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The University of North Carolina at Greensboro

College of Arts and Sciences

Best Practices in Tenure and Promotion

The aim of this document is to provide guidance to Department Heads or other faculty who are responsible for preparing dossiers for candidates for tenure and promotion, including tenure and promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor, tenure at the rank of Associate Professor for faculty hired at that rank without tenure, and promotion from Associate Professor to Professor. It is also intended to inform faculty about the procedures that will be used in preparing their dossiers. This document is supplementary to PRIVATE
the following official University documents:

“The Code of the Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina, Chapter 6: Academic Freedom and Tenure”

“Regulations on Academic Freedom, Tenure, and Due Process of the University of North Carolina at Greensboro”

“University Promotion and Tenure Guidelines”

“University-Wide Evaluation Guidelines for Promotions and Tenure”

“College of Arts and Sciences Promotion and Tenure Guidelines”

Current versions of all these documents may be accessed through links on the Provost’s web site at http://provost.uncg.edu/publications/personnel/pt.html. In the case of any conflict, these documents take precedence.


Throughout this document, “candidate” refers to a faculty member who is being, or may in the future be, considered for tenure or promotion. The best practices described here cover both the period leading up to the recommendation for promotion or tenure, and the procedures to be followed in the year when the dossier is sent forward.

Best Practices in the Years Prior to Mandatory Review for Untenured Faculty

Expectations of candidates for promotion and tenure


General expectations for tenure and promotion should be made clear in written department policies that address teaching, research/scholarship/creative work, and service. Department policies must be consistent with College and University policies, and with the UNC Policy on Tenure and Teaching (formerly known as Administrative Memorandum 338), which must be discussed with all candidates in the year of mandatory review. Expectations may be stated in specific quantitative terms (so many books or articles published, so many juried exhibitions, so many committee assignments, etc.) although this is not necessary and is often not desirable because it is very difficult to anticipate all the possible combinations of accomplishments that might be acceptable for tenure and promotion. It is generally preferable for expectations to be described qualitatively and for faculty to receive annual written evaluations of their progress, or lack of progress, towards tenure and promotion.

Feedback during annual reviews


Annual reviews should include written comments specifically evaluating progress towards tenure and promotion, identifying areas in which performance is good or exemplary and pointing out those (if any) in which there are problems. Heads or senior mentors are encouraged to discuss marginal or inadequate performance and suggest ways for improvement. It is important for feedback to be consistent, both between individuals who provide it and from year to year. Faculty who believe they are hearing seriously conflicting advice from different senior colleagues, or who see contradictions in evaluations they receive in successive years, should ask for a resolution from the Head. Some differences of opinion among the senior faculty on exactly what steps untenured faculty should take to make adequate progress towards tenure are inevitable, but those differences should be clearly resolved in formal feedback from the Head, using input from other colleagues. If performance in any area is inadequate, those inadequacies should be clearly identified in annual reviews. A decision not to recommend for tenure when annual reviews have been consistently positive is always highly problematic.

Reappointment review


The 3rd-year reappointment review provides a valuable opportunity for feedback on progress made thus far towards tenure and promotion. Since in most departments this review will involve more members of the faculty than does the annual review, it permits a broader range of opinions to be included in the assessment. Whatever document is sent forward with the Department’s recommendation to reappoint, feedback to the candidate should include an explicit assessment of progress towards tenure and promotion.

Extensions of the probationary period (“stopping the tenure clock”)


Faculty are entitled to take leave for medical or personal reasons and in such cases, the probationary period before mandatory tenure review may be extended. Faculty may also request extensions to the probationary period on grounds of personal exigency without taking a leave, as permitted by the Regulations on Academic Freedom, Tenure, and Due Process.. Department heads should be familiar with these University and College policies and explain the consequences of taking a leave to any untenured faculty who requests one. All agreements regarding changes to the probationary period must be documented in writing and have the approval of the Dean and the Provost.

Early decisions on tenure and promotion

Faculty appointed at the rank of Assistant Professor are normally reviewed for tenure and promotion early in the sixth year of their appointment. Faculty appointed at the rank of Associate Professor without tenure are normally reviewed early in the fourth year. Exceptional accomplishments may provide grounds for an early recommendation and such early decisions are encouraged by the College and the University when they are clearly appropriate. It is advisable for the Department Head to consult with the Dean before sending forward an early recommendation. In some cases, faculty may be hired with a specific written agreement that they may be considered for tenure at some specified time (normally no more than three years) before the end of the maximum probationary period, with work done at another institution included in the dossier for consideration. On the recommendation of the Department Head, and with the approval of the Provost, the Dean will write a letter to the candidate offering this opportunity.

