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[bookmark: PURPOSE][bookmark: _bookmark0]PURPOSE
To articulate the standards and procedures for promotion and/or tenure for the Department of Computer Science and Technology.

[bookmark: APPLIES_TO][bookmark: _bookmark1]APPLIES TO
Tenure-Track Faculty within the Department of Computer Science and Technology.

[bookmark: CAMPUS][bookmark: _bookmark2]CAMPUS
KU and WKU

10

[bookmark: ORIGINS_OF_THESE_CRITERIA][bookmark: _bookmark3]ORIGINS OF THESE CRITERIA
In the development of these criteria, the Computer Science and Technology department was guided by the policies suggested by the Computing Research Association.

[bookmark: MISSION_OF_THE_DEPARTMENT][bookmark: _bookmark4]MISSION OF THE DEPARTMENT
The criteria presented within this document are designed to promote the fulfillment of the Department’s mission.

[bookmark: CONTEXT][bookmark: _bookmark5]CONTEXT
The Computer Science and Technology Department teaches undergraduate majors, minors, and graduate majors.

[bookmark: Departmental_Expectations_for_Scholarshi][bookmark: _bookmark6]Departmental Expectations for Scholarship
In the following sections, the procedures and standards for scholarship in the Department of Computer Science and Technology are provided for tenure-track faculty seeking tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate or full professor. Candidates should show demonstrable progress in their scholarly program since coming to Kean. Examples of progress include evidence of conference and journal publications, grant proposals, presentations of scholarly work, professional recognition, software and other electronic development, and student research mentoring.

The fields of computer science (CS) and related areas, including interdisciplinary, are dynamic and evolving. Due to the rate of change and innovation, computer science research is partly distinguished from other areas of scholarly research through conferences. Faculty in CS frequently present their work at peer-reviewed conferences and publish in the conference proceedings to rapidly disseminate research results [1-3]. Academic CS researchers focus on theory and/or experimentation. Experimentalists frequently create computer or computational artifacts or pedagogical processes and assess them. Part of CS experimentalist research is to share artifacts and processes with others to be used, evaluated, critiqued, and enhanced. As detailed in [1, 3], “peer-reviewed conferences are preferred to journal publications, with the premier conferences often more selective than the premier journals.”

Conference proceedings, which publish peer-reviewed papers, can be more important than journals in computer science because they showcase the latest trends, technologies, and projects in a specific area. During these conferences, many of which are highly selective and competitive, top researchers gather to discuss their work. This offers a great opportunity for researchers to expand their networks, find collaborators, and gain support for their NSF applications and conference publications. Conference publications provide a shorter time to print (7 months, vs 1-2 years), more detailed review (3-5 evaluations per paper compared to 2-3 for an archival paper), and the opportunity for public presentation and exchange of ideas [3].

Research Mentoring is a fundamental component of students’ educational journey. Faculty members dedicate significant time and effort to these activities, guiding and supporting undergraduate and graduate students and shaping their academic and professional development. Faculty members are encouraged to actively engage in these roles.

Conference posters, which are peer-reviewed and may be published in conference proceedings, are crucial in disseminating research, fostering collaboration, and facilitating meaningful discussions among researchers and professionals. Mentoring students for research may not allow enough time to produce a full paper. Conference posters effectively showcase pilot studies and preliminary research results, serving purposes different from conference papers. Posters enable knowledge exchange, support scholarly feedback on new research and initiatives, and provide multidisciplinary exposure. Conference posters offer an excellent opportunity for faculty and students to interact with the audience, encouraging participation and receiving valuable feedback to enhance the research. Not all research projects can yield a full paper, especially when mentoring undergraduate students for research. Posters showcase faculty efforts, mentorship, and research activities effectively.

Within computer science research, which ranges from theoretical to applied, the pace can be varied. Faculty may need to gain access to or build equipment or data sets. Institutional Research Board (IRB) approval may be needed for research involving human subjects before recruiting participants. At Kean, in 2023, the absence of a research infrastructure or a robust history of funded research or publication requires science faculty to dynamically adapt to changing environmental limitations and unexpected challenges, such as limitations and delays in procurement, travel, and grants accounting. Without professional advisors, faculty members may have 60 or more undergraduate students for advisement and a 4:4 annual teaching requirement.

When moving from Assistant to Associate Professor and Associate to Professor, the impact of the scholarly work must be considered. A computer scientist is expected to have a research portfolio that includes peer-reviewed conference proceedings and/or journal publications and external grant submissions.

