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departments. 

Faculty Mentoring Guidelines Quality Committee 

Maricela Oliva, Associate Vice Provost for Academic & Faculty Support (Co-Chair) 

Eve Browning, Department of Philosophy and Classics (Co-Chair) 

Sonya M. Alemán, Department of Bicultural-Bilingual Studies 

Mark Bayer, Department of English 

Eugene Dowdy, Department of Music 

Ruyan Guo, Department of Electrical and Chemical Engineering 

Crystal Kalinec-Craig, Department of Interdisciplinary Learning and Teaching 

Kelly L. Nash, Department of Physics and Astronomy 

Special Thanks 

Leadership UTSA Fellow (2017-2018) Dr. Beverly Woodson Day helped to finalize the coding of 

review instruments in a timely manner as part of her Leadership UTSA internship with the 

Office of Academic & Faculty Support. The committee thanks her for her valued contributions 

to the final report. 

2



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Statement of Purpose  4 

Mentoring Committee: Charge, Members’ Contributions, and Process 6 

Results  7 

Recommendations 12 

Conclusion 15 

Appendix A: Provost Memo and Faculty Mentoring Advisory Group Report 16 

Appendix B: UTSA Faculty Mentoring Program Resource Manual  23 

Appendix C: Timeline of Faculty Mentoring at UTSA            36 

Appendix D: Mentoring Committee Review Instrument 38 

Appendix E: Mentoring Committee Member Review Assignments for Summer 2017       39 

Appendix F: Data Analysis Process  40 

3



STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

Two years after faculty mentoring became mandatory in all academic units, the Mentoring 

Guidelines Quality Committee was created to better understand how mentoring takes place 

within departments and to identify mechanisms for improving faculty mentoring university-

wide. 

The goal of faculty mentoring is multifaceted. Primarily, it is designed to support and retain 

assistant professors as they progress toward tenure. Ongoing mentoring can also provide 

guidance in the development of associate professors on their path to achieving full professor 

rank. Overall, mentoring contributes to an academic culture of high expectations and support 

for talented faculty as the institution positions itself to become a premier higher education 

research institution and a multicultural discovery enterprise. 

More broadly, peer mentoring helps new faculty members1 navigate the institution, excel in 

teaching and research, effectively address challenges inherent in their new roles, understand 

the tenure and evaluation process, create work-life balance, and develop productive 

professional networks. 

UTSA formalized its faculty mentoring initiative in 2014 when the provost requested all 

departments establish and implement a faculty mentoring program based on recommendations 

from a Faculty Mentoring Advisory Group (See Appendix A). Among the group’s key 

recommendations that were adopted were: 1) Every department would be required to have a 

mentoring program for their faculty; 2) Departments would be allowed to devise their own 

program unique to their own disciplinary traditions and values; and 3) Participation in their 

department’s mentoring program should be voluntary for new faculty. 

The Office of Academic & Faculty Support (AFS) offered assistance to departments in creating 

their mentoring programs and as a result, AFS developed and released a Faculty Mentoring 

Program Resource Manual (See Appendix B). As AFS followed up with departments and 

gathered program guidelines into a database, it became apparent that the departments had 

extensively used the flexibility afforded to them to develop their own programs that were often 

vastly different from one another. In addition to their variety, departmental guidelines also 

reflected different levels of clarity, completeness, structure, and understandability, which could 

occasionally hinder effective implementation. 

1 In this report, “new faculty” refers to assistant and associate professors who are new to UTSA. 
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Furthermore, through communications with assistant professors between 2015-2017, AFS 

learned that faculty mentoring was not always available to new faculty members, even when it 

was requested.2 These and other issues that surfaced after implementation highlighted the 

possibility that some of the department guidelines might not be consistent with the university’s 

original intent. With this in mind, AFS and the Provost initiated an exploratory review of 

departmental mentoring programs in the spring of 2017 in an effort to better understand this 

faculty support activity and to consider how the university could help departments improve 

upon their initial guidelines. 

AFS solicited committee member nominations from the Faculty Senate, the Department Chairs 

Council, and from the university at-large. In all, eight committee members, including a current 

Associate Vice Provost in AFS, participated in the work of the committee. The work of the 

Faculty Mentoring Guidelines Review Committee commenced in May 2017. Their process, 

analysis, and recommendations are described below. 

Appendix C contains a complete timeline of faculty mentoring at UTSA. 

2 An assistant professor hired prior to implementation of the new mentoring guidelines in 
September 2015 was told that mentoring was only available for those hired during Fall 2015 
and later. 
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THE MENTORING COMMITTEE: CHARGE, MEMBERS’ 

CONTRIBUTIONS, AND PROCESS 
 

The charge to the committee was to formatively assess3 existing peer faculty mentoring, with 

the university level initiative as the unit of analysis. The committee agreed to focus on how the 

flexible mentoring program was operationalized within departments, as well as on the 

implications of these efforts on the effectiveness of the mentoring program overall. It is 

important to note that the committee agreed to focus on evaluating the university mentoring 

program as a whole rather than individual departments’ programs. AFS documented 

information on departmental mentoring guidelines available in its guidelines database, but not 

information on individuals within departments who were making use of peer mentoring or 

were participating as mentors.  

 

The committee considered mentoring program quality and improvement by asking several 

questions: 

• What characterizes mentoring activities across the university? 

• What are strengths and areas of concern or questions evident in existing departmental 

mentoring programs? 

• Are there elements of individual department mentoring programs that look very 

positive with potential for replication, and that are missing in others? 

• How inclusive are the departmental programs, i.e., do they serve assistant professors, 

associate professors, and Non-Tenure-Track faculty? 

• Are there omissions in the mentoring programs to recommend that departments 

address? 

• What local “best practices” can be recommended to UTSA departments if they are a 

good fit for their operations? 

 

To conduct and conclude its work, the committee met five times. Individual committee 

members were assigned guidelines to review during summer 2017 using a standard instrument 

(See Appendix D). 

 

The summer 2017 work by committee members included reviewing departmental mentoring 

guidelines (See Appendix E) using the standard instrument that explored:  

                                                      
3 Unlike a summative evaluation, which reviews and evaluates once a project is complete, a 
formative analysis is conducted during implementation. The purpose of a formative process is 
to use insights to improve what is happening while the program or process is under way. 
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• general characteristics of the guidelines;

• who departments include as mentees;

• positive aspects or local “best practices” identified by reviewers;

• questions or areas of concern;

• any preliminary recommendations they could make at this early stage.

By August, members submitted their reviews of assigned guidelines to AFS and met in 

September to discuss preliminary insights and ideas. The committee met to discuss very early 

qualitative coding of their reviews of assigned guidelines. As coding was conducted, preliminary 

analysis of data also commenced. From November until mid-March, the committee finalized 

the coding and analysis of the 41 guideline review instruments. The committee discussed the 

coded feedback and preliminary analysis of data. At the last meeting, the committee identified, 

discussed, and agreed on key points to include in the final report. Appendix F contains detailed 

description of the methodology used.   

RESULTS OF FACULTY MENTORING PROGRAM REVIEW 

Among the committee’s key recommendations was that departments 

strive to explicitly contextualize the guidelines by including statements 

about the place and value of faculty mentoring for the success of 

faculty. Too often the document did not establish the purpose and 

meaning behind the mentoring plan before presenting the process and 

goals for mentorship. Participants can better understand the objective 

of their mentoring guidelines and their role in it when overall goals are conceptualized and 

values enumerated in a given department’s mentoring documents—in addition to how it is 

operationalized.  

