
 

 

Faculty Review Rules 

Description: Changes to the paragraphs on faculty reviews intended to facilitate peer 

review.  

Submitter: David Eubanks, Representative for Private, Nonprofit Institutions 

Support: Proprietary Institutions, Nascent accreditors 

Rationale 

This revision adds detail or qualifies standards to accommodate typical peer review.  

Uses as a basis the v2.0 draft, preserving red for the Department’s new text, with black 

for my new language and strikeouts for deletions. Additional rationale is purple.  

- - - 

Section: § 602.17 Application of standards in reaching accreditation decisions. 

Specific location: 602.17(a)(3) 

 

(3) Maintains a sufficient number of appropriately qualified faculty and other subject 
matter instructors who are regularly evaluated on the performance of their instructional, 
research, or service responsibilities. Such evaluation should also include whether the 
institution or program: 
 
(i) Maintains and applies written faculty performance evaluation policies that: 

(A) Are conducted on a periodic basis; 
 
(B) Include defined performance criteria; and 
 
(C) Provide meaningful, consistently applied remediation or personnel action or other 
appropriate actions, consistent with institutional policies, procedures, and applicable 
faculty governance processes, in cases of persistent sustained nonperformance; 
 
Rationale for (C): meaningfulness isn’t peer-reviewable. Remediation is general and 
already includes personnel action. These actions should stem from institutional 
governance. “persistent deficiencies” is used later, and it seemed better to use the 
same word here, rather than introduce a new one.  
 
(ii) Maintains faculty appointment structures to address persistent deficiencies in 
instructional quality, program relevance, or institutional effectiveness; 



 
Rationale for (ii): It would be impossible for a peer reviewer to determine if an 
appointment structure is the cause of deficiencies. There’s too many complications 
between cause and effect.  
 
(iii) Maintains academic freedom protections that are clearly articulated and applied 
consistently to faculty regardless of appointment classification, race or other immutable 
characteristics, viewpoint, or ideology; 
 
Rationale for (iii): If the protections are applied consistently, the specific cases called out 
are redundant, and weakens the paragraph.  
 
(iv) Maintains sufficient flexibility in instructional staffing policies and procedures to 

respond to material changes in student demand, program viability, or financial 

conditions; and 

Rationale for (iv): Just clarifying that what we can review is the existence of a policy 

(and its origin), and its application or not. It’s not possible for a peer reviewer to 

investigate the sufficiency of flexibility itself.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


