very clear thatrimction and the quality of the
student experience are central to the primary onssf the institution. We are
determined to create a culture where teaching eauthing are the primary activities
supported by scholarship and service, and whergetivho are primarily engaged
in teaching are recognized for making a vital anggat contribution to Mount
Royal. Leadership in professional developments pf the essence of the culture
of teaching and learning.

2. Equivalence of Scholarly Activities

It is also important to recognize that scholarghigy take many forms and that all
forms of research, scholarly, and artistic actiwvityl be equally valued, just as the
Task Force on Research did “not recommend priviigginy particular forms of
RSA activity.” Professional activity which meets requisite tedtseer review and
appropriate dissemination is an extension of thideustanding of the equivalence
of forms of scholarship. Indeed, each componentaotilty members’ work is
integral to their overall contributions and to theecess of Mount Royal.

3. Choice

Individual full-time faculty will be able to choosehether they operate under a
primarily teaching pattern or a teaching and saisbig pattern of responsibilities.
It should also be possible for colleagues to mawenfone pattern to the other at
different times in their career. Individual choidees have to be balanced with
institutional planning and the delivery of prograrasd this would be achieved with
some stability of choice, say, over a three-yeatecy

® Mount Royal, Report of the Task Force on Reseaddvember 2006, p. 2.
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4. Flexibility

A rigid template will not work, either for individus or for the institution, as Mount
Royal is making the transition from one set of facwesponsibilities to another.
There needs, therefore, to be some variation ardhadmargins of any model
allocation of faculty responsibilities to accommtadthe needs of individual faculty
and the institution. Mount Royal is already moviimgthis direction with the
allocation of increasing funding for teaching resleaime so that faculty can engage
in scholarship or institutional service. As noteithe 2006-2008 Collective
Agreement has listed relevant non-instructionaivdigts among those recognized
as part of a faculty member’s range of activities.

5. Devolution

While the general principles for faculty evaluatiofll be set at the institutional

level, primarily by Academic Councilindividual Faculties should determine the
expectations around teaching, scholarship and cgervased on practice within
disciplines. Criteria documents should be approatdaculty Councils and then
reviewed at the institutional level for fit with éhgeneral principles. Evaluation
should start at the lowest appropriate level cdestswith collegial processes and
effective decision-making, although there does neede a process that goes
beyond the Department level to ensure broad instital fairness and consistency.

Faculty responsibilities

Definitions and Values

1. Teaching:

Teaching is a learning relationship between stidantl faculty. Teaching is Mount
Royal's primary mission, the single most importémtal point for faculty activity
and for students’ relationship to the institutiend our unique and distinctive
competitive advantage. Teaching contributes to stmapes others’ learning, their
understanding of the world, their discipline knogde, the skills they need to
succeed, and their roles as citizens in their comties. Teaching develops learners’
ability to connect concepts, make inferences, edpawareness, and engage in
creative, imaginative, and critical thinking. Thaw encompasses, but is not limited
to, classroom instruction as well as instruction @ther synchronous and
asynchronous venues; individual and group consoitaand advice; practicum and
field supervision; Honours-level or other major jpad supervision; curriculum and
course development; pedagogical design and prépayrataterials development; and
assessment design and implementation. Teaching aest is student-centered and

" This assumes adoption of a new bicameral govemarudel where faculty are in the majority at
Academic Council.
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learner-centered, thoughtful, reflective, and iratoxe; it connects discipline
knowledge to the most effective pedagogy to thedseef students and the
community.

Also important in the context of Mount Royal’'s dnst culture of teaching is

professional development in various forms: the nesmiance of academic and
professional currency; the development, identifozatand communication of best
practices in teaching; the promotion of evidencseblapractice in professional and
pedagogical environments; the distribution of difex teaching and learning

resources and strategies; the creation and extemdioesources or programs that
support faculty in the teaching mission; the stgaohexpertise by Mount Royal and
its faculty externally; and significant leadershipteaching excellence with scope
beyond the institution.

