
Promotion and Tenure 
 
You will find your third-year retention review and 6th year mandatory review schedule in your 
offer letter.   
 
Policies 

The University Handbook for Appointed Personnel (UHAP) provides policies for personnel 

procedures. Promotion procedures for tenure and career-track faculty (nontenure-eligible) are 

covered by Chapter 3.3 

• Review attached document 

• http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/promotion-and-tenure 
 

Overview of Promotion Review Process 

In the Spring semester, the Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs sends out a memo to all faculty 

officially launching the promotional process. Michelle will also notify you of any upcoming 

reviews. 

Reviewers and candidates should review the updated submission and review process.  It is 

important to closely adhere to the guidance to help maintain a high level of rigor in the reviews 

and to avoid any disruption of the promotion review process. 

 

Important Documents You Should Review! 

• Advice on preparing and reviewing promotion dossiers is provided by the University’s 
Guide to the Promotion Process:  

o https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process 
 

• P & T Dossier Templates & Guidelines: 
o https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-dossier-templates 

 

• FAQ's/Common Problems Reference Guide: 
o https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/common-problems-promotion-dossiers 

 
 
Promotion Workshops 

The Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs conducts the following annual promotional workshops in 
the spring.  Workshop presentations cover topics such as: Going Up for Full, Preparing for 
Promotion on the Career Track, Making a Statement for Promotion, and Teaching and Outreach 
Portfolios that Document Impact, Innovation, and Leadership.  Highly recommended! 

http://policy.arizona.edu/university-handbook-appointed-personnel
http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/promotion-and-tenure
http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/promotion-and-tenure
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/common-problems-promotion-dossiers


• https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops 
 
 

Departmental Timeline (subject to change depending on availability of the committee) 

• Confirm Candidates – March 
 

• Preparation of Dossier by Candidates who Require External Evaluations: March – 
May/June 

 

• Candidate delivers dossier to the Department: May/June 
 

o Candidates should submit their dossier to P&T department coordinator, Michelle 
Garcia, at least 2 weeks in advance of the deadline so she can review the packet 
and provide feedback.  

 

• Candidate provides a list of potential outside evaluators to the committee: May/June 
 

o Candidates will provide the names of 3-5 potential referees. These referees 
should be independent, outside evaluators who have not collaborated with the 
candidate within the last 5 years.  

 

• Letters requesting review are sent to External Evaluators – May/June 
 

• Gather documents for 3-year reviews – August  
 

o No external reviewer letters are required 
 

• Departmental Committee Review and Letter – September 

• Department Head Review and Letter – Early October  

• Dossier delivered to Dean’s Office: October 15 

• College Committee Review and Letter: October 16 – December 14 

• Dean’s Review and Letter: December 15 – January 13 

• Dossiers due in Office of the Provost: January 15 

• University Committee Review and Letter: January – April  

• Provost’s letters of decision sent to candidates: Last week of April  
 
 
Departmental Criteria for Promotion to Associate Professor and Full Professor 

• Review attached document 

• Criteria can also be found at: https://www.geo.arizona.edu/promotionandtenure 
 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops
https://www.geo.arizona.edu/promotionandtenure


College of Science Criteria for Promotion to Associate Professor and Full Professor 

• Review attached document 
 

Peer Reviews  

After you have begun employment, you should obtain peer reviews on a regular basis in order 

to receive feedback on your teaching and to ensure that you are making progress toward 

promotion.  If you are coming up for promotion during a P&T cycle, the candidate should solicit 

faculty to conduct peer reviews within the year you are being reviewed.  A member of the 

departmental P&T committee will also conduct a peer review.  

The Geosciences departmental policy states that you should schedule at least 2 evaluations in 2 

separate courses, preferably in both an undergraduate and graduate class, for a total of 4 

evaluations, if possible.  

• Review attached document 

• Policy can also be found at: https://www.geo.arizona.edu/peerteachingevaluations 
 

 

https://www.geo.arizona.edu/peerteachingevaluations
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POLICY 

This section applies to the promotion and tenure review processes for tenure-eligible faculty, 

tenured faculty, and career-track faculty. Decisions relating to promotion, tenure, and renewal 

will be made in accordance with University rules and procedures. Final decisions on promotion, 

tenure and renewal will be made by the University President after considering all evaluations, 

recommendations, and other evidence submitted. Attainment of tenure can only occur through 

specific notification by the President and may not result from inaction or inadvertence. 

  

3.3.01 Scheduling Promotion and Tenure Reviews 

A faculty member who is facing a mandatory tenure review cannot waive the right to a tenure 

review or to a third-year or other renewal review. There must be a review, even in the absence 

of a promotion and tenure dossier, unless the faculty member submits a letter of resignation 

with the resignation date set no later than the end of what would be the terminal year if 

promotion and tenure were denied. Directions on preparing dossiers are provided on the 

Provost's webpage. 