The section that follows addresses the committee’s findings regarding the project’s guiding 

questions. 

General Characteristics and Who is Served 

Some of the general characteristics of departmental mentoring guidelines were discovered less 

by what was included in them, but rather inferred by what was omitted. In addition to the need 

to better articulate a vision for mentoring, guidelines tended to focus on faculty members in 

the assistant professor rank. Rarely was support for associate professors (to achieve full 

professor status) mentioned, or mentoring efforts for non-tenure-track faculty. Department 
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efforts tended to focus predominantly on mentoring for research productivity, with less explicit 

discussion of teaching and service. This was the topic of some discussion at committee 

meetings, with members acknowledging and recognizing the taken-for-granted primacy of 

helping junior tenure-track faculty succeed in their tenure process. Nevertheless, some level of 

success in all areas of teaching, research, and service is required for overall success in obtaining 

tenure and promotion. When an assistant professor does not achieve tenure, the university 

loses their continuing contributions as faculty.   

Also, the guidelines rarely discussed the mentoring structure, with the exception of dyad 

structure (Mentor:Mentee). However, when a different structure was utilized (i.e., group 

mentoring or mentoring circles), the rationale for that structure was not fully discussed or 

explained.  

Non-tenure-track faculty were rarely included as participants in the department’s mentoring 

process. It should be noted that the Provost’s original mandate and subsequent resources 

focused on mentoring for assistant and associate professors or “faculty” in general, never 

mentioning NTT faculty.    

In noting the characteristics of the guidelines, the department chair played a prominent role. 

The guidelines stated that the department chairs worked with assistant professors to help 

identify a senior colleague to serve as mentor, and likely also to obtain the senior colleague’s 

agreement to serve. Guidelines often give chairs a role in initiating, managing, and protecting 

the health of departmental mentoring efforts.  

The following are quotes about department chairs from committee members’ reviews of 

guidelines: 

The document also states that the department chair will hold review meetings with the 
junior faculty to mentor them as well as update a binder to reflect the progress. 

All new untenured faculty are required to identify at least one mentor. Chair works with 
mentee on selection process and paperwork is filed to formalize mentoring relationship. 

The chair…meets with the new faculty member to discuss the mentoring options and 
should convey that mentoring is “optional,” and that the faculty member is free to find 
their own mentor. 

Given the important role of department chairs in the process, it would seem important for 

governance bodies like the Faculty Senate and Chairs’ Council to discuss and recommend the 
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chair’s role and scope. Some consistency in how department chairs operate with their 

mentoring program can be helpful to implement university-wide. 

Strengths and Positive Characteristics 

Committee members were consistent in viewing clarity, planning, and structure in the 

organization of the mentoring guidelines as positive attributes. Examples of comments made 

about this aspect of guidelines include: 

The guidelines…are well documented, following UTSA’s Faculty Mentoring Program 
Resource Manual. Faculty mentor will be appointed and paired with a given mentee, by 
department Chair. Mentor:Mentee relation will last for two years. The process is to be 
integrated with DFRAC. Responsibilities, topics of discussion, and benefits to mentor and 
mentees are discussed in the guidelines. 

Provided are guidelines on who should be mentored, expected length of service as a 
mentor, suggested mentoring activities and how mentoring is used in the evaluation 
process for annual, 3rd year review and tenure/promotion review. 

The department has clearly outlined the objectives of the mentoring program which aims 
[to] include socializing, developing research, productivity, effective teaching, collegiality 
and service. The guidelines further support these objectives. 

The memo provides suggestions and examples for how meetings can take place, things 
to cover, and key times they should plan on meeting (planning annual report). 

The occasional intertwining of the mentoring process with annual review, third year review, 

DFRAC, and tenure-associated processes raised questions among committee members. For 

example, a reviewer wrote about one department:  

They…emphasize confidentiality, suggesting—correctly, in my opinion—that mentorship 
should be understood as separate from (although clearly related to) formal university 
processes like annual merit and tenure and promotion. 

Nevertheless, a few departments tightly coupled mentoring with evaluation, tenure, and 

promotion: 

The DFRAC meets annually to evaluate based on mentor’s report. 

Mentor and mentees meet on an annual basis with the department chair and/or chair of 
DFRAC to review mentee progress. 

The annual review by the DFRAC that is shared with the faculty member by the 
department chair seems very strong. 
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One question to resolve is whether departments and the university are well served by having 

mentoring process integrate with processes for faculty evaluation, as indicated above. Would 

the university be better served by having faculty evaluation for tenure decoupled from 

mentoring processes? Whether and how that might be done, without undermining existing 

strategies for efficiency in the two processes, is important to determine.   

Questions and Areas of Concern 

In terms of their organization, mentoring guidelines as a group were sometimes less structured 

and more informal, although there were exceptions. Where the informal approach was 

predominant, a lack of structure and detail was often perceived as a hindrance to effective 

and/or consistent implementation.  

Guidelines are pretty open to interpretation so I think there can be a great deal of 
variability in this document. 

It is relatively short with bullet points so it is easy to quickly read, but this leaves a lot of 
interpretation as to the guidelines themselves. 

…assistant or associate professors may need additional guidance as to whether he or she 
has any role in the process of identifying a mentor. 

The brevity of the document also can allow for inconsistency and less-than-optimal 
mentoring experiences. 

The mentoring support available to associate professors, if available, was often not clearly 

evident.  

It is unclear what type of support and the extent of support for Associate Professors 
could be offered by the chair. 

Furthermore, several categories of instructional staff may not be able to determine if the 

mentoring program applies to them and how they as faculty members might request mentors. 

It is not clear if this includes NTT and if they are part of the guidelines. 

This might be just for pre-tenure faculty members. 

Can a faculty member outside the program serve as an additional mentor or as the sole 
mentor upon the request of the junior faculty? 

When ambiguous or unstructured mentoring guidelines cause participants, mentors, and other 

participants to interpret differently what they are to do, it becomes commensurately difficult 
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for departments to say they are implementing “a” mentoring program. The original intent to 

give departments flexibility in determining the details and design of their program could be one 

but not the only reason for the ambiguity or lack of clarity in some guidelines. Another possible 

reason could be that departmental programs were not collectively or well thought out in the 

rush to have something in place by the Provost’s deadline.  

With an eye to self-assessment, those reviewing guidelines also noted that doing so could be a 

challenge in part because of the mentoring programs’ ambiguity, variability, and lack of 

documentation.  

No training or evaluative aspects of mentoring program. 

The department plans to regularly monitor their mentoring procedures with an aim to 
constantly modify and improve them, as necessary. 

Is there a way to evaluate this? 

Also unclear is whether there is any flexibility regarding what is covered in the 
mentor/mentee relationship. Why purchasing, for example?... Are activities of the 
mentor and mentee documented, such as in a contract or annual report? There is no 
information on this kind of documentation, which would make retroactive assessment 
and review difficult if needed. 

Finally, while the Provost’s initial mandate said that participation in the mentoring program by 

new faculty is voluntary, committee members shared concerns about this:  

Participation in mentoring in this department is completely optional—even those who do 
participate may opt out at a later date.  

Of greatest concern is the voluntary nature of participation. 

The plan gives maximum flexibility to the new faculty member in determining if 
mentoring is appropriate. 

New faculty members, particularly assistant professors, do not know what information and 

guidance can be afforded through the mentoring process.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Included below are recommendations for actions to improve mentoring activities at the 

department level. Some of the recommendations focus on activities that departments can 

undertake while others focus on steps that can be taken at the university level by the Office of 

the Provost or the Office of Academic and Faculty Support. 