2. Scholarship:

Scholarship involves peer-to-peer communicatiorkradwledge. It serves teaching
and, more generally, the production and dissenanatf knowledge. Scholarship is
an essential means of maintaining academic ancgsimnal currency and locating
faculty in the wider academic community. Peereeawvis the touchstone for defining
and evaluating scholarship and so, whatever the fibylat scholarship takes, there
needs to be evidence of peer review. Scholarshgages faculty in a common
enterprise with students, namely generating, legrand communicating knowledge.
Scholarship encompasses research along with cotinits to scholarly, professional
and artistic work such as publishing; presentingpatticipating in and coordinating
conferences; collaborating with and reviewing arditimg the work of peers;
developing primary and secondary texts and masef@ use beyond a particular
class; and providing scholarly opportunities fardgnts. For a further elaboration of
the nature and role of Scholarship at Mount Royalrefer to the Report of the Task
Force on Research.

Any of these forms is valuable to Mount Royal'sdgag environment as faculty
participate in (and communicate a sense of) vibaak critical academic debate and
discovery, especially as students move on to athezer and academic experiences.
Scholarship of teaching and learning has a paaicublue in a student-centered
environment because it builds on existing strengthd reinforces the institutional
emphasis on students and teaching, All of thesstitote a positive assertion of our
values and priorities.

3. Service

Service is the essential ethical obligation angaasibility attached to collegial
governance,; it is the underpinning of academicdoee and autonomy. Service
encompasses participation at the department, faaotl institutional level in
academic decision-making processes; selectionosymjevelopment and evaluation

8 Mount Royal, Report of the Task Force on Reseaclvember 2006.
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of colleagues; appropriate student support inclydicademic advising, development
and application of academic policies and otherrimnions to student success;
creation, development, evaluation and revisioncafd@mic programs; administrative
work; liaison, partnership and leadership work vather relevant disciplines,
organizations and communities. Service addre$seadademic and organizational
needs of students, builds networks within and dette institution, and brings the
skills, disciplinary expertise, perspectives aratliership of faculty to their
communities. Service to the profession, discippneommunity that relies on the
professional or academic expertise of faculty é@matribution Mount Royal values as
one element of faculty service, and should be camed alongside institutional
service.

Faculty Roles and Responsibilities: Evaluation M odel

Roles Ratio:
Teaching / Scholarship Pattern 60-30-10
Teaching-Intensive Pattern 90-10

Teaching Scholarship Service
Flexibility
===

The faculty roles evaluation model, as diagrammeédve, represents visually the
application of a number of the guiding principléseady outlined. Of first importance,
this is not primarily a workload model, which isoperly the subject of collective
bargaining, but an evaluation model predicated lom differing responsibilities and
workload assignments faculty will assume as teaphsctholarship and service are
integrated.  Still, this model is also predicated the assumption that teaching
responsibilities will be based on the three- cremitirse and its equivalent and that
teaching loads will be lighter in the Teaching/Sahship pattern. For example, based on
the 2006-2008 Collective Agreement workload pransi and for faculty teaching only
three-credit lecture courses, those selectingehbehing/scholarship pattern would teach
six (three-credit) courses or equivalent and thsmecting the teaching-intensive pattern
would teach eight (three-credit) courses or eqeivial

The evaluation model derives from the five guidprinciples, and each of these has a
number of implications.

1. Primacy of Teaching These ratios indicate the weighting of roles and
responsibilities to be used in the evaluation clify. These ratios are intended
to reflect relative priorities, so that (for examplfaculty in the Teaching/
Scholarship pattern should expect that teachingribortions (60%) are weighted
twice as heavily as scholarly activities (30%), hat the same time all faculty
should expect to be evaluated (10%) on their doution to institutional service.
These priorities are a necessary assumption taetisat the flexibility espoused

10
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here does not become a license to erode the primfbtgaching in favour of
scholarship. While these models are for evalugbiamposes, we expect that most
faculty in the 90-10 stream would be teaching &r@&lit) courses and in the 60-
30-10 stream teaching 6 (3 credit) courses.

