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This document, developed by the Library’s Evaluation and Mentoring Task Force (charge), is intended to provide a summary of proposed changes for an initial discussion with the Library Executive Committee and Faculty for review and approval; it does not provide detailed implementation guidance . It provides an overview and rationale for proposed changes to the method by which the University of Illinois Library evaluates the progress of 0-5Y faculty toward tenure, while also proposing that we establish a more formal mentoring structure. By having the same groups of people provide feedback on all candidates, none of whom are serving in a mentoring capacity, we can give our tenure-track colleagues more clarity, more concrete suggestions, and more consistent suggestions to help them achieve success.
In short, we recommend:
1. That the existing PTAC and FRC committees fulfill the evaluative functions currently served by Peer Review Committees by conducting annual dossier reviews and evaluations of progress toward tenure. 
a. 0-3Y: PTAC (college level review)
b. 4-5Y: FRC (department level review)
While the above break down by year would mirror the current PRC report review process, the exact procedures and years should be determined in consultation with the committees.
2. That PTAC and FRC work together to develop specific procedures by which they will implement the evaluations and report the results to the candidate and Dean.  The task force recommends that PTAC and FRC develop a means to solicit feedback from University and Library faculty, as well as feedback from the unit head, concerning the candidate’s progress (for example, this review may not occur every year and may be a survey or form-based process, instead of in-person interviews). In addition, PTAC and FRC reports to the candidates and Dean should focus primarily on the quality of the dossier statements and on the substance of the case as developing. While the review should include feedback on formatting and placement of items to assist with final dossier preparation, those concerns should be secondary. Finally, we believe the process of conducting internal interviews and obtaining external letters should be retained at 3Y, as should the existing ranking process. Particular attention will need to be paid to issues such as the following:
a. What group is responsible for the 3Y review process, including selection of internal and external reviewers
b. Inputs for evaluation of librarianship
3. That the Library’s Peer Review Committees be reconstituted as Peer Mentoring Committees and focus solely on mentoring rather than evaluative functions. Peer Mentoring Committees would mentor candidates on all three areas: librarianship, research, and service.
4. That the Executive Committee charge a group with developing a mentoring program. The group should include representatives from FRC and PTAC, as well as Associate Dean for Academic Affairs (ex officio), Coordinator for Research and Teaching Professional Development (ex officio), and a few additional faculty members. The program to be designed should include at least the following elements: 1) Methods for matching pre-tenure Librarians to a Mentor or Mentors; 2) Guidance on useful scope of mentorship, distinguishing types of mentorship most appropriate for peer mentors versus unit heads; 3) Guidance and resources to assist in effective mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in librarianship, research, and service, including mentoring for writing of candidate statements in the dossier; 4) Mechanisms to assess mentoring programs and to make adjustments when necessary, both in general terms, and in regard to specific mentoring cases. 
We acknowledge that the current evaluative system, in which the Peer Review Committees develop a peer review report, has a deep history in the Library, and that in many cases, has served both the candidates and the Library well.  That said, the current system also imposes several disadvantages. Namely:
· Since the feedback provided by PTAC and FRC is to the committee, PTAC and FRC lack a direct means to provide feedback to candidates.
· The PRC’s are asked to fulfill two roles, as both evaluator and mentor.  While it is possible to overcome this tension, the primary focus is on evaluation, placing the mentoring role in a secondary position.  
· By moving to a Peer Mentoring Committee structure, we move closer to true mentoring culture and deeper mentoring relationships.
· The quality of evaluation by certain PRC’s has been highly variable and not always fully in alignment with the Library’s statement on promotion and tenure.  As a result, PTAC and FRC are often placed in the position of evaluating the quality of the evaluative sections in the PRC report.  
· At the same time, candidates are sometimes placed in the position of needing to interpret conflicting advice.
The PRC structure has attributes that should be retained in the new system, such as developing ongoing relationships and communication tailored somewhat specifically to individuals, and we recommend that the group charged with designing the mentoring program take steps to improve support for candidates.
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Other questions that fall outside the scope of this document but which should be considered as we move forward:
· Thought should be given as to how in-depth annual reviews should be.
· How can we work to avoid mentors providing conflicting advice from that of FRC/PTAC?
· If a mentoring committee identifies a potential problem, what mechanism should be used for communicating/resolving?
· Could we consider untenured faculty only doing the dossier in years 3 and 6 and not the annual report as well?