[bookmark: Categories_for_Reappointment,_Tenure,_an]Categories for Reappointment, Tenure, and Promotion
[bookmark: Category_I:_Publication]Category I: Publication
Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. Peer-reviewed conference papers published in Proceedings or other compilations (Acceptance Rate, Reputation and History, Impact Factor and Citations, Quality of Peer Review Process, Technical Program Committee (TPC) et al.)
2. Journal articles published by major professional organizations (ACM, IEEE, et al.) or with respected academic publishers (Springer, Elsevier).
3. Books, chapters in books, both reviews of the field and textbooks.

Authorship:
· First authorship - the primary contributor to the research and paper.
· Corresponding author - similar in significance to the first author.
· Co-authored - order of authors should not be considered, as some subfields may alphabetize authorship, and conventionally, student authors go first.
· Student co-authorship is encouraged if the students' contributions are meritorious.

Faculty must publish relevant research in high-quality, peer-reviewed journals and proceedings. The quality of a journal or proceeding can be quantified using a combination of characteristics presented here as examples only, not a comprehensive list.
· Professional society sponsorship (ACM, IEEE) or other affiliation status.
· Average citation record for the journal/proceeding (Google Scholar, DBLP).
· Acceptance/rejection rates for the journal/proceeding.
· Scimago Quartile ranking or Journal Citation Rates (JCR).
· [bookmark: Category_II:_Grant_Proposals]Impact factor.

Category II: Grant Proposals
Note: These are ranked in order of preference.

Recognized roles include PI, Co-PI, Senior Personnel, and active participant in the research activity of funded grants. Categories of peer-reviewed grants include:
1. Funded external grants that support research and teaching. This category typically includes external grants that are impactful in scope, quality, or importance of the scholarly research. These grants can be from federal agencies, non-profits, foundations, or industry.
2. Funded internal grants.
3. [bookmark: Category_III:_Presentations_of_Scholarly]Submitted grant proposals should be documented, with status (in review or not funded).

Category III: Presentations of Scholarly Work
Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. Conference presentations, including conference posters.
2. Invited talks.
3. Panel Presentations.
4. Workshop contributions.

[bookmark: Category_IV:_Professional_Recognition]Category IV: Professional Recognition
Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. Scholarly awards and prizes.
2. Professional societies (Senior, Distinguished, Fellow).
3. Patent awards.

[bookmark: Category_V:_Software_and_Other_Electroni]Category V: Software and Other Electronic Development
Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. Software development.
2. Contribution to recognized datasets, repositories, and open resources.


[bookmark: Category_VI:_Student_Mentoring_Towards_P]Category VI: Student Mentoring Towards Publication and Presentation
Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.1. Mentoring PhD students through weekly research meetings, manuscript preparation, journal and journal submissions, presentations, professional development, and other research activities.
2. Outcomes of undergraduate and graduate student mentoring activities from programs such as LREU and SpF, including but not limited to presentations and posters at national predominantly student-oriented events GMiS, IEEE MIT URT, ISEC, NCUR, Posters on the Hill, CCSC, and other conferences.
3. [bookmark: _bookmark7]Outcomes of undergraduate and graduate student mentoring activities from programs such as LREU and SpF, including but not limited to presentations and posters at on-campus student-oriented events, including Kean Research Days.
Criteria of Research Evaluation


The following criteria will be used to evaluate the candidate's research quality:
· Excellent: The candidate significantly exceeds research expectations by producing more than one publication per year (Category I), with at least half published in top-ranked journals or conferences and at least one publication as the first or corresponding author. They actively engage in grant applications by submitting at least one external or internal grant proposal (Category II), regardless of outcomes. They actively mentor students in research activities (Category VI) and achieve measurable outcomes. They also contribute to at least one research activity from Categories III-V.
· Very Good: The candidate exceeds the research expectations by achieving more than one publication per year (Category I), with at least half in top-ranked journals or conferences, regardless of authorship type. They engage in grant applications by submitting at least one internal grant proposal (Category II), regardless of outcomes. They mentor students in research activities (Category VI) and contribute to at least one research activity from Categories III-V.
· Good: The candidate meets the research expectations by achieving at least one publication per year (Category I) in top-ranked journals or conferences, regardless of authorship type. They participate in grant applications (Category II) but may have limited success. Student mentoring (Category VI), Professional Recognition (Category IV), and scholarly contributions (Categories III & V) are present but not extensive.
· Satisfactory: The candidate meets the minimum research expectation of at least one publication per year (Category I) but has minimal or inconsistent engagement in other research activities (Categories II-VI).
· Unsatisfactory: The candidate fails to meet the minimum research expectation of at least one publication per year (Category I). They lack peer-reviewed publications and have little to no engagement in other research activities (Categories II-VI).

Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor.
In the Department of Computer Science and Technology, the following scholarship expectations to meet University standards apply for the award of tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor:

Candidates are expected to initiate an individual and original research program in an area of interest relevant to the department of their appointment. Integral to this program should be the involvement of undergraduates as active participants who learn new skills and gain insight into current research and development topics. Faculty are expected to maintain a pattern of continuing achievement, with specific evidence of previous and continuing scholarly activity and professional endeavors. At the mid-point of the tenure track, generally, 3 years post-hiring, the faculty member's research contributions should demonstrate quality and impact. This includes, but is not limited to, the quantity and significance of
peer-reviewed publications, conference presentations, grant application submissions, student mentoring, recognition from the academic community, and other relevant scholarly activities. The faculty’s work should show consistent achievement and contribution to their field.

At the time of application for tenure, the Computing Research Association (CRA) [2] recommends that “candidates be evaluated for tenure and promotion based on the contributions of their most important 3-5 publications, where systems and other artifacts may be included, and external reviewers should be invited to comment on the impact, depth, and scholarship of these publications or artifacts, in addition to other (publications and) material (CV, research statement, teaching statement, and service).” The scholarly activity and professional endeavors should be evidenced by technical publications in refereed journals or conference proceedings for which he/she is the first, corresponding, or co-author. External grant submissions are expected.



Alternatives
The candidate can also demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Department’s ARTP committee that some other combination of scholarly contributions from the three categories represents an equivalent record of scholarship.

[bookmark: _bookmark8]Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of professor.
In the Department of Computer Science and Technology, the following expectations to meet University standards apply for the promotion to the rank of professor:

The candidate is expected to sustain and expand the pattern of achievement, with evidence indicating the maturation and impact of the scholarly and professional record. To sustain a pattern of high-quality scholarly activities, faculty are expected to maintain a consistent scholarly record over multiple years since promotion to associate professor. The sustained pattern of scholarly activity and professional endeavors should be evidenced by technical presentations and publications in refereed journals or conference proceedings for which he/she is the first, corresponding, or co-author. External grant submissions are expected.

[bookmark: Departmental_Expectations_for_Teaching][bookmark: _bookmark9]Departmental Expectations for Teaching
In addition to the criteria established in the general university guidelines, in the following sections, the procedures and standards for teaching in the Department of Computer Science and Technology are provided for tenure-track faculty seeking tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate or full professor.

According to the UniScope model for evaluation, the teaching work we do counts as equally important as the scholarship, which produces publications. Candidates should continuously develop new knowledge, integrate scholarship into the learning process, and employ innovative pedagogical strategies.

Evaluation of Teaching
1. Student evaluations:
a. Candidates must examine and comment upon the student evaluation results in the RTP package. Likewise, in their recommendation, the committee shall examine the candidate’s student evaluations and document their findings.
b. The Department will generally refer to the “class average” of each student evaluation summary sheet to evaluate the performance. However, scores of individual categories may also be examined.
2. Peer evaluations: Peer evaluations should address the following issues:
a. Candidate’s knowledge of subject matter and clarity of presentation.
b. Appropriateness and organization of the material presented in class.
c. Effective use of various teaching methods.
d. Use of various methods of evaluating student achievement.
e. Candidate’s attitude and helpfulness to students
3. Candidate’s involvement in the activities below:
a. Working towards teaching an appropriate range of CS courses (lower and upper division undergraduate and graduate-level lecture courses).
b. Improving lecture, laboratory, or course materials.
c. Curriculum development involves creating new courses/programs or substantially revising existing courses/programs.
d. Directing students in senior projects and independent study.
e. Directing students in graduate theses or projects.
f. Participating in professional development activities as a teacher, such as faculty workshops and CS/STEM-related pedagogical workshops.
4. Honors, Awards, or Recognitions
a. Teaching awards from department, college, university, or profession
b. Invitations based on teaching reputation to consult, give workshops, write articles, etc.
c. Requests for advice on teaching by committees or other organized groups.

Criteria of Teaching Evaluation

The following criteria will be used to evaluate the candidate's teaching quality based on the combination of the above evaluation, activities, honors, awards, and recognitions.
Excellent, Very Good, Good, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory.