Offering a teaching-intensive stream sets Mount &R@part from the
traditional understanding of the work of univerdi&gulty; balancing the internal
recognition of teaching excellence with the tramhal external measures of
scholarly performance creates a difficulty in hovoiit Royal understands and
presents faculty in the teaching-intensive pattef.the same time, we can take
comfort from the Smith report that, in 1991, notkdt “Universities are believed
to be institutions of teaching and learning” anchiven to urge those institutions
to rethink the balance between teaching and satofat It is for this reason that
the Task Force recommends including some formeaddrship in professional
development in the broad definition of teachingd darther recommends that
faculty in either pattern who wish to demonstratefgssional and pedagogical
excellence engage formally in professional develapinactivities that meet the
two criteria of peer review and dissemination. sTis not to say that all faculty
would be required to engage in research or therggoe of knowledge through
scholarship, but that teaching should not existisolation from the wider
conversation with colleagues, peers, and the tegckcholarly and professional
community. It will be crucial for Mount Royal’s edibility not just to practice
teaching excellence, but to communicate and faktrexcellence with a variety
of audiences.

2. Equivalence of Scholarly ActivitieBoth the Task Force on Research and the
Faculty Roles and Responsibilities Task Force hawghasized a distinctive
definition of scholarship for Mount Royal. The ¢bang / scholarship pattern
should not be construed as requiring only tradéiaesearch. In Mount Royal’s
evolving understanding of the nature of scholarshmd its relationship to
teaching, it is absolutely clear that faculty wamtnaintain teaching excellence as
a core value, while many also seek more and beftportunities to engage with
scholarly and professional communities. The Tasekc& recognizes that the
principles of primacy of teaching and equivalentsatolarly activities have the
potential to make the institution appear markediiecent from most universities:
this can be both an advantage and a vulnerability.

3. Choice Faculty may choose between two work and evalogiaiterns: a
teaching/scholarship stream or a teaching-interstigam. The choice of pattern
could be reviewed every three years. There witlaubtedly be various
competing priorities including department or faguitterest in developing a
scholarly profile, strategic recruiting, possibleatienges with allocation of
faculty to courses, and some adjustment to budgeepses to reflect faculty
choice. Nevertheless, the Task Force recommemdsliitenurable and tenured
faculty have the right to choose freely betweenstieams. Departments might

° Stuart L. Smith, Report: Commission of Inquiry@anadian University Educatio®ttawa: Association
of Universities and Colleges of Canada, 1991, p.41.

11
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hire specifically to either stream, but after thigial three-year period, faculty
would have the option to change streams.

4. Flexibility: Faculty responsibilities will always vary considely depending on
individual career choices and opportunities, tistrurctional needs of
departments, and institutional initiatives and pties. The Task Force
recommends that, where the pattern of a faculty bseis work varies from the
model, evaluation weights be adjusted by agreelmetmteen the faculty member
and the Dean. This is essential to encouragetfatmutake on leadership roles
and otherwise support their own careers and th#utien’s needs, and to prevent
such activities from becoming a barrier to caresretbpment. For example, The
teaching responsibilities of librarians and couoseWill be calculated to be
equivalent where appropriate and the ratios adjusteordingly. Chairs, faculty
seconded for other duties, or those taking on Bogmit service leadership
responsibility would similarly adjust their ratios reflect their actual
responsibilities, weighting service more heaviBRor faculty engaged in
scholarship, there will be some flexibility at theundaries as internal or external
funding in support of scholarship becomes available

5. Devolution Just as no single evaluation or responsibilitiesiel would be
appropriate for the whole institution, no singlé seevaluation criteria or
expectations of achievement could address thesbvarademic and professional
backgrounds of Mount Royal faculty. While the T&skce has had extensive
discussions of appropriate activities and evalmastandards related to teaching,
scholarship and service, only colleagues at thel lefvindividual faculties have
the discipline-based and professional knowledg#efone more precise standards
and expectations for themselves and their colleag&er this reason the Task
Force has included descriptors of key faculty atéis and a brief note on
teaching excellence in Appendix A, but the impletagan of a new faculty roles
model will require processes and decisions in doelfies.

Academic Rank at M ount Royal

After wide discussion and debate, the Task Forcemenends that Mount Royal institute
a system of faculty rank. There are several degifsctors behind this recommendation.
First, as many faculty indicated, the current lmstior title does not serve faculty
attempting to gain credibility in the external, ascholarly, communities. Academic
credibility must be based on individual achievemdnit also on an expectation that
Mount Royal applies a rigorous institutional stamddefore awarding the title of
Professor. Second, we are in an increasingly cttivee recruitment market where
potential new faculty, and our own faculty who am®re and more often actively
approached by other institutions, will likely haweore employment opportunities.
Quality of life, encompassing recognition and seoisprofessional achievement, can be
a critical advantage, but to compete we will reguar cultural change. And third, the
preponderance of faculty and other voices we haagdhin our consultations has been in

12
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favour of introducing rank. Having listened retigely to the institutional conversation,
the Task Force has drafted a rank proposal desigmguaeserve the strengths of the
existing institutional culture while allowing fadulroles and recognition to evolve.