[https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process] 
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A. Tenure Clock Delays for Tenure-Eligible Faculty 

Except for accommodations provided by the Disability Resource Center, (DRC), the Provost has 

the sole authority to grant requests to extend the promotion clock for tenure-eligible faculty 

based upon good cause shown for either personal or professional reasons, as set forth below. 

The Provost's decision is not subject to further review. 

A faculty member should submit a written request for a promotion clock delay as early as 

possible after the events or circumstances that form the basis for the request. Faculty members 

may be asked to provide documentation supporting such a request. Requests for delays will not 

generally be considered after June 30 of the year prior to the year when a mandatory review is 

scheduled. The University will not subject a faculty member who has been granted a promotion 

clock delay under this section to additional scholarship or service requirements above and 

beyond those ordinarily required to qualify for retention or promotion. 

1. Personal Reasons 

 

a. Birth or Adoption. The Provost will approve and grant timely requests for promotion clock 

delays based upon the birth or adoption of a faculty member's child. Faculty members should 

submit such requests directly to the Provost. 

b. Faculty Member's Individual Medical Condition. A faculty member who would like to submit 

a request for a promotion clock delay based on the faculty member’s own serious health 

condition or disability should contact the Provost’s Office, which will refer the faculty member 

to the DRC. Faculty members will be asked to provide their requests and any supporting 

documentation directly to the DRC. The DRC will review requests from faculty members, 

consult with the Provost’s Office and other administrators as needed, and make a 

determination about whether a request is reasonable. The DRC will share its determination 

with the faculty member and the Provost’s Office. 

c. Other Personal Reasons. The Provost will consider timely requests for promotion clock 

delays based upon other personal reasons that prevent a faculty member from meeting 

research, teaching, or service obligations. Such personal reasons may include, but are not 

limited to, the assumption of significant and ongoing care responsibilities as a result of the 

serious health condition or disability of a faculty member's spouse, domestic partner, parent, or 

child; or the death of the faculty member's spouse, domestic partner, or child. Faculty members 

should submit such requests directly to the Provost. 

 

2. Professional Reasons 

 

a. Adverse Professional Circumstances. The Provost will consider timely requests for 

promotion clock delays based upon exceptionally adverse professional circumstances or 

impediments that are beyond a faculty member's control and that prevent a faculty member 



from meeting research, teaching, or service obligations. Faculty members should submit such 

requests directly to their director or head. Both the appropriate dean and the head or director 

must support the request, which the dean will then submit to the Provost for consideration. 

b. Prestigious External Commitments. The Provost will consider timely requests for promotion 

clock delays based upon a faculty member's prestigious external commitments that bring credit 

to the institution but that require inordinate time to perform, provided that the University has 

authorized such commitments. Faculty members should submit such requests directly to their 

director or head. Both the appropriate dean and the head or director must support the request, 

which the dean will then submit to the Provost for consideration. 

 
B. The Schedule for Promotion, Retention, and Tenure Reviews of Tenure-Eligible Assistant 
Professors 

A tenure-eligible assistant professor may be recommended for promotion, for nonrenewal, or 

for other changes in status after annual performance reviews in any year up to the sixth year of 

tenure-eligible service, or a subsequent year if a time clock delay has been granted. If faculty 

members go up for promotion and tenure before their mandatory year, they may go up again 

without prejudice. Exceptions to the timetable for tenure and retention reviews are described 

in Section 3.3.01.a. 

No later than the end of the third year in rank (unless adjusted for any approved delays), 

tenure-eligible assistant professors will undergo a retention review. For retention reviews, 

departments may seek additional assessments from outside the department and/or University 

regarding a candidate's professional accomplishments, stature as viewed by peers, and 

scholarly potential. After that review, their administrative head will inform them that they are 

being recommended for reappointment as an assistant professor or for nonrenewal at the 

expiration of the subsequent year of service in rank. In some cases, assistant professors who 

are reappointed in rank may be required to undergo another retention review in the following 

year. If a decision is made to reappoint faculty members, their head must provide them with a 

written evaluation identifying any problem areas which may preclude the granting of tenure. 

Reappointment in rank may be made without college or University review, but all tenure-

eligible assistant professors will be formally evaluated at this stage by their head and their 

unit's Standing Committee on Faculty Status. If an administrative head recommends that a 

faculty member not be reappointed after the departmental level review, the faculty member 

will be reviewed at the college and University level according to the process described in 

Section 3.3.02. A college may also require college review of all retention cases. 

No later than the end of the sixth year in rank, or a subsequent year if a time clock delay has 

been granted, tenure-eligible assistant professors will be reviewed for promotion and tenure 

according to the process in Section 3.3.02. After the departmental and college levels in the 

review process, faculty members will be informed in writing by both their administrative head 



and by their dean that they are being recommended for: (a) promotion to the rank of associate 

professor with tenure or (b) appointment as assistant professor for a terminal year