[bookmark: _bookmark10]Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor.
The candidate seeking tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor must demonstrate consistent effectiveness in their teaching activities. It is required that they achieve at least a "Satisfactory" rating in each academic year or exhibit measurable improvement in the established teaching evaluation criteria.

The candidate may also present evidence to the Department’s ARTP committee showing that alternative teaching contributions are comparable to the established record and should be considered equivalent for evaluation purposes.

[bookmark: _bookmark11]Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of professor.
The candidate is expected to demonstrate sustained teaching effectiveness that shows growth and expansion since their promotion to Associate Professor. The candidate must demonstrate a consistent pattern of teaching excellence over multiple years. This should be supported by positive student evaluations, peer reviews, and other relevant feedback forms. Significant contributions to curriculum development, including the creation of new courses, revision of existing courses, or the integration of innovative teaching methodologies and technologies, are required. The candidate must also demonstrate effective mentorship and advising of students, including supervision of research and thesis projects.
[bookmark: Departmental_Expectations_for_Service][bookmark: _bookmark12]Departmental Expectations for Service
In addition to the criteria established in the general university guidelines, in the following sections, the procedures and standards for service in the Department of Computer Science and Technology are provided for tenure-track faculty seeking tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate or full professor.

[bookmark: The_candidate_is_expected_to_show_meanin]The candidate is expected to show meaningful committee activity at the department, college, or university level. Evaluation of service is based on the candidate's involvement in some (or all) of the activities listed below under three different categories.

[bookmark: Category_I]Category I
Generally, these are high-impact activities in which the candidate has shown leadership, i.e., the activity would not have occurred without the candidate’s effort. Workload and impact must be documented and may be subject to downward revision by the ARTP committee in consultation with the candidate.

Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. The candidate has served as the chair of a standing, ad-hoc, or special assignment committee in the department.
2. The candidate has an administrative assignment, such as the Department Chair.
3. The candidate has served as the chair of a standing committee at the College or University.
4. The candidate has served on University Committees (e.g., Senate committees or other University Committees that meet regularly/weekly).
5. The candidate serves as an NSF or other national agency proposal reviewer.
6. The candidate serves as a member of editorial boards for academic journals.
7. The candidate has led Department Open Houses and student recruiting events.
8. The candidate has been a major advisor to an active, recognized or departmental student organization, including groups working in Hackathons, e-gaming efforts, and comparable events.
9. The candidate has organized K-12 or industrial activities related to the CS curriculum.
10. The candidate has mentored undergraduate and graduate students in programs such as LREU and SpF.
11. The candidate has mentored students to earn any kind of university or external awards.

[bookmark: Category_II]Category II
Generally, these are lesser-impact activities in which the candidate served as an active participant. Workload and impact must be documented and may be subject to downward revision by the ARTP committee in consultation with the candidate.

Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.
1. The candidate has actively participated on a standing, ad-hoc, or special assignment committee in the Department/College/University.
2. The candidate is a Department, College, or University ad hoc committee member with major assignments to accomplish.
3. The candidate has served as a mentor to junior faculty.
4. The candidate regularly attends annual Open House and student recruiting events.
5. The candidate regularly attends Undergraduate and Graduate Commencement.
6. The candidate has actively participated in the recruitment of new faculty.
7. The candidate is a course coordinator for a multi-sectioned course or courses.
8. The candidate participates as a Program Committee (PC) member for conferences
9. The candidate has made presentations to schools, civic groups, etc.
10. The candidate is involved in teacher preparation programs and professional development related to the CS curriculum.
11. The candidate is involved in general student advising, including meeting with students, keeping current on academic policies, and attending student advising workshops.
12. The candidate has written letters of recommendation to support students applying for industrial job positions and graduate programs.

[bookmark: Category_III]Category III
Generally, these are activities in which the candidate participated and were external to Kean. Workload and impact must be documented. If the candidate feels the scope and impact of the work were significant and measurable, the ARTP committee should be consulted in advance to determine if the activity is a Category II or I activity.

Note: These are all equal and not ranked in order of preference.