According to UNC system policy, a negative tenure decision by the Chancellor, whether in the mandated review year or earlier, is always final. Candidates being recommended for early tenure always have such strong dossiers that the possibility of a negative decision by the Chancellor is extremely small. However, if such an outcome is anticipated as the review process proceeds, the candidate will be informed and will be advised to withdraw his or her dossier before the final decision is made.

Departmental procedures


Departmental tenure and promotion procedures vary according to custom and local preference. In some departments, the entire tenured faculty are involved in every stage of review and in the preparation of the dossier. In others, a committee is appointed to review the candidate and to prepare the dossier. Whatever procedure is adopted by a department, it must be described in a written document and explained to all tenure-track faculty when they are hired. It is a good idea for the Head to discuss the procedure with new faculty shortly after hiring and again at least once before the mandatory review year.

In December, 2004, the Faculty Senate adopted three resolutions regarding promotion and tenure procedures, one of which (“On the independence of departmental committees for promotions and tenure”) required changes to practices common in many College departments. The College’s implementation of this resolution, approved by the Dean in consultation with the Administrative Council and the Promotion & Tenure Committee, is attached to this document as Appendix A.

Best Practices in Preparation of Associate Professors for Promotion to Professor


Recommendations for promotion to Professor originate with the Department Head, in consultation with the senior faculty, and it is good practice for the Head to discuss progress towards promotion with each Associate Professor at the time of annual review.

Alternate profiles for promotion to Professor


College and University guidelines encourage Departments to consider recommending candidates for promotion from Associate Professor to Professor on grounds other than the traditional profile of accomplishments in research or creative activity. It is a good idea for faculty who would like to be considered for promotion under an alternate profile to begin preparation several years in advance. The most convincing alternate profiles will be those based on a well-documented set of accomplishments that establish a steady professional trajectory culminating in the recommendation for promotion. Mid-career faculty whose work is moving in a direction that would permit a case for promotion based on an alternate profile can thus be advised on ways to build a compelling case over a period of years, for example by carefully documenting relevant professional activities and their impact, and arranging for evaluations of work that might be submitted as part of a dossier. Teaching accomplishments are best documented using a teaching portfolio (see, for example: Peter Seldin, The Teaching Portfolio, 2nd Edition. Boston: Anker Publications, 1997). If an emphasis on service or applied research is anticipated, other kinds of portfolios might be prepared.

Best Practices in the Preparation of Promotion and Tenure Dossiers

External review letters


The promotion and tenure review should begin in the spring before the mandatory review year; that is, review of a candidate whose package is scheduled to go forward in October, 2004, should begin early in the previous spring semester (March or April, 2004). A preliminary review of materials within the department will decide whether to seek outside letters to evaluate the research record. The function of the external letters at this point is to assist the department faculty in making a judgement about the strength of the dossier. A decision to seek external letters does not commit the department to a positive recommendation in the Fall. Information from outside experts in the field may confirm the faculty’s preliminary assessment, or it may change that assessment. It is appropriate also to consider whether additional materials (such as publications or grant proposals under review) that would change the vote may come in over the summer. If the record is considered so deficient that even strong letters would not produce a positive decision, the department may decide not to recommend for tenure even without requesting outside evaluations. This might occur, for example, in the case of a seriously deficient record of teaching, or if there is no scholarly or creative work to submit for outside review. In general, however, it is best to err on the side of caution and to request outside letters when there is any possibility of a positive recommendation. Departments may request funds for honorarium payments to reviewers (typically $100 each) if this is a typical practice in the discipline.

Selection of reviewers. If the department’s initial evaluation is favorable, the next step is to request external letters. The candidate should prepare a brief description of his or her program of research, scholarship, or creative activity to be sent to the reviewers, together with a vita and copies of selected publications, a portfolio, or other materials as appropriate. The description assists reviewers in evaluating the candidate’s record, provides a context for assessing the contributions of individual works, and also serves as a draft of the narrative description that the candidate will write for inclusion in the final dossier. The candidate should provide a list of 4-6 names of suggested reviewers and may also request that certain individuals not be asked to provide a review because of personal animosities or other matters unrelated to professional expertise. The Head should seek other names from senior department faculty and professional contacts. (Journal editors, department heads at other institutions, and program directors at funding agencies are often good sources of advice.)

Qualifications of reviewers. The reviewers who are finally selected must exclude any of the following: previous mentors or formal advisors (undergraduate, graduate, or postdoctoral) of the candidate; close personal friends; collaborators; or anyone who there is reason to believe could not provide an objective review. It may sometimes be difficult to find reviewers who are completely unacquainted with the candidate, particularly in cases of promotion to Professor, but it is not necessary for the candidate and the reviewers to be completely unknown to one another. The most important thing is to ensure that the reviewers are objective and have the necessary professional credentials to provide an authoritative assessment of the candidate’s work. Each reviewer should be asked to describe his or her acquaintance with the candidate (if any) in the letter so that readers of the dossier can make their own evaluation of the reviewers’ objectivity. If any reviewer has had significant prior contacts with the candidate, the dossier should explain carefully why that person was nonetheless chosen to write a letter.

Most, if not all, of the external reviewers should be at or above the rank to which the candidate is seeking promotion. The dossier should include a brief biographical sketch of each reviewer, explaining to those unfamiliar with the field why the reviewer’s opinion is considered to be authoritative. It is not necessary to include a full vita for each reviewer – the biographical sketch should mention their present position, significant previous positions, contributions to the field, and honors and awards that demonstrate their professional accomplishments. Most of the reviewers should hold senior academic positions at respected institutions – such people are generally familiar with the expectations of tenure and promotion and can speak most authoritatively to the review committees who will read the candidate’s file. In some cases, reviewers in non-academic positions may be better placed to evaluate a candidate’s work, in which case it is particularly important to establish their credentials in the dossier. It is important to remember that letters from reviewers who appear unqualified will tend to weaken a candidate’s case.


When a candidate for promotion to Professor is being recommended on the basis of an Applied Research profile, or when applied research is part of the dossier of a candidate for tenure and promotion, it is essential to provide evidence of the impact of the research, whether local, regional, national, or international. Depending on the nature of the applied research, this evidence may include letters from people able to assess its impact and such individuals will often be non-academics. (See below for further discussion of ways to establish the impact of an applied research program.)

The usual number of external letters included in a dossier is three, although it may be advisable to get more in particular cases (for example, where a candidate’s work spans more than one specialty, or where impact in addition to scholarly merit is to be assessed for a candidate with an applied research program). It is a good idea to request letters from at least one more person than the number of letters needed, since reviewers do sometimes fail to come through by the deadline. However many letters are requested, all of those received must be included in the dossier – you cannot pick and choose among them.
Non-evaluative letters. In some cases, it may be appropriate to request additional letters to explain aspects of a candidate’s work rather than to evaluate it. For example, if a significant number of publications derive from a long-term collaboration with another researcher, it would be useful to include a letter from the collaborator describing the candidate’s role in that research program. When requesting letters of that type, it is important to emphasize that the writer is being asked for a description or explanation, not an evaluation (which would be inappropriate in the example just given, where the writer is a close collaborator). Such letters should be placed separately from letters of evaluation and their role in the dossier clearly explained. Do not simply include them without explanation.

External letters cannot be confidential

It is important to state clearly to potential reviewers that the candidate will have the opportunity to read the entire dossier, including the external letters. The law is very clear on this point – the dossier is part of the candidate’s personnel file and s/he has the right to see anything in it at any time. Departments have sometimes asked candidates to sign a waiver of their right to read the letters. Any such document is legally meaningless and the College specifically discourages this practice.

Voting eligibility of Department faculty


Only tenured faculty may participate in decisions involving tenure and promotion, as follows:

· On decisions to recommend an Assistant Professor for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor – all tenured faculty at the rank of Associate Professor or above.

· On decisions to recommend an untenured Associate Professor for tenure – all tenured faculty at the rank of Associate Professor or above.

· On decisions to recommend an Associate Professor for promotion to Professor – all Professors.

Adjunct faculty are not eligible to vote on tenure or promotion cases. Faculty on phased retirement give up tenure and so are not eligible to vote on any tenure or promotion cases. If any member of the tenured faculty holds a joint (not adjunct) appointment, the document that established the appointment should be consulted to determine that individual’s voting rights.
Faculty must be present in order to vote – the Provost has determined that absentee ballots are not acceptable in tenure or promotion cases.
In cases where two spouses or domestic partners hold positions in the same department, they may not participate in discussions or decisions about each other’s tenure or promotion (or any other personnel matters).

Recommending both tenure and promotion for untenured Associate Professors


When a candidate was hired as an Associate Professor without tenure, the department may recommend either tenure at that rank, or tenure with promotion to Professor. If the latter is recommended, it will be necessary for two votes to be taken in the department: one vote by all tenured Associate Professors and Professors on the question of tenure, and another vote by the Professors alone on the question of promotion. These votes should be reported separately in the dossier. In such cases it is possible for reviewers at the College or University level to endorse the recommendation for tenure but not that for promotion.

Special cases for promotion to professor


Two unusual cases in promotions to Professor may arise: When the candidate being considered for promotion is the Department Head; and when a small department has too few Professors to prepare a recommendation for promotion of an Associate Professor. In either case, the Department Head, or another senior member of the faculty, should discuss the situation with the Dean well in advance. The Dean will then consult with the senior faculty in the Department and appoint an ad hoc committee of 3-5 Professors from other departments to review the case and prepare the dossier. 

Assembling the dossier


The Promotion and Tenure Form lists all the materials that should be included in the dossier and gives explicit directions for assembling it. These should be followed exactly, including recording the exact numerical vote, and arranging materials in the order specified. The Dean and the College P&T Committee must read a substantial amount of material each year (15 cases, each comprising 3-4 large binders, is typical) and their work is made easier if all departments follow the directions carefully. Tabbed three-ring binders are recommended to organize the materials, which should be arranged in the order listed on the form. Supporting material can either be placed in separate Appendices, one after each section of the dossier (for teaching, research, and service), or collected together as a single tabbed Appendix to the entire dossier. Each binder should be clearly labeled with the name of the candidate and its contents. Because the dossier will be read by numerous people as it passes through the various stages of review, the pages should be individually enclosed in clear plastic sleeves to prevent tearing. The name of the faculty member who wrote each of the evaluative sections should be written at the beginning of the section.


Please try to keep dossiers to a reasonable size, as requested by the University-Wide Evaluation Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure:  “The portfolio of evidence should be manageable, focused, and reasonable in size. Candidates should submit only those materials that, in their opinion, are most representative of their work and most significant.” 


Teaching. A teaching portfolio, prepared by the candidate and updated from year to year, is the best way to document teaching accomplishments in the descriptive part of this section. The evaluative part must include summaries of student evaluations. Be sure to explain any rating scales used – an average rating of 6.2 is not meaningful in itself. Discussion of student evaluations should include comparisons with those of other faculty teaching similar courses and information on trends, if any, in the candidate’s own ratings. When discussing student evaluations, remember that those reading the dossier will not be members of your department so it is helpful to describe the courses taught (large lecture course, small seminar, part of an especially demanding sequence in the major, lab, studio, etc.) rather than simply referring to them by course number. For candidates for promotion to Professor, where student evaluations may have been collected over many years, discussion of student evaluations in terms of changing curricula and course assignments, or new evaluative instruments may be helpful. You must include a copy of any teaching evaluation forms used to collect student ratings.


 In addition to numerical ratings (if any), be sure to provide verbatim examples of students’ written comments in the evaluative section, selected to show the range of student opinion. All faculty receive both positive and negative comments – provide a context to help readers interpret them. For example:

“Of 47 student comments on this course over three semesters, 33 were generally positive and 9 were negative; the remainder were neutral. Positive comments included: [examples]. Negative comments included: [examples]. Negative comments mainly concerned large amounts of required reading, which we do not consider inappropriate in an upper-level literature course.”

The assessment of teaching should not be limited to student ratings. Reports of peer observations are expected and discussion of course syllabi and class assignments, assessment of pedagogical innovations, and descriptions of contributions to curriculum development may all be included. In addition to classroom teaching, it is important to include a description and evaluation of activities such as advising, thesis and dissertation supervision, and work with students in research, studio, clinical, or internship settings.


The College Promotion & Tenure Committee finds it especially helpful to be able to see all student comments from at least some courses (for example, those taught in the last two years) to get a sense of the range of comments the candidate receives. It is acceptable to include only a selection of student comments in the dossier. However, it is important to explain how the sample was selected. Furthermore, committees may request access to all of the materials from which the samples were taken and the Department must have those materials available.


Research, scholarship, and creative activity. It is very helpful, though not required, for the candidate to write a narrative account summarizing her or his program of research, scholarship, or creative activity, in addition to listing publications, grants, exhibitions, etc.. The narrative provides a context for those accomplishments and makes it easier for readers to understand what the candidate’s contributions have been. The narrative should be written in terms that are understandable to a general academic audience, not for specialists in the field.. The readers of the dossier will not be from the candidate’s own research specialty, or even from the same discipline. Unnecessary jargon should be avoided and necessary technical terminology explained clearly. The evaluative part of this section should include an explanation of practices and conventions of publishing or exhibiting in the discipline that may not be clear to outsiders. For example, multi-authored papers and collaborative research projects are common in the sciences but relatively rare in the humanities. Thus, a candidate for tenure in physics may have published fairly short research reports each with several co-authors – it is important to explain the nature of these contributions to a reader from a humanities discipline in which single-authored books are a more common form of publication. Similarly, candidates for promotion to Professor in the humanities are typically expected to have published several books, whereas this is extremely rare in the sciences. In addition, information on the following points is very helpful:

· The prestige and selectivity of the venues in which the candidate has published, performed, or exhibited. (In the case of journal publications, editors may be able to provide information on the percentage of submissions accepted for publication.)

· The availability of external research grants in the candidate’s specialty and the competitiveness of the agencies from which funding has been received. Lack of external funding in the arts and humanities is the rule rather than the exception and usually does not require special comment. The reverse is true in the natural sciences and in some of the social sciences.

· Whether contributions to edited volumes, Festschrifts, special issues of journals, and similar works have been subject to peer review or not. If this information is not provided, readers will generally assume that they are not peer-reviewed.
· Distinctions between conference presentations or exhibitions that are reviewed (juried), or otherwise subject to some form of selection, and those that are not.

· Contributions made by the candidate to books or articles with multiple authors, especially when these comprise a large fraction of the total work submitted.

Works listed as “in press” or “accepted for publication” will normally be included in the dossier in manuscript form and must be accompanied by a letter from the editor or publisher confirming their acceptance. If the acceptance involves any contingencies (revision of certain portions, addition of extra chapters, etc.) these should be spelled out.

The inclusion in a dossier of manuscripts or grant proposals submitted but not yet reviewed is problematic. In general, little weight is given to such items because it is impossible to determine how they will be assessed by experts in the field. If the Department believes that there is special justification for including such items, the justification should be spelled out clearly and explicitly. Because of the long delays often associated with the publication of scholarly books, it may be necessary to submit an unpublished book manuscript in the dossier of a candidate for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor. In that case, it is important to include reviews of the manuscript by experts from outside the University, in addition to assessments by department faculty. The same may be true for other works (such as films) that require an especially long time to complete.
The evaluative part of this section should provide an overall assessment of the candidate’s contribution to the field. This is especially important in the case of promotion to Professor, which is unlikely to be granted solely on the basis of an accumulation of publications. External reviewers are particularly important for establishing the impact of a candidate’s work on a discipline over the course of several years.

In assembling materials for the dossier, remember that readers outside the Department may have 15 or more dossiers to review. It is better to provide reprints or clean photocopies of journal articles and chapters in edited books, rather than copies of the entire journal issues or books themselves. For visual materials in the arts, prints are easier to review than slides. If videotapes, CDs, or DVDs must be included, the Dean’s Office should be informed in advance, so that the necessary equipment can be made available.


Service. In addition to a list of service activities (both to the University and to the profession) the dossier should include an evaluation of the quality of service. Letters from committee chairs or others in a position to assess the candidate’s service are appropriate. If possible, these should be requested at the time the service is performed, rather than when the dossier is being compiled, and candidates are encouraged to maintain documentation of their service contributions. Service activities outside the University should be explained and assessed – the significance of serving on grant review panels or exhibition juries will not be obvious to every reader. The work of Editorial Board members or Associate Editors varies very much from one journal to another and the dossier should provide explanations. It is quite appropriate to request letters commenting on the candidate’s external service, especially if this has been significant – for example from an officer of a professional society, a journal editor, or an officer of a funding agency.

Candidates for promotion to Professor are expected to have provided substantial service to the University as well as to the department, College, and profession. 

Dissenting opinions


The Promotion and Tenure Form records the vote taken by the Department, which includes any votes not to promote. Those voting against the Department’s recommendation may (but are not required to) write a statement explaining why they believe promotion or tenure is not warranted. Any such dissenting opinions must be signed; anonymous dissenting opinions are not permitted in a tenure or promotion dossier. Although in the past it has been common practice for the Head to summarize anonymous dissenting opinions in a separate section, this is not acceptable. The P&T dossier becomes part of the candidate’s personnel file, which cannot include anonymous materials. In the event of a legal challenge, their authorship would have to be established. Faculty are sometimes concerned that negative evaluations of a colleague’s work might result in legal difficulties. However, courts have consistently ruled that negative evaluations of academic work cannot be the basis for legal action if they are based on qualified professional judgement. Dissenting opinions must be limited to objective evaluations of the candidate’s professional work and may not include hearsay, statements about the candidate’s age, gender, ethnicity, political or religious beliefs, or anything that might be construed as personal malice, as defined by the Regulations on Academic Freedom. If necessary, a limited amount of documentary evidence supporting a dissenting opinion may be included.

The Head’s Summary Evaluation


Dissenting opinions must be provided to the Head before s/he writes the Summary Evaluation for the dossier. The Summary should provide an overall evaluation of the credentials supporting a recommendation for tenure or promotion, drawing together the candidate’s accomplishments in the domains of teaching, research, and service. It may both summarize the separate evaluations in those sections and also include the Head’s personal assessment of the candidate’s work. It is also appropriate for the Head to counter arguments presented by any dissenter(s) or to offer alternative interpretations of evidence provided. The completed dossier is intended to make the case for promotion or tenure and it is the Head’s responsibility to affirmatively support his or her decision in favor of the candidate’s application.

If, despite a positive vote by the faculty, the Head does not support a recommendation for tenure or promotion, the Dean should be asked to assign responsibility for writing the Summary Evaluation to another senior faculty member. The Head may then write a dissenting opinion and will record on the Promotion and Tenure Recommendation Form that s/he does not approve the recommendation for tenure or promotion.

Comments by the candidate


After the dossier (including outside letters, any dissenting opinions, and the summary evaluation) is completed but before it is submitted to the College office, the candidate must sign a statement confirming that s/he has reviewed all the material included in it. The candidate may also write a brief statement commenting on the dossier or on opinions expressed in it. This statement is not the place to include new evidence or information, which the candidate should have included in the appropriate narrative section. It provides an opportunity to draw attention to points that the candidate believes have been overlooked or given inappropriate emphasis, to rebut dissenting opinions (if the Head has not done so in the Summary Evaluation), or to correct errors of fact. (Generally, the dossier should not contain any errors of fact, as the authors will have conferred with the candidate while writing the various sections to ensure accuracy.)
Alternate profiles for promotion to Professor.


The alternate profiles for promotion to Professor described in the College P&T Guidelines are intended as examples; they are not meant to imply that other combinations of accomplishments cannot be used as a basis for recommending promotion. Whenever an alternative profile is chosen, it is important that the department state that fact clearly in the dossier. The statement should come early in the materials, preferably immediately after the P&T Recommendation Form, so that readers understand the nature of the profile as they begin reading the dossier. It is helpful to provide a brief summary of the kind of work that will be described in more detail in the body of the dossier, rather than simply stating, for example, that the recommendation is based on an applied research profile. For example:


“Professor Smith has consulted extensively on issues of regional planning throughout North Carolina, using her research on traffic flow patterns to advise government bodies on the siting of new highways and other issues affecting road construction and design. Consulting reports and evaluations by members of planning boards are included as supporting material in this dossier to document the impact of her applied research.”


Or:


“In addition to its scientific merit, Professor Jones’ research in cognitive psychology has also allowed him to develop materials (now marketed commercially under license) that have greatly improved the teaching of reading to elementary school children. Several evaluations of the impact of these materials by reading specialists and by experts at the U.S. Department of Education are included in this dossier.”


Documentation of impact may also be important when the recommendation is based heavily on teaching contributions. Especially when the teaching career spans many years, student course evaluations and peer observation reports should be supplemented by evidence of  professional accomplishments by former students, the impact of the candidate’s teaching innovations on this campus or elsewhere, the candidate’s influence on educational practices or policies on a regional or national scale, or other contributions outside the classroom, as appropriate. It is generally not enough simply to describe the activities that support a recommendation for promotion – evidence must be provided to demonstrate their impact.


Although the documentation of impact will be most significant in these cases of promotion to Professor, it may also be important for promotion and tenure if the candidate’s research includes an applied component, or if teaching or service contributions beyond those normally expected of junior candidates are to be considered. For example, if an Assistant Professor has designed instructional materials that are widely used in the discipline, it would be very helpful to provide documentation of that impact.


The alternate profiles do not imply that a candidate can be promoted to Professor on the basis of, say, teaching alone with no research activity, or research with no evidence of teaching effectiveness. In general, one area of activity will carry more weight in the evaluation than the others, but it is perfectly possible to present a case for promotion to Professor based on a “blended” profile, in which several kinds of contribution are considered together. Thus, a candidate may have a record of modest but sustained research or creative activity, combined with much more significant contributions in teaching and curriculum development. In such cases it is not necessary to decide whether the case should be presented as a “research” or a “teaching” profile – the two contributions can be presented as warranting promotion in combination, even if neither alone would make a compelling case. It is true that blended profiles are harder to support than are those falling more clearly into one or another category and special care should be taken in presenting such cases.


Questions have arisen in the past about whether a candidate’s contributions to curriculum or academic program development belong under the heading of applied research or teaching. Either is possible; the decision can best be made by deciding whether or not the contributions are based on a program of research on teaching, as might be shown by a record of publications on pedagogy, assessment of student learning, or similar topics. If this is not the case, they are probably better placed in the teaching section.

Materials for late inclusion in a dossier.


Each year, a Promotion and Tenure Schedule is provided by the Provost’s Office and a deadline is set for submission of dossiers to the Dean’s Office (generally around October 1st). It is expected that the dossier will be complete by the deadline, but occasionally it is necessary to add materials after the deadline has passed. In order to ensure that candidates are treated equally, and that all levels of review (Department, College, University) have access to the same materials, the following limitations are placed on late submissions.

· The department must provide with the dossier a list of the materials that are expected to arrive after the deadline. This should be included as a separate page at the front of the Research section of the dossier. In addition, a page containing a description of each expected item should be placed in the dossier where the item will go when it is received. If a manuscript is under review at the time the dossier is submitted to the College, a copy of the manuscript should be included.
· Late materials are limited to the following: printed copies of external letters to replace e-mail communications; notification that an article or book under review has been accepted or rejected for publication; notification that an article or book listed as “accepted” has appeared in print; notification that a grant proposal under review has been approved or rejected for funding; notification of an unanticipated prize or award.
· After the College committee has determined its schedule of meetings, it may decide to establish a date after which no further materials can be added to the dossier and that information will be communicated to department heads. This avoids some committee members having seen the materials and others not at the point where a vote is taken.

Timothy D. Johnston, Dean

April 6, 2003; revised February 10th, 2004; revised February 28th, 2005
Appendix A

Implementation of the Faculty Senate Resolution

“On the independence of departmental committees for promotions and tenure”

(December 1, 2004)

· The elected faculty Chair’s responsibilities are: (1) to ensure that the faculty conduct a thorough deliberation of the case; (2) to keep detailed notes of the discussion; (3) to record the final vote for and against promotion and/or tenure; and (4) to ensure that all faculty present sign the Promotion and Tenure Form. The Chair’s own vote is recorded as part of the faculty vote.

· Soon after the meeting at which the final vote is taken, the Chair must provide to the Head a signed written summary of the deliberations, including the arguments given both for and against promotion/tenure. The Head shall use the Chair’s summary in preparing his/her Summary Evaluation for the tenure and promotion dossier, which must include the range of faculty opinions expressed in the Chair’s summary, both pro and con. A copy of the Chair’s summary should be kept in the department.

· The procedure mandated by the resolution must also be followed in those rare cases in which the Department decides not to seek external review letters because of serious deficiencies in the candidate’s record, and so votes to deny tenure and/or promotion at a spring rather than at a fall meeting.

· The procedure need not be followed in the case of the annual reviews for promotion from Associate Professor to Professor required by the College guidelines. However, if the Department decides to compile a dossier supporting promotion, a formal vote should be taken using the procedure mandated by the resolution.

· In the case of early considerations for tenure at the Associate Professor rank or for tenure and promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor, the procedure should be followed only if the Department decides to compile a dossier supporting tenure or promotion.

College of Arts and Sciences

February, 2005