 

Recommendations at Department Level:   

• Departments should review their written mentoring guidelines to ensure they are 

sufficiently clear, detailed, and structured. Mentors, mentees, chairs, and others should 

be able to readily grasp what is to occur by reading them. Things to include in response 

to this recommendation (as viewed in some guidelines):  

o Statement of purpose, which includes the value of mentoring (the university’s 

and department’s) so that participants can effectively and independently work 

toward fulfillment of the larger objective in the context of work with a specific 

mentee. 

o Participant eligibility and expectations 

o Timeline 

o Benchmarks 

o List of possible mentoring activities to undertake 

o List of prescribed mentoring activities in which to engage 
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o Process for identifying and changing mentors 

o Specified role for the department chair 

• Guidelines should address activities in all faculty member areas of responsibility 

including teaching, research, and service.  

• Guidelines should explicitly state how assistant and associate professors will engage 

and benefit from the mentoring program.  

• Departments must make their faculty mentoring guidelines openly and easily accessible 

on their website. 

• Service as a faculty mentor should be acknowledged as a significant contribution to 

the life of the department, college, and campus. Departments are encouraged to 

identify mechanisms to recognize this in annual faculty evaluation and merit processes.  

• Assessment of specific mentoring working relationships within departments should be 

conducted annually and confidentially by chairs, so that adjustments can be made if 

needed. 

• Departments should be encouraged to review their mentoring guidelines periodically, 

to prevent mentoring from stagnating, and to ensure that they stay up to date with 

changes in the department’s overall culture. 

Revisions to existing mentoring guidelines should be complete by June 1, 2019 and posted 

publicly on the department website. Departments should notify AFS by Aug. 1, 2019 where 

their updated guidelines are posted on their website.  

 

Recommendations at University Level: 

• The Office of the Provost should encourage a university-wide culture of faculty 

mentoring through regular positive statements about the importance and value of 

mentoring. 

• The university should articulate an administrative recommendation informed by the 

Office of Legal Affairs regarding how departments can integrate mentoring activities 

with faculty evaluation processes. It was the view of some committee members that 

mentoring feedback to chairs should be separate from annual performance review and 

third year review feedback to chairs. Departments and mentoring participants will 

benefit from guidance regarding the commingling of these processes, which currently 

exists in some departments.  

• Two or three sets of mentoring guidelines that were rated highly on the committee’s 

review instrument should be distributed to all departments as models to consider 

adapting to their own department’s individual culture of research, teaching, and service.  

While mentoring should be allowed to accommodate variation from one department to 

another, the committee identified good examples to share as illustrations.  
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• Departments should receive the review committee members’ feedback on their 

current guidelines as a further aid in updating their mentoring programs. 

• AFS should develop and administer a short survey sent to all faculty to collect 

information from participants about their experience with mentoring. Currently, this 

information is not available; studying it can help the institution to better understand 

mentoring in practice.  

• The committee recommends that AFS create a Faculty Mentoring Award. This award 

would recognize outstanding individuals’ exemplary contribution, through departmental 

mentoring support, to the success and professional development of faculty at UTSA. 

• The Provost or AFS should create mechanisms to assess mentoring practices at the 

department level to ensure that guidelines are actually implemented as reported in 

written documents. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
Faculty peer mentoring exists within all 41 of UTSA’s academic departments, however the 

variation in approach, design, structure and clarity has underscored that there is still work to be 

done to refine and improve this support structure for new faculty. Committee members 

benefitted from reviewing existing departmental mentoring program guidelines and recognizing 

their discipline-specific diversity. While some guidelines reflected the investment of 

considerable time and attention in developing them, others seemed ready to benefit from 

improvements and updates. This review identified beneficial practices, problematic issues, and 

also questions to resolve for implementation of improvements.  

 

Without imposing a rigid structure, departments should be encouraged to refine their 

guidelines to strike a better balance between structure and flexibility, with an eye to eventual 

self-assessment. Flexible and/or informal goals need not be equated with a lack of clarity, 

process, or direction. Researchers have in recent years investigated and written about the 

advantages and disadvantages of peer, group, hierarchical, and other approaches to mentoring. 

A discussion of these, as articulated in research on mentoring, could help inform departments 

about their choices in drafting the next iteration of their mentoring guidelines. 

 

The committee agreed the pre-tenure period involving assistant professors was overwhelmingly 

the most crucial for faculty mentoring. While recognizing the importance of promotion to full 

professor, members were ambivalent about the desirability of codifying associate professors in 

departmental mentoring guidelines. 

 

Faculty peer mentoring was viewed as so important as to be non-negotiable. While the original 

recommendation (from Faculty Mentoring Advisory Group and Provost) was to allow new 

faculty to voluntarily participate, the committee‘s view is that mentoring should be mandatory 

for all new faculty and the benefits of mentoring should be clearly communicated through the 

department’s mentoring guidelines. Individuals are not well served if they are allowed to opt 

out of participating. Rather than allow them to do so, attention can be given to customizing 

activities by balancing structure and flexibility to meet their needs. 

 

Lastly, the committee concluded that if time and energy permits in the future, a subsequent 

and longer-term charge could include assessing mentoring activities at the departmental level, 

including the effectiveness of the mentoring relationships formed as a result of 

implementation. 
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Faculty Mentoring Advisory Group Report  

Proposed Guidelines and Recommendations for Institution-wide Faculty Mentoring Program 

Members of the Advisory Group 
Edwin Barea-Rodriguez, Chair, Biology, COS 
Bruce Barnett, Chair, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, COEHD 
Ephrem Fernandez, Psychology, COLFA 
Heather Shipley, Civil and Environmental Engineering, COE 
Pamela Smith, Accounting, COB 
Martell Teasley, Chair, Social Work, COPP 
Alan Shoho, Associate Vice Provost for Academic and Faculty Support 

Overview 
Mentoring has been demonstrated to be a key element in developing talent in higher education and other 
professions. Subsequently, the advisory group felt it was very important as The University of Texas at San 
Antonio (UTSA) ascends toward Tier One status to develop a “culture of support” as a means towards 
enhancing the recruiting, hiring, developing, and retaining of high quality faculty. UTSA invests significant 
resources to recruit and hire outstanding new faculty members and it behooves the institution to create a 
culture of support to enhance faculty productivity. UTSA is developing the infrastructure and support 
mechanisms to nurture faculty development through a new Faculty Center and assigning an Associate Vice 
Provost to foster a caring environment where all faculty have a point of contact to help them be successful 
and contribute to UTSA’s drive to be a Tier One institution. Thus, it is appropriate that mentoring serve as 
an important foundation for an institution-wide advisory group consisting of faculty members and 
department chairs. 

Advisory Group Background 
In Fall 2013, The University of Texas at San Antonio’s Provost charged the Associate Vice Provost with 
developing a proposal with recommendations and guidelines for a faculty-mentoring program. The Associate 
Vice Provost for Academic and Faculty Support appointed six members, one member from six colleges with 
three of the members being department chairs and three members being recommended as people who were 
interested in mentoring programs. The advisory group started meeting in October 2013 and completed its 
meetings in December 2013. The Associate Vice Provost took all the information provided by the advisory 
group and wrote the following report. The advisory group prior to submission to the Vice Provost and 
Provost vetted the report for the Associate Vice Provost for Academic and Faculty Support. The advisory 
group recommends further vetting and opportunities for input by the Department Chair Council, Dean’s 
Council, Provost Council, and possibly the Faculty Senate prior to approval and any planning for 
implementation.    