1. The candidate has actively participated on a standing committee for a professional group, such as ACM, CAHSI, CRA, CUR, IEEE, NCWIT, or comparable.
2. The candidate is a national committee member, such as ACM, CAHSI, CRA, CUR, IEEE, NCWIT NSF, NASE, or comparable with major assignments to accomplish.
3. The candidate has mentored faculty outside of Kean, as demonstrated by presentations or other engagements through CUR, CRA, etc.
4. The candidate regularly attends professional society meetings (ACM, IEEE, etc).
5. The candidate regularly serves as a peer reviewer for conferences and journals, including ACM and IEEE.
6. The candidate serves as an ABET, NSA, or comparable evaluator for external accreditation reviews.
7. The candidate is elected to a leadership position with an external group, such as ACM, IEEE, CUR, ABET, CRA, etc.


Criteria of Service Evaluation
The following criteria will be used to evaluate the candidate's service quality:

· Excellent: The candidate should demonstrate active involvement in at least six different activities (with at least three from Category I) listed in the above. The candidate should have accomplishments in two of the following activities: leadership role in department key committees, leadership role in senate or university key committees, university or higher level awards in community service, recognition for the successful direction of special projects or programs of substantial benefit to the Department or University (such as organization of a national level conference/workshop relevant to their area of specialty, or organization of externally funded K-12, teacher preparation or community outreach events), or other significant activities as judged by the committee.
· Very Good: The candidate should demonstrate active involvement in at least five different activities (with at least two from Category I) listed in the above. The candidate should take leadership role(s) in department-level committees and make major contributions to college/university-level committees.
· Good: The candidate should demonstrate active involvement in at least four different activities (with at least one from Category I) listed in the above. The candidate should take a leadership role(s) in department-level committees and actively serve committees at the college or university level.






Notes:
· 
Satisfactory: The candidate should demonstrate active involvement in at least three different activities (with at least one from Category II) listed in the above. The candidate is expected to actively participate in committees in the department.
· Unsatisfactory: The candidate does not meet the criteria set for Satisfactory in this category.

1. Many alternative activities and exceptions to the above ratings are possible. For example, work by a faculty on accreditation that requires a major time commitment (5 to 10 hours every week) may deserve as much weight as a Category I activity. The faculty member is responsible for pointing out exceptions and documenting why special consideration is given. The committee will judge these exceptions.

Pathways
1. Three Category II activities are equivalent to one Category I activity.
2. Three Category III activities are equivalent to one Category II activity.
3. Only reviews for Q1/Q2 journals will be considered valid review activities. Additionally, reviewing a resubmission of a journal will be counted as a separate review activity.
4. [bookmark: Tenure_and/or_promotion_to_the_rank_of_a][bookmark: _bookmark13]Review activities for conference papers are classified based on the length of the paper. Reviewing a double-column conference paper that exceeds 8 pages is considered one full review activity. For papers that are between 4 to 8 pages, the review is counted as a half review activity. However, reviewing papers that are less than 4 pages will not be counted as valid review activities.

Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor.
The candidate seeking tenure and/or promotion to the rank of associate professor must demonstrate consistent effectiveness in their service activities. It is required that they achieve at least a "Satisfactory" rating in each academic year or exhibit measurable improvement in the established service evaluation criteria.

The candidate may also present evidence to the Department’s ARTP committee showing that alternative teaching contributions are comparable to the established record and should be considered equivalent for evaluation purposes.

[bookmark: Tenure_and/or_promotion_to_the_rank_of_p][bookmark: _bookmark14]Tenure and/or promotion to the rank of professor.
[bookmark: _bookmark15]The candidate is expected to demonstrate significant and sustained contributions to service activities that show growth and development since their promotion to Associate Professor. The candidate must exhibit a consistent pattern of exemplary service over multiple years. Significant contributions to departmental, college, or university committees, including leadership roles or the initiation of new service projects, are required. The candidate must also demonstrate effective mentorship and support within faculty committees, advisory roles, and community engagement initiatives.

[bookmark: DEPARTMENT_PROCEDURES]DEPARTMENT PROCEDURES

[bookmark: ARTP_Ratings_for_Performance][bookmark: _bookmark16]ARTP Ratings for Performance
Using the criteria described above, the candidate’s performance in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service will be rated using the terms “exceeds”, “meets”, or “needs improvement”, defined as follows:

1. “Exceeds” means the candidate exceeds expectations for tenure and/or promotion to this rank.
2. “Meets” means the candidate meets expectations for tenure and/or promotion to this rank.
3. “Needs Improvement” means the candidate falls below expectations for tenure and/or promotion to this rank.

Absent exceptional circumstances, no candidate may be recommended for promotion or tenure without meeting standards in all applicable areas of performance, and strong candidates are likely to exceed expectations in one or more categories.
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