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We summarize here the outcome of 8 reviews related to faculty performance that were held in the first
10 months of FY2014. All such reviews rely on the evaluation and judgment of external (non-OIST)
faculty peers who are recognized as world-leading researchers in the international academic arena.

As described below, two classes of reviews were held: (a) review for promotion to tenure and (b) the
evaluation of performance of faculty-led research Units.
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A: Review for Tenure

Review for tenure involves a highly rigorous evaluation of the faculty member’s academic career as
measured against a set of standards that include the faculty member being amongst the top 10% of
his/her worldwide colleagues. Award of tenure requires three levels of positive review. External,
confidential letters and other relevant materials are collected to produce a comprehensive Promotion
File. The File is first assessed by a faculty-led Committee and a recommendation to award or not to
award tenure is forwarded to the President. The President makes an independent assessment of the
File and, if positive for tenure, forwards the File to the Academic and Research Committee of the BOG.
Each of the five members of the BOG Academic and Research Committee makes their independent
assessment of the File after which the Academic and Research Committee makes the final
recommendation which is voted on by the full BOG.
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B: Faculty Unit Reviews

In a process developed by the Dean for Faculty Affairs and endorsed by the BOG, faculty Unit reviews
are conducted by a five-person External Review Committee (ERC) comprised of external (non-OIST)
reviewers. The review is conducted over two days with all reviewers present at OIST. The faculty
member that heads the Unit prepares, ahead of the review, an extensive dossier that describes the work
and outcomes of the Unit in the prior five years. The dossier includes: the Faculty-member’s CV and
Academic Service Record; a list and description of the research projects from the past five years;
implications or developments regarding intellectual property and technology transfer as they would
affect sustainable development; PDFs of all peer-reviewed publications resulting from the projects; a
description of the human, space and physical resources used by the Unit; a description of visitors and
collaborations with OIST and non-OIST groups; a research plan for the Unit’s next five years. The
Faculty Affairs Office provides the ERC with details of funding and other university support provided to
the Unit.
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The ERC interviews the Faculty member, his/her unit researchers, students and technical staff. They
visit the Unit’s laboratory space to further assess the value of the research program. On the second day
of the review, the ERC prepares a confidential report, which includes a critique of the work of the Unit, a
set of recommendations and a rating of the Unit’s performance. The ERC discusses their report in a
closed meeting with the President, the Provost and the Dean for Faculty Affairs. The rating scheme
addresses whether the Unit’s research is Outstanding (world-leading — in the top 5%), Excellent (world-



ranking — in the top 10%), Good (internationally competitive — in the top 15%), Satisfactory (of
international standard —in the top 25%) or Poor (not of an international standard). Independent of the
ranking, the ERC is specifically asked whether the University should continue to fund the Unit research.
Unless very strongly recommended for continued funding, the University would consider a Satisfactory
or Poor rating as requiring reduction, redirection or withdrawal of subsidy funding/support.
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C: The Reviewers

As stated at the beginning of this report, world-class leaders of research are used as external letter
writers and ERC members. The letter writers and ERC members for the 8 reviews summarized below
come from the following institutions: Chiba Univ., Ecole Normale Superieure de Lyon, FU Berlin,
Harvard (3), Imperial College, James Cook Univ., Kyoto Univ., Leiden Univ., Massey Univ., National
Institutes of Health (2), Northwestern Univ., Oxford Univ., Sheffield Univ., Smithsonian, Tokyo Univ. (2),
Tohoku Univ., TU Berlin, Univ. College London (2), Univ. of California Santa Barbara, Univ. of California
San Diego (2), Univ. of Basel, Univ. of Hong Kong, Univ. of Oregon (2), Univ. of Wisconsin and
Washington Univ.
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D: Results

The outcome of all 8 reviews was positive. One of the Unit reviews was judged as Good, the remainder
were judged as either Outstanding or Excellent , and all the Units that were reviewed were
recommended for continued subsidy funding.

D: ik &
FH8IEITONT-ETORRICBWTEENRFMAELIE Ln, BRI S 7-Fse—
=y hDO9H 1 M=y b TEE) EFEFESIL, RV OME2=y MIK L TR TEF )

BOTEF ] OWTNUNOFEEEZZITE L, /o, FESNZENFEL =y MIx L THiDD
BT KD OMRE S HER S E LT,