The Associate Vice Provost for Academic and Faculty Support charged the Faculty Mentoring Advisory 
Group (FMAG) to: 

1. Recommend elements of best practice and a process for developing a faculty mentoring and support
structure; and

2. Develop guidelines for implementing a faculty mentoring and support program across the institution.
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Critical Areas for Consideration in developing a Mentoring Program 
As the FMAG met, it became clear there were some critical areas that needed to be distilled in developing a 
mentoring program. These areas are listed below with an underlying brief description. 

1. Selection of Mentors – The advisory group felt it was important to state that not all faculty, even
highly productive ones in some cases, are meant to be mentors. As a result, the selection of mentors
should be based on criteria deemed to be most appropriate in identifying good mentors. Here are
some thoughts the advisory group had on mentor selection:

a. Mentors must be tenured faculty and thus only Associate and Full Professors with tenure
would be eligible to serve as mentors.

b. Interested faculty must apply to be mentors and their application should address the
following areas:

i. Previous experience as a mentor
ii. Reasons for wanting to be a mentor
iii. Background information about mentor applicants

1. Educational background
2. Department/College
3. Research area
4. Teaching philosophy
5. Involvement in recent and relevant mentoring service (Dept., College,

University, National, International)
6. Personality inventories (these will be completed at a later date)
7. Discussion on how they achieve a balance of Teaching, Research, and

Service

2. Matching of Mentors to Mentees (encourage multiple mentors)
a. Mentee will pick mentors through review of mentor profiles (we would develop a website

where eligible and qualified mentor profiles are posted for review).
b. Mentee will choose 2 mentors, at least 1 of the mentors will be outside of their department.
c. Create a mentoring manual for mentors and mentees (print and online).
d. Mentors and Department Chairs must meet to insure alignment of goals and expectations.

3. Preparation and Training of Mentors and Mentees
a. Mentor-mentee orientation

i. Attend training together
b. Training Sessions will address both content and processes

i. Content: P&T guidelines, university policies, developing a research agenda
ii. Processes: Developing a relationship; setting goals, ground rules, and expectations;

monitoring and adjusting activities; reviewing strategies for success in teaching,
research, and service

iii. Breakout Q&A session
1. Mentors and mentees attend separate Q&A sessions

c. Follow-up Training
i. Offered each semester as a workshop or seminar on mentoring at the Faculty

Center
1. Invite guest speakers (internal and external) to discuss aspects of mentoring

from the mentor and mentee perspective

4. Mentoring Program Evaluation
a. Completion of the evaluation form will take place twice prior to the mentees’ third year

review:
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i. The first completion will take place during the second November of the mentees’
appointment and the second completion will take place during the third November
of the mentees’ appointment.

b. Both mentors and mentees will evaluate their experience using a short online survey. A draft
of the survey is provided below.

c. The evaluation tool should be designed, distributed, collected electronically (e.g., Survey
Monkey), and reported by the Provost Office to the Faculty Senate and Department Chair
Council in the aggregate.

d. The program will be initially evaluated after the first year and then after every two years.
The Office of the Vice Provost for Academic and Faculty Support (VPAFS) will develop a
report containing evaluation results and present it to the Faculty Senate, Department Chair
Council and post on their website.

5. Assessing the Mentoring Process Annually between Mentor(s) and Mentee
a. Purpose: to have an open discussion on the evidence of the mentees’ past year’s

performance, and suggestions for planning the upcoming academic year.
b. The mentee is responsible for providing materials for the mentor(s) to review (i.e. annual

evaluation, course evaluation, updated curriculum vita).
c. The mentee is responsible for arranging the annual meeting. This meeting should take place

after the completion of the annual review period.
d. Among other derived agenda items, this meeting will include a conversation on the material

provided by the mentee and a review of checklist items that were covered during the
academic year.

e. The last Annual Mentoring Group Review should take place after the mentee has received
results for his or her third year review. The last meeting should include a discussion of the
third year review process and future directions towards the accomplishment of tenure.

Sample Evaluation Mentoring Survey 

Questions to be completed by mentee

1. Did the mentor and I agree on goals of mentoring?
2. Was the mentor available for meetings?
3. Was the mentor approachable?
4. Was the mentor understanding of my needs?
5. Was the mentor knowledgeable?
6. Did the mentor offer constructive feedback?
7. Did the mentor help facilitate my stated goals?
8. Did the mentor promote problem solving when needed?
9. Overall, was the mentor effective?

Your Comments: 
10. In what ways might mentoring be improved or enhanced?
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Questions to be completed by mentor

1. Did the mentee and I agree on stated goals?
2. Was the mentee available for meetings?
3. Was the mentee approachable?
4. Was the mentee understanding of my role?
5. Was the mentee knowledgeable?
6. Was the mentee receptive to feedback?
7. Did the mentee implement suggestions?
8. Did the mentee collaborate in problem solving where needed?
9. Overall, was the mentee a responsive protégé?

Your Comments: 
10. In what ways might mentoring be improved or enhanced?

Timeline Action Responsible Party 
Spring 2014 Initial Review by Provost and Vice 

Provost for Academic and Faculty 
Support 

John Frederick and Jesse Zapata 

Spring 2014 Solicit Feedback from Dept. Chair 
Council and Faculty Senate 

Alan Shoho 

May 2014 Review and Approval by Provost John Frederick 
June - August 2014 Mentor Pool Creation Alan Shoho and Dept. Chairs 
New Faculty Orientation (1 week 
prior to Fall classes) 

Announce Mentoring Program Jesse Zapata’s office 
(Faculty Center, Alan Shoho) 

By October 1st Mentor Selection Mentee and Dept. Chairs 
Mid-Fall 2014 Mentor-mentee Training Alan Shoho and Advisory Group 
Fall & Spring Follow-up activities: 

Seminar/Workshops on mentoring 
Alan Shoho working with Faculty 
Center  

Recommendations 
While the details of this mentoring program are amenable to change, the FMAG felt there were two 
important issues to be addressed: 1) Requiring mandatory participation on the part of departments; and 2) 
Getting more input and buy-in from the parties most immediately impacted by the mentoring program 
(Department Chairs and Faculty Senate). First, we strongly believe a mentoring program must be required in 
every department. However, prior to implementing such a requirement, the FMAG felt it was critical to get 
this report further vetted by the Department Chair Council, Dean’s Council, Provost Council, and Faculty 
Senate for feedback and input. By gathering further input, the advisory group felt stakeholder buy-in would 
be stronger and not perceived as a top-down initiative.  

Areas of Concern 
The biggest areas of concern expressed by the advisory group were whether the mentoring program should 
be made voluntary or mandatory for the department. As noted above, the advisory group felt any proposed 
mentoring program by the department should be made mandatory, but some of the details could be left up to 
the departments to customize using their best judgments. Without mandatory participation, the advisory 
group felt many departments would not participate and continue to provide the same level or no support to 
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their new faculty. With regards to the mentees, we believe participation in a mentoring program should be 
highly encouraged, but made voluntary.  

Another area of concern was attracting enough eligible mentors without any incentive. Creating a strong 
culture of support and professional collegiality may mitigate this issue, but it was unclear to the FMAG 
whether this type of culture exists across all colleges and departments at UTSA currently.  

Recommended Implementation Guidelines 
The mentoring program would be introduced at the New Faculty Orientation every August. Guidelines 
outlining the basic elements of the mentoring program would be posted on the VPAFS website. Each 
department would provide links from their department website to the VPAFS website.  
In consultation with the Department Chair and during the first semester of appointment, the new faculty 
member will identify two mentors from an approved list of mentors (ideally, one mentor being inside the 
department and another mentor being outside the department).   