Mount Royal’s collegial culture is one of the imgtion’s greatest accomplishments and
distinguishing features. Over and over, the Taskc& has heard how highly members of
this community value consultative processes, anlitagan ideal, and the active
cooperation of colleagues from widely diverse arneashaping a common set of values
around teaching excellence and student satisfactids a community, we often see
ourselves in binary opposition to less collegiaktitntions and less hospitable
environments, characterized by competition and laicttention to the primary task of
educating undergraduates.

The transition process, to attempt to become bkéhand unlike traditional universities,
is clearly a challenging one. Mount Royal has agldistory of developing and

defending unique formative processes that suppbe professional growth and
development of faculty, and that ensure the presienv of the institutional culture

despite substantial growth and changes in prograse.b Applying the same spirit going
forward is the best breakwater against the erosidhe strengths of the existing culture.
Communicating our distinctiveness externally, aatidating our decisions and models,
is another.

The model of rank proposed offers recognition ofomeplishment to faculty in both
streams. The general structure proposed is thaAssistant, Associate and Full
Professors. The three roles, Teaching, ScholaestdpService, will, for consideration of
rank, have the same definitions and values as alagady been described under faculty
responsibilities. Academic or professional quedifions in the first instance, and rank
attained at another institution, would determine ithitial rank of appointment at Mount
Royal. Ongoing evaluation in a particular rank Vdoloe based on the criteria outlined in
this document. Promotion would then depend ontmieaised on a progressive scale of
performance expectations at each higher rank. elteno possibility of reduction in
rank if there are performance difficulties; onlg thteps in the evaluation process outlined
below would apply. Assessment for promotion wolbilbased on achievement in the
period under review, in relation to the relevantlaation criteria. This might, for
example, create difficulties for a faculty membdronhad changed streams in the period
under review — but only to the point of having tenbnstrate appropriate
accomplishments in both streams. In keeping wii# principles of flexibility and
choice, choosing and changing streams would nantebsolute barrier to promotion.

The Task Force considers that restricting the acoésny full-time faculty to the full

range of ranks would immediately undermine the poynof teaching. Still, there is a
difficulty here. To the external academic commynthe rank of (Full) Professor is

traditionally measured by a rigorous standard dfe@ement in research (as distinct from
Mount Royal’'s more inclusive definition of scholas). It should be noted that there are
two separate paths to appointment or promotiohatAssistant and Associate level, but
that the paths do converge to some extent at the¢ &¢ Full Professor. To achieve the

13
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rank of Full Professor, a faculty member would néedshow evidence of significant
achievements in scholarship - whether in a disogpbr in teaching and learning. This is
intended to maintain the principle, widely heldMdunt Royal, that a colleague in the
primarily teaching stream should be able to malkehiighest rank, while also making it
clear externally that at Mount Royal a Full Protess involved in scholarship.

The Task Force does not support any system of gumtaaccess to rank, whether at the
institutional, faculty or department levels. Quotaay be used at other institutions to
ensure the bar for promotion is set sufficientlghi(with roughly 10% of faculty
achieving the highest rank), or to manage budgtsures, but we believe both are better
managed in other ways. Criteria for appointmenpmotion must be rigorous, and
applied with some degree of equity across thetirigin, but all faculty who can achieve
the highest professional standard should havegpertunity to be recognized.

Finally, the Task Force believes that ranks shdaddestablished with graduated and
overlapping salary scales at each rank.

Expectations: Appointment and Promotion to Rank

Initial Appointment:

* Those without a graduate qualification would beapted at the rank of
Instructor, and could be considered for promotmAssistant Professor on
completion of an appropriate graduate credentidlovision of evidence of the
potential to meet the expectations for evaluatiahiw that rank

* Those with Academic or Professional qualificatiomhe graduate level, and with
evidence of the potential to meet the expectationsvaluation within the rank,
would normally be appointed to the rank of Assistarofessor

» Faculty appointed with rank at other universitesg with evidence of the
potential to meet the expectationsfor evaluatiotmiwvithe rank, can be appointed
at a similar level at Mount Royal

Assistant Professor : Expectations for Evaluation within Rank

Teaching intensive stream (90-10)

» Evidence of very good teaching
* Evidence of service to the institution, professaonl, if appropriate, community

Scholar ship/teaching stream (60-30-10)
» Evidence of very good teaching

* Evidence of service to the institution, professaonl, if appropriate, community
» Evidence of potential for good and sustained sekbip

14
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Associate Professor: Expectations for Evaluation within and Promotion to Rank

Teaching intensive stream (90-10)

* Evidence of excellent teaching
* Evidence of sustained service to the institutionfgssion and, if appropriate,
community

Scholar ship/teaching stream (60-30-10)

* Evidence of excellent teaching

* Evidence of sustained service to the institutionfgssion and, if appropriate,
community

» Evidence of a sustained level of high quality sarstip

(Full) Professor: Expectationsfor Evaluation within and Promotion to Rank

Teaching intensive stream (90-10)

* Evidence of leadership and recognition in excelteathing

* Evidence of a significant contribution to the s@rship of teaching

» Evidence of leadership in service to the institutidiscipline and, if appropriate,
community

Scholar ship/teaching stream (60-30-10)

* Evidence of leadership and recognition in excelteathing

» Evidence of excellent scholarship leading to aameti or international reputation

» Evidence of leadership in service to the institutidiscipline and, if appropriate,
community

Tenure at Mount Royal

In terms of its formal place at Mount Royal, tenurearks the completion of a
probationary period of full-time faculty employmentMount Royal has excellent
collegial processes for assessing the suitabilitpeav colleagues, their commitment to
the institution and its instructional and collegialues, their professional achievements,
and their potential contributions to the futuretoé department, its programs, and the
institution. More traditionally, tenure is the uarsity’s guarantee of academic freedom.
Nothing in the recommendations of the Faculty Raled Responsibilities Task Force
encroaches on tenure.

The task force does recommend that the probatidearye period cover a range of three
to five years, with applicants eligible to apply tenure after the third, fourth or fifth
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year of tenurable service. This is to accommodat increased complexity of
establishing a record of scholarly achievemenftdoulty in the teaching and scholarship
stream. The existing institutional tenure processld be retained, and would be distinct
from the post-tenure evaluation and promotion ece

Evaluation of Faculty Responsibilities
| ntroduction:

As Mount Royal moves to a set of faculty roles eegponsibilities that include teaching,
scholarship and service, there will be the needef@luation of performance in these
three areas. Evaluation is important to enablesagllies to reflect and improve upon the
work that they are doing and it is also necessarytife accountability of individuals to
the institution and of Mount Royal to its stakelekl Collegial evaluation of all faculty,
both pre and post-tenure, should be on a regukas b@ther than only taking place when
problems are perceived. It should, that is to $sya regular part of faculty roles and
responsibilities for all colleagues. Evaluatiorfatulty roles and responsibilities is also a
requirement of both the Campus Alberta Quality Galuand AUCC, which is as it
should be since ongoing evaluation of faculty oa normal part of university life.

Thorough and reflective evaluation has long betgature of the tenure process at Mount
Royal. For example, the existing annual departaie@hairs’ and Deans’ evaluations of
tenure-track faculty emphasize constructive anchédive reviews, and the Instructional
Support Program provides access to a variety gb@ip and resources to assist with the
development of pedagogical skills. The existingtgenure peer collaboration program
encourages faculty with diverse academic backgreusmadd levels of experience to
engage in meaningful discussion about pedagogyirapeler observation and evaluation,
with a view to enhancing teaching for tenured amtéenured faculty throughout the
institution. These highly collegial processes areritical factor in developing and
assuring Mount Royal’s excellence in instructiond ahe maintenance of its strong and
collaborative faculty culture that builds strongnoections across disciplines and
faculties. The Faculty Roles and Responsibiliiask Force encourages the protection
of instructional excellence and collegiality and, recommending a more meaningful
post-tenure review process, encourages the extewsgithe constructive and formative
principles of the tenure review process to theewvand evaluation of tenured faculty as
well.

Criteria:

The basis for the evaluation will be the overalstitutional description of teaching,
scholarship and service as outlined in this repsupplemented by a more detailed
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criteria document developed at the Faculty lé¥ekaculty criteria documents will
describe expectations for colleagues in the threeasa of faculty roles and
responsibilities. A Faculty led by its Deaiis the best level to develop evaluation criteria
documents that will recognize disciplinary diffeces yet provide for a degree of
consistency. The Faculty criteria documents shbelépproved as policies of Academic
Council through the normal routes for the apprafaduch policies. Approval beyond the
Faculty level is based on the need for overalitusbnal standards.

In the event that a Faculty cannot agree on ariitgocument, the Vice-President
Academic will convene and chair a sub-committeeDefan’s Council to develop a
criteria document for that Faculty which would theequire the approval of Dean’s
Council.

Faculty criteria documents should be reviewed thhoilne same process every five years.
Process

The following evaluation process will apply to &tulty members both before and after
they are granted tenure. This process to detersatigfactory performance, will be
primarily for formative purposes.

The performance evaluation of the faculty membeitshe based on an annual report
submitted by all faculty members to their Chair &ehn*? Tenurable faculty members
will be evaluated every year prior to tenure. Aftgining tenure each faculty member
will be evaluated every third year. In the year edaluation, faculty members will

supplement the annual reports by also providingrotblevant documentation including
teaching evaluations and other teaching materigies of publications, papers and
documentation of other forms of scholarship as @ppate; and evidence of relevant
service to the institution, discipline, professmmcommunity. This documentation should
cover the three year period under review and theluation will be based on this

material.

The initial level of evaluation will be the Depaent represented by the Chair who will
take advice from a committee of colleagues in teed@tment. The Chair will review the
documentation and make an assessment of the facdtyber's performance in the
individual faculty member’s areas of responsibilithe Chair’s evaluation will be based
on the annual reports of the faculty member ancctheria documents developed by the
Faculty. Chairs will recognize that this evaluatisnfirstly, a formative process to enable
the faculty member to receive feedback on work dlierthree-year period. The Chair
will sign a written report to the Dean and the facmmember may provide a response to
the Chair’s evaluation. The Dean will chair an &dddaculty review committee that will
review all the documents and make a final evalmatibeach individual’'s performance.

1 The word “Faculty” is being used generically harel should be seen to refer to Faculty, Centrep@ch
or Library.

1 Or Director

2 The annual report may also be used to gathetiitistial information.
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The assessment documents will be separate frorarthigal report document. While the
final decision rests with the Dean, Deans’ Counuil review the Faculty process,
criteria and the Dean’s recommendations, partibulahere they are not straightforward,
with a view to assuring due process and achievignaich consistency across the
institution as possible. Deans’ Council shall beisaly to the individual Deans.

In the event that a faculty member does not meettheria in any one of the assigned
areas (teaching, scholarship or service), the Delhmeet with that faculty member and,
with the advice of the Chair, they will develop mgram to address the issues that have
arisen. This program will be put in writing and reggl off by the Dean and the faculty
member. Again, it should be understood by all parthat the purpose of this process is
to assist the faculty member to improve performaamce meet the requirements of the
Faculty criteria document. The faculty member wiothhen be reviewed again the
following year, and if there has been insufficiantprovement in performance, the
Extraordinary Review of Performance procedures doapply’® Since that Policy
explicitly allows faculty access to the grievana®gedure outlined in the Collective
Agreement, faculty have an inherent right of repn¢gtion and appeal.

Evaluation for Promotion

The process for evaluation for promotion delibdya¢ehoes the performance evaluation
process and structure, with the exception of assgimisummative structure and allowing
a different process for appeals.

Criteria:

The basis for the consideration for promotion Ww#él the overall institutional description
of teaching, scholarship and service as outlinethisreport, supplemented by the more
specific expectations of the criteria for promotias outlined in a detailed promotion
criteria document developed at the Faculty lé¥eFaculty criteria documents will
describe expectations for colleagues in the threasaof faculty roles and responsibilities
as appropriate. A Faculty led by its D&%is the best level to develop evaluation criteria
documents that will recognize disciplinary diffeces yet provide for a degree of
consistency. The Faculty criteria documents shbel@dpproved as policies of Academic
Council through the normal routes for the apprafaduch policies. Approval beyond the
Faculty level is based on the need for overalitunsbnal standards.

In the event that a Faculty cannot agree on a ptiomariteria document, the Vice-
President Academic will convene and chair a subradtee of Dean’s Council to
develop a criteria document for that Faculty whvebuld then require the approval of
Dean’s Council.

3 Mount Royal College. Policy 930-4.2: Extraordin&eview of Performance: Faculty Members
September 2005.

% The word “Faculty” is being used generically harel should be seen to refer to Faculty, Centrep@ch
or Library.

!> Or Director
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Faculty promotion criteria documents should beaeed through the same process every
five years.

Process

The following process for consideration of promaotuill apply to all faculty members
both before and after they are granted tenure k&ithie process to determine satisfactory
performance, this is primarily a summative procdsaculty are eligible to request
consideration for promotion in any year, althouigis expected that in most instances it
will take some time to achieve the expected stahftarpromotion to the next rank.

Consideration for promotion of faculty members v based on the annual report
submitted by all faculty members to their Chair abdan®® Faculty members will
supplement the annual reports by also providingrotalevant documentation including
teaching evaluations and other teaching materigies of publications, papers and
documentation of other forms of scholarship as @ppate; and evidence of relevant
service to the institution, discipline, professioncommunity. Where required by the
criteria, evidence of an external reputation osighificant external contributions should
be submitted as well. This documentation shouktecehe period under review and the
evaluation will be based on this material.

The initial level of evaluation will be the Depaent represented by the Chair who will
take advice from a committee of colleagues in tepd@tment. The Chair will review the

documentation and make an assessment of the facdtyber's performance in the

individual faculty member’s areas of responsibilithe Chair’s evaluation will be based
on the annual reports of the faculty member anccthheria documents developed by the
Faculty. The Chair will sign a written report toetidbean and the faculty member may
provide a response to the Chair's evaluation. TrarDwill chair an elected faculty

promotions committee that will review all the doams and produce a summative
evaluation of each individual’'s performance. Thermpotion documents will be separate
from the annual report document and from the anrexaéw process. While the decision
on promotion rests with the Dean, Deans’ Council waview the Faculty process,

criteria and the Dean’s recommendations, partibulahere they are not straightforward,
with a view to assuring due process and achievignach consistency across the
institution as possible. Deans’ Council shall beisaty to the individual Deans.

In the event that a faculty member does not meefctheria for promotion, and in the

spirit of formative feedback, the faculty memberynmaeet with the Dean and, with the
advice of the Chair, they can discuss any areagdeelopment. Faculty members would
also have access to an elected institutional pnom®tappeal committee, chaired by the
Provost and Vice-President Academic, and to thevgnce procedure outlined in the
Collective Agreement.

% The annual report may also be used to gathetiitistial information.
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Appendix A
Faculty Activities

Teaching

Key Activities
e Classroom instruction

* Individual and group consultation and advice

* Practicum and field supervision

* Major project supervision

e Curriculum and course development

» Pedagogical design and preparation

* Materials development

* Assessment design and implementation

* Maintenance of academic and professional currency

» Development, identification and communication oftgractices

* Promotion of evidence-based practice, professiandlpedagogical
» Distribution of effective teaching and learningoesces and strategies
» Creation and extension of resources or prograrsspport teaching
» Sharing teaching expertise externally

» Significant leadership in teaching excellence belythre institution

Some Characteristics of Teaching Excellence
» Student-centered and learner-centered
* Thoughtful and Reflective
* Innovative
» Connects discipline knowledge to effective pedagogy
* Pedagogy is appropriate to the needs of studedts@nmunity

Scholarship

Key Activities (must be peer-reviewed)
* Research
» Scholarly and artistic work
» Professional work
» Scholarship of teaching and learning
* Publishing
* Presenting at, participating in and coordinatingfecences
» Collaborating with, and reviewing and editing therlwof, peers
» Developing primary and secondary texts and learmatgrials
* Providing scholarly opportunities for students
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Service

Key Activities
» Participation in department, faculty and institnabgovernance

» Selection, support, development and evaluatioroliéagues

» Appropriate student support including advising

* Development and application of academic policies

» Creation, development, evaluation and revisioncafd@mic programs

» Liaison, partnership and leadership work with giBoes, organizations
and communities relevant to academic or profestexjzertise
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