General criteria for mentoring group selection will consist of: 
o Being socialized to University policies and procedures
o Developing a research agenda
o Enhancing research productivity
o Learning to be an effective teacher
o Being a good colleague and serving the institution

Selected mentors do not have to be UTSA faculty and can be faculty at other academic institutions 
• Either members of the Department DFRAC or the Department Chair will orientate the new faculty

member to the mentoring program and assist in the identification of potential mentors.
• The role of mentors will be delineated in an orientation and training session.
• The new faculty member will inform their department chair and the VPAFS who their two mentors

are.

Participation in the Mentoring Program 
• All faculty members serving as mentors must be tenured.
• Faculty members serving as mentors must participate in a developed training program for the

purpose of understanding program goals and guidelines.
• At least one of these meetings must occur during the first semester of the mentees’ appointment.
• During subsequent years and until the mentee completes the third year review process, the mentors

selected by the Mentee in consultation with the Department Chair should meet at least once per
semester.

• Formal mentor and mentee meetings should continue until the mentee has completed the third year
review process.

Mentoring Roles and Responsibilities 
• Selected mentors will have no academic obligations (although they can certainly offer any of the

following) to the mentee such as the review of manuscripts and proposals, grant development, or
other forms of research generation. However, providing advice and engaging in dialogue in each of
these areas and others is highly encouraged and should be viewed as germane to the mentor and
mentee relationship.

• The Mentors should cover five areas:
o Institutional Socialization
o Academic Productivity and Development
o Building a Research Agenda
o Teaching Effectiveness

21



o Being a good colleague

• Mentors should be selected on their collective ability to cover the above areas.
• Mentoring groups should also assure that the above areas are covered during the mentoring process.

Mentor and Mentee Meeting Arrangements 
• Mentees and mentors should come to agreement on goals, communication methods and meeting

places early in the process.
• Mentors should ensure that meetings are productive and that mentoring takes place in an

environment where the exchange of information can occur without distractions or personal
compromise/discomfort.

• If either the mentor or mentee has concerns about scheduling meetings or if there are challenges
with mentoring group members, she or he should consult with her or his Department Chair and/or
the Office of the VPAFS.

• Other than electronic exchanges of information, we encourage face-to-face meetings between
mentees and mentors (e.g., at the Faculty Center or for coffee or lunch).

Mentoring Manual 
• The Office of the VPAFS along with the FMAG will be responsible for the development and

updating of a Mentoring Manual.
• This manual should contain:

o A description of the roles and responsibilities for an assigned mentoring group;
o A checklist of items that should be covered by individual mentoring groups;
o A display of evaluation criteria; and
o Three to four selected articles on faculty mentoring—the selected articles should be those

that will facilitate understanding of the mentoring process.

Compensation for Participation in the Mentoring Program 

• Tenured faculty members who participate in the mentoring program should be able to list their
participation as a form of service when applying for annual merit considerations. Deans and
Department Chairs must insure that faculty review committees recognize the merit of mentoring and
value its importance in the evaluation process.

• The Provost office should consider providing an annual award for a selected mentor. Mentees can
nominate their respective mentors for the award.
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Goal of the UTSA Faculty Mentoring Program 
The goal of the Faculty Mentoring Program is to support and retain assistant professors as they 
progress toward tenure and provide guidance to associate professors to enhance their 
probability for success in becoming full professors.  

More broadly, it helps junior faculty members get to know the institution, excel in teaching and 
research, understand tenure and evaluation, create work-life balance and develop professional 
networks. 

What is Mentoring? 
There are many definitions of mentoring. Most have a common theme of providing support to a 
colleague, which can be either emotional or content based.  

Mentoring is often most successful when it happens naturally and informally. Faculty may not 
realize that mentoring includes informal ways of checking in with colleagues, reviewing papers 
and proposals, and providing introductions to key people in the field. When these relationships 
do not exist, pre-tenure faculty can be at a disadvantage unless the department or college 
provides a more formal mentoring structure. 

Mentoring is both a formal and informal activity, and can address all aspects of academic life, 
from balancing professional and family obligations to advice about professional milestones that 
must be reached in order to advance through the ranks. In addition to one-to-one pairing of pre-
tenure faculty with more senior faculty, faculty mentoring may include departmental social 
events, invitations to professional conferences, teaching and research collaborations, and 
assistance with developing individualized career plans.  Ideally, pre-tenure faculty will have a 
network of peers and more senior colleagues as mentors and advisors to get a complete 
overview of the requirements for academic success. 

Why is mentoring important to new UTSA faculty?  
Junior and senior faculty participate in the program as mentors and mentees, respectively. 
Every department will develop their own mentoring program. Thus, there is no one size fits all. 
Interested faculty will consult with their department chair to learn about the elements of their 
department’s mentoring program. Mentors are available to assistant professors seeking to 
acquire skills and to begin preparing for the tenure process. Additionally, associate professors 
may be assigned mentors to prepare for promotion to full professor. 

The program should address entry-level skills for new faculty, a supportive academic 
environment, career advancement, balance between work, family, and personal lives, and 
competencies as educators. An article from the Chronicle of Higher Education entitled “The 
Difference Mentoring Makes” articulates the importance of mentoring in higher education (see 
page 8 under “Mentoring Resources”). 

The faculty mentoring program should provide information on a variety of topics of interest to 
mentees and mentors, such as tenure and promotion, publication strategies, grant writing skills, 
assessment of student learning and strategies for effective teaching. General guidelines for 
mentors and mentees are available on the following pages to help you get started. In fact, 
“Guidelines for Mentors” on page 5 and “Guidelines for Mentees” on page 7 of this manual can 
be shared with those respective individuals. 

Selection and identification of mentors 
The selection of mentors is critical. Do not assume any senior faculty member can serve as an 
effective mentor. An effective mentor has both a particular set of skills and a desire to help his 
or her colleagues. One without the other is likely to result in an unproductive relationship for the 
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mentee. The selection of mentors should be a very thoughtful and well-designed process. We 
encourage each department to think carefully about how this is done.  

Matching mentors to mentees 
Each department should match new faculty at their request with senior faculty mentors from the 
same department or college. If a new faculty member has been assigned a mentor from within 
his or her department or college, he or she can request additional mentors from outside his or 
her department or college. Mentors are usually identified through personal contacts or 
recommendations of the deans, chairs and colleagues. 

As the research on successful mentoring suggests, mentors are generally of the same gender 
as the new faculty. However, mentors of particular gender, race, ethnicity, or background can be 
requested for multicultural development or other professional development reasons. 

Training of mentors and mentees 
Mentor training is available through the Faculty Center upon request. This is still under 
development, but as the need arises, formal training of mentors and mentees is expected to be 
developed and implemented.  

Expectations of mentors and mentees 
Once a mentor and mentee have been matched together, it is critical to gain a shared 
understanding of expectations of one another. Otherwise, if expectations are not explicitly 
agreed upon, the likelihood for misunderstanding and miscommunication heightens. We 
recommend that each department create a template for a mentor/mentee contract to lay out 
minimal expectations and have the parties agree and sign the document to indicate their 
commitment to the process. Two sample contracts are included on pages 10-13 for your 
reference. 

Possible topics for discussion in a mentoring session 
In addition to simply learning the ropes of academia, there are many additional sources of stress 
that junior faculty face. A few examples include: 

1. Navigating an increasingly demanding career

 Job preparation – Managing your time and commitments
 Developing and preparing courses
 Managing student issues
 Navigating relationships with co-workers and colleagues.
 Securing funding or other support for research
 Writing and publishing papers Participating on committees
 Engaging in campus or off-campus service work
 Balancing personal/professional life

2. Unrealistic expectations

 Set unreasonable self-expectations
 Expect high levels of initial success
 Expect close collegial ties
 Expect high intellectual stimulation

3. Feelings of isolation
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 Colleague indifference
 Lack of support from chair or supervisor
 Unfamiliarity with institutional process and culture
 Lack of access to information

4. Inadequate feedback and recognition

 Poor student feedback or evaluations
 Lack of clear expectations about performance
 Little participation in department/unit decisions
 Salary

Assessing the mentoring process 
We encourage all departments to develop some type of assessment process to determine the 
effectiveness of their mentoring program and how it can be continually improved to meet the 
needs of mentees and mentors. Do not assume your mentoring program is going well unless 
you have data to support such a finding. You may refer to “Example #1 Mentor/Mentee 
Agreement” on page 10 for an example of a basic evaluation model. 
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GUIDELINES FOR MENTORS 
A good mentor seeks to understand what junior faculty members want to accomplish and helps 
illuminate the path that will take them there. Topics for discussion can range from the technical, 
such as which conferences to attend, to the philosophical, such as how to survive the pre-tenure 
grind without burning out. 

Because mentoring relationships come in all shapes and sizes, the following guidelines should 
be taken only as suggestions. The role of etiquette in our society is to make other people feel at 
ease and valued. You may want to review these suggested rules with your mentee to decide 
which are most important in your mentee-mentor relationship. 

1. Suggested etiquette for mentors

 You are not expected to evaluate your mentee’s work. While your professional areas
may overlap enough that you feel competent to evaluate his/her work, this is NOT
expected of you. Rather, your role is helping your mentee find resources to evaluate
his/her work and give him/her emotional support.

 Take the initiative in the relationship. Invite your mentee to meet with you and suggest
topics to discuss. Ask if you can offer assistance.

 Respect your mentee’s time as much as you respect your own.
 Always ask if you can make a suggestion or offer support before you proceed to do so.
 Be explicit with your mentee that you are only offering suggestions and that s/he should

weigh your advice along with that received from other mentors.
 Make only positive or neutral comments about your mentee to others.
 Your mentee must trust that anything s/he says to you will be held in the strictest

confidence.
 If you don’t believe that either you or your mentee are able to keep to the terms of your

mentoring agreement, don’t be afraid to end the relationship. It may be helpful for you to
annually review your mentoring relationship.

 Keep the door open for your mentee to return in the future.

2. Here are a few ideas for items to discuss with your mentee:

 Ask about how they are doing and encourage them in their pursuits
 Provide honest and constructive criticism and informal feedback
 Review teaching, research and service
 Discuss specific “difficult” situations faced by one’s mentee and suggest follow-up

actions s/he might take to turn an unfortunate circumstance into an opportunity for
opening a dialogue

 Help the mentee understand the current culture of UTSA. Review expectations as they
pertain to becoming involved in activities at UTSA, earning tenure or indefinite status,
and developing one’s line of research

 Discuss career and service
 Utilize mentoring to help the new hire become part of the UTSA family.
 Review important dates that the mentee should be aware of and discuss how s/he can

be prepared for them. Such dates might include interviews for Graduate School research
proposals, submission of materials for annual peer reviews, and preparation of materials
to the department for annual written progress evaluations and tenure

 Utilize mentoring to break down any feelings of isolation by including the mentee in
campus activities you are aware of so that the mentee gets to know more people

 Discuss balancing work and personal life
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Probably the greatest challenge faced by pairs is finding enough time and energy to meet 
together. Even finding half an hour can be difficult. Use phone calls, e-mail, etc., as ways of 
staying in touch when your schedules are the busiest. 

*Adapted from Guidelines for Mentors, UW – Madison Women Faculty Mentoring Program
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GUIDELINES FOR MENTEES 
Here are some guidelines for mentees as they consider the type of mentoring relationship they 
want with their mentor(s).  

1. Ways to ensure a positive relationship develops:

 Ask for advice and welcome constructive suggestions. Do NOT assume that advice will
be offered if it is not solicited. Be as specific as possible when asking for advice. A good
mentor will offer both criticism and suggestions for your work. Be open to both.

 Be considerate of your mentor’s time. Return phone calls promptly and be on time. On
every occasion, ask your mentor how much time s/he has to spend with you and stay
within that time. Let your mentor suggest taking extra time if need be.

 Listen to what your mentor has to say. Although sometimes advice may seem irrelevant
to you, often the information will become useful at some point in the future.

 Seriously consider the advice given to you by your mentor, even if your immediate
reaction is not positive. Beginning a response to advice or criticism with the words, “Yes,
but…” is a bad start. Instead, begin with “Thank you for your advice. I’ll take it into
consideration.”

 At your next meeting with your mentor, share how you used your last conversation as a
means of solving a problem, even if the mentor’s suggestion was not the one you used.

 Show appreciation for the time and assistance given to you by your mentor.
 Make only positive or neutral comments about your mentor to others. If you believe you

have a fundamental difference with your mentor, let him/her know. Work it out or suggest
that the relationship be mutually ended.

 Keep the door open with your mentor. You never know when you may need his/her
advice or consent at some point. Once you are tenured, stay in touch to provide
“progress” reports.

2. Thus, mentors have the right to expect that you will:

 Meet as often as originally agreed upon
 Ask for advice
 Listen thoughtfully and advise mentor about results
 Maintain confidentiality
 Re-evaluate the mentoring agreement annually

3. You should NOT expect your mentor to:

 Spend unlimited amounts of time with you
 Deal extensively with personal problems. The mentor’s job is to refer you to resources.

Probably the greatest challenge faced by pairs is finding enough time and energy to meet 
together. Even finding half an hour can be difficult. Use phone calls, e-mail, etc., as ways of 
staying in touch when your schedules are the busiest. 
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Mentoring Resources 

 SUNY Albany
http://www.albany.edu/academics/mentoring.best.practices.chapter2.shtml

 University of Michigan (while this one pertains to graduate students, I believe a lot of the
information is applicable to junior faculty)
http://www.rackham.umich.edu/downloads/publications/Fmentoring.pdf,
http://www.crlt.umich.edu/faculty/facment

 Cornell University (This is a compilation of 5 exemplary mentoring programs)
http://www.advance.cornell.edu/documents/Exemplary-Junior-Faculty-Mentoring-
Programs.pdf

 Harvard University
http://www.faculty.harvard.edu/development-and-mentoring/faculty-mentoring-resources

 Michigan State University
http://fod.msu.edu/resources-faculty-mentoring

 Northern Illinois University
http://www.niu.edu/facdev/services/newfacmentoring.shtml

 The Center for Teaching and Faculty Development at the University of Massachusetts at
Amherst – Mutual Mentoring, Mentoring Circles
http://www.umass.edu/ctfd/mentoring/index.shtml

 University of New Mexico Mentoring Institute
http://mentor.unm.edu/home/

 Chronicle of Higher Education articles:

o The Difference Mentoring Makes: http://chronicle.com/article/The-Difference-
Mentoring/147765/?key=SmNxIgZrZS9EZHhhMWpBMT4EPCZsNUl1aiMZan1zb
l9QFg==

o Seeing the Mentors You Need: http://chronicle.com/article/Seeking-the-Mentors-
You-Need/131747/

o Why We Need ‘Reverse Mentoring’:
http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/2012/09/06/why-we-need-reverse-
mentoring/

o The Contributions of Mentees to Mentors:
http://chronicle.com/blogs/innovations/the-contributions-of-mentees-to-
mentors/30022

o Midcareer Mentoring: http://chronicle.com/article/Midcareer-Mentoring-Part-
3/132157/

o How to Treat Your New Faculty Colleagues:
http://chronicle.com/blogs/innovations/how-to-treat-your-new-faculty-
colleagues/32789

o Why Not to Set Up a Formal New Faculty Mentoring Program:
http://chronicle.com/blogs/profhacker/why-not-to-set-up-a-formal-new-faculty-
mentoring-program/22766
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Contact Information 
For support about the UTSA Faculty Mentoring Program, contact: 

Dr. Jesse Zapata, Senior Vice Provost for UTSA Downtown and Academic and Faculty Support 
at jesse.zapata@utsa.edu or 458-2700.  
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EXAMPLE #1 MENTOR/MENTEE AGREEMENT 

A successful mentee/mentor relationship requires a commitment on the part of both 
participants. The following agreement is intended to provide a starting framework for the 
partnership. Either party should understand that they may withdraw from the 
relationship at any time by contacting __________________ at ______________. Each 
party should keep a copy of this agreement and make every effort to fulfill the terms of 
the agreement. 

Mentor __________________________ Contact Number_________________ 
Employed by:_____________________ Job Title _______________________ 
Mentee __________________________ Contact Number_________________ 

Mentor and mentee are encouraged to share additional contact information as needed. 

MENTEE GOALS 
The mentee should establish with the mentor at least three professional development or 
personal growth goals. Goals should be specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, 
and have a time frame. 

GOAL # 1 ________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 

GOAL # 2 ________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 

GOAL # 3 ________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 

CONTACT AGREEMENT 

The duration of the formal mentoring program is twelve (12) months. Mentors are 
encouraged to continue the relationship on a voluntary basis. Contacts with mentee 
may be in person or by telephone; however, face to face contact is required for the first 
three (3) months. Mentee/mentor should allow enough time during a contact for 
discussion of goals, as well as questions from the mentee concerning their professional 
and/or personal development. 

Mentee and Mentor agree to meet at least once a month for twelve (12) months. 
Mentee and Mentor agree to provide the Department with written feedback after each 
contact.  
Mentee and Mentor to provide a final evaluation of the relationship at the end of the 
formal program. 

____________________________ ____________________________ 
Mentee Signature and Date Mentor Signature and Date 
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MENTEE FINAL EVALUATION 

Mentee ________________________ Mentor ___________________________ 

Mentor Title ________________________ Phone ______________________ 

Number of Mentee Contacts with Mentor _____ Type of Contacts _________ 

Overall, how would you rate the mentoring experience? 
5 – Excellent        4- Good        3 – Satisfactory        2- Fair         1- Poor 

Comments: ______________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

Rate the following statements on the scale of 1 - 5. 
5 - Strongly agree   4 - Agree   3 - Disagree   2 - Strongly Disagree   1 - Don’t Know 

I feel that I have reached all or some of my goals for personal growth. ____ 

I feel better about my potential for career and personal growth since completing the 
DWIA training and mentoring program.   ____ 

I feel more self-confident since completing the DWIA program. ____ 

My mentor played an important part in my growth and development. ____ 

I plan to continue my training and education. ____ 

I plan to continue to work on reaching current and future career goals. ____ 

I feel the training I received had a positive effect on my career success. ____ 

I would recommend this program to others. ____ 

My mentor and I plan to continue our relationship. Yes __ No ___ Don’t Know ___ 

I would like to serve as mentor in the future.  Yes ___ No ___ Don’t Know ____ 

_____________________________________________________ 

Mentee Signature and Date 
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MENTOR FINAL EVALUATION 

Mentor _________________________ Contact Number __________________ 

Employer  ______________________ Job Title _________________________ 

Number of Mentor Contacts with Mentee _____ Type of Contacts_________ 

Mentee__________________________Contact Number__________________ 

Overall, how would you rate the mentoring experience? 
5 – Excellent    4- Good    3 – Satisfactory    2- Fair  1- Poor 

Comments: ______________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

Rate the following statements on the scale of 1 - 5. 
5 - Strongly agree   4 - Agree   3 - Disagree   2 - Strongly Disagree   1 - Don’t Know 

I feel that the mentee reached all or some of his/her goals for personal 
 growth. ____ 

I feel better about his/her potential for professional growth since 
completing the DWIA training and mentoring program. ____ 

I see in the mentee a greater self-confidence since we began the 
mentoring relationship. ____ 

I feel I played an important part in the career and personal development 
of the mentee. ____ 

I think the mentee will become a long-term productive employee. ____ 

I feel that I have gained from the mentoring relationship. ____ 

I would encourage others to serve as mentors. ____ 

I would like to mentor others in the future. ____ 

I found the mentor role to be too demanding. ____ 

My mentee and I plan to continue our relationship. Yes __ No __ Don’t Know ___ 

______________________________________________________ 
Mentor’s Signature and Date 
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Example #2 Mentoring Agreement Form 

We are both voluntarily entering into this partnership. We wish this to be a rewarding 
experience, spending most of our time discussing developmental activities. We agree 
that… 

1. The mentoring relationship will last for ________________ months. This period will
be evaluated every three to six months and will end by amicable agreement once we
have achieved as much as possible.

2. We will meet at least once every ______________ weeks. Meeting times, once
agreed, should not be cancelled unless this is unavoidable. At the end of each
meeting we will agree a date for the next meeting.

3. Each meeting will last a minimum of  ______________ minutes and a maximum of -
______________ minutes.

4. In between meetings we will contact each other by telephone/email no more than
once every ______________ weeks/days.

5. The aim of the partnership is to discuss and resolve the following issues:

a)
b)
c)

6. We agree that the role of the mentor is to:
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

7. We agree that the role of the mentee is to:
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

8. We agree to keep the content of these meetings confidential.

9. The mentor agrees to be honest and provide constructive feedback to the mentee.
The mentee agrees to be open to the feedback.

Date:___________________________________________ 

Mentor’s signature: ________________________ 

Mentee’s signature: __________________________________ 

Date for Review: _________________ 
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Appendix C: Timeline of Faculty Mentoring at UTSA 

Phase I: Establishing Faculty Mentoring Programs 

Fall 2013 Provost John Frederick convened a Faculty Mentoring Advisory 
Group (FMAG) to provide him with recommendations about the 
potential use of mentoring activities to support faculty success. 
The group included senior faculty members from across colleges 
and departments as well as a former Associate Vice Provost of 
AFS.  

Spring 2014 The FMAG conducted its work and submitted a report to the 
Provost, which included a review of faculty mentoring practices as 
a strategy for achieving the aforementioned goals, along with 
suggested guidelines and recommendations for implementing a 
mentoring program at UTSA. 

September 2014 Based on the committee’s recommendations, Provost Frederick 
mandated that departmental mentoring programs be in place by 
Fall 2015. Departments were given considerable flexibility as to 
the form that their mentoring program could take. It was stated 
that participating in their department’s mentoring program was 
voluntary for incoming faculty.  

March 2015 AFS prepared and released a Faculty Mentoring Program Resource 
Manual to aid departments seeking guidance on the development 
of their department guidelines. 

August 2015 AFS began gathering information about departmental mentoring 
programs to share with faculty during the August 2015 New 
Faculty Orientation and created a database of existing programs. 
At that time, not all departments had finalized their mentoring 
programs. 

Fall 2017 All departmental guidelines were accounted for and in place 
within the AFS database. 

Phase II: Assessing the Effectiveness of Departmental Faculty Mentoring Programs 

Spring 2017 Provost C. Mauli Agrawal called upon AFS to convene a committee 
to review and analyze mentoring activities currently in place and 
help the institution address mentoring program quality and 
improvement.  
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May 2017 – Committee conducted its work and drafted its findings in this 
May 2018 report for incoming Provost Kimberly Espy. 

May 16, 2017 – Initial meeting, charge, and planning 
Summer 2017 – Review of department guidelines 
September 13, 2017 – Initial discussion of guidelines 
November 15, 2017 – Preliminary analysis discussion 
March 7, 2018 – Preliminary review of coded feedback 
March 21, 2018 – Determined what to report 

Phase III: Implementation of Improvements to Departmental Faculty Mentoring 
Programs 

Summer 2018 Provost Espy reviews committee’s recommendations 

2018-2019 Departments update guidelines 

June 1, 2019 Departments complete revisions to their mentoring program 
guidelines and post on their website 

Aug. 1, 2019 Departments notify AFS where their revised guidelines are posted 
on their website   
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UPDATED – MAY 16 2017 

Narrative Rubric for Reviewing Departmental Mentoring Guidelines 
May 2017 [To be typed and emailed to Oliva] 

Department: __________________________________   Reviewer:  _____________________________ 

DESCRIPTION/ PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS – In 100 words or less, briefly describe the guidelines. 

UNDERSTANDABILITY – To what extent is the purpose and process clear to faculty members (assistant or associate)? Is outside 
information from senior faculty needed to fill in gaps of understanding?  

FORMAT – To what extent are the guidelines well organized and easy to follow? If organizational changes would make them easier to
follow, please note your suggestions.  

INCLUSIVITY - Can both assistant and associate professors who need/want mentoring get their needs met by utilizing these guidelines?
Or are guidelines exclusively for assistant professors? (For information purposes, note whether NTT faculty are part of the mentoring 
program.) 

KEY POSITIVE FEATURES – List and describe the best or strongest features of these guidelines. 

QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS* – List and describe the features of the guidelines where you have questions or concerns. 

RELATION TO PREVIOUS COMMITTEE SUGGESTIONS AND MENTORING MANUAL – Describe the extent to which
guidelines reflect or relate to suggestions in previous mentoring documents (Advisory Group Report, Mentoring Resource Manual). 

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS OR OTHER - For the fall meeting, identify one or two things to recommend or discuss.
Your focus can stem from these particular departmental guidelines or from readings across several. Please state if recommendations stem 
from these guidelines or from reviewing several of your assigned guidelines. 

*Can include the issue of sustainability that arose in discussion, and other issues like that.

Appendix D
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 MENTORING COMMITTEE; MAY 16 2017 UPDATED APRIL 2018 

Assignments: Departmental Guidelines Review 

Department Aleman Bayer Browning Dowdy Guo Kalinec-
Craig 

Nash 

CACP-Architecture X 
CACP-Construction Science  O 
COB-Accounting (Both) X 
COB-Economics -      L 
COB-Finance X 
COB-Info. Systems & CyberSecurity X 
COB-Mgmt. Science & Statistics X 
COB-Management X 
COB-Marketing X 
COE-Biomedical X 
COE-Civil & Environmental X 
COE-Electrical & Computer X 
COE-Mechanical X 
COEHD-Bicultural Bilingual Studies X 
COEHD-Counseling X 
COEHD-Ed. Leadership & Policy -         L 
COEHD-Educational Psychology X 
COEHD-Interdisc. Ldrship & Teaching X 
COEHD-Kinesiology, Hlth & Nutrition X 
COLFA-Anthropology X 
COLFA-Art & Art History X 
COLFA-Communication  O 
COLFA-English X 
COLFA-History       X 
COLFA-Modern Languages & Lit. X 
COLFA-Music˜  O 
COLFA-Philosophy & Classics X 
COLFA-Political Science/Geography      L 
COLFA-Psychology X 
COLFA-Sociology X 
COPP-Criminal Justice X 
COPP-Demography X 
COPP-Public Administration X 
COPP-Social Work  O 
COS-Biology X 
COS-Chemistry X 
COS-Computer Science X 
COS-Geological Sciences X 
COS-Mathematics X 
COS-Physics & Astronomy     X 
COS-Environmental Science     X 

˜Items marked with this symbol or letters O and L were reviewed by either Oliva (O) or by LeBlanc (L). 
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Appendix F: Data Analysis Process 

The Qualitative Data Analysis Process 

As an initial step, the 41 Departmental Guidelines were evenly distributed among committee 

members to review and narratively describe aspects of the assigned mentoring guidelines using 

a common instrument. Committee members did not review their own department mentoring 

guidelines, only those of other departments across different colleges. Committee members 

completed the review instruments, covering eight standard questions, for their assigned 

departments. Once completed, committee members forwarded reviews to the Office of 

Academic & Faculty Support, where the completed reviews were loaded into a secured shared 

drive and prepared for qualitative analysis.  

The qualitative data coding and analysis for this report was conducted using the scientific 

software, ATLAS-ti. As one of several programs available for this purpose, the software helps 

analyze and code qualitative (narrative) data to identify issues of significance.  

The strategy for data analysis was open coding, with 117 codes emerging initially. Individual 

codes with a minimum of four code events were eventually clustering into themes, or (Atlas-ti) 

“families.” Families allow for greater focus on the codes and themes that appear especially 

salient to the investigative purpose while also setting aside codes that appear less significant. 

The five “families” of significance were: Characterization, Concerns/Questions, Inclusiveness, 

Positive, and Recommendations.  

The family titled “Characterization” looked broadly at how mentoring is characterized within 

the guidelines; “Inclusiveness” identifies who or what is included in each departmental 

mentoring program; “Positive” reflects the practices in the guidelines that reviewers viewed as 

positive; “Understandability” looks at whether a given mentoring guideline is easy for readers 

to grasp without requiring supplementary materials; and “Recommendations” includes those 

things that reviewers or analysts considered actions for departments or the university to 

undertake.  

Significant issues from the “Characterization” family included references to the chair role, 

whether expectations were clear, who was included, and discussions of mentee and mentor 

roles. In all, there were 30 unique quotations coded under the “Characterization” family.  
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The “Concerns/Questions” family had 100 unique coded quotations. These had to do with 

whether it would be difficult to evaluate the program as described, unclear expectations, the 

absence of documentation for the program and mentoring activities, and questions about 

whether support for associate professors was included. 

The code family “Positive” had 39 unique quotations that described aspects of the 

departmental guidelines that reviewers liked and viewed positively. Things described as positive 

included that: the program’s brevity allowed for the shaping of activities by mentor-mentee 

dyads; the guidelines explicitly discussed the benefits of mentoring; the guidelines integrated 

mentoring activities with DFRAC Annual or Tenure Review; the guidelines included a list of 

items that mentors and mentees could discuss and address as part of the mentoring program; 

the program was sufficiently structured to be easy to follow and implement; and expectations 

of the mentoring program were well described for participants and the department.   

In the final committee meeting and after all 41 guidelines were reviewed and coded, the 

committee first reviewed the data, with a focus on the most significant codes clustered within 

families. Secondly, three subgroups within the committee studied the data by “families” to 

decide how to interpret it and to determine what to include in this report. Specifically, 

subgroups reviewed Concerns/Questions, Positive and Characterization, and 

Recommendations. Third, subgroups presented their insights and conclusions from the data to 

the larger group for additional discussion. Finally, the committee collectively decided what to 

recommend in the final report. 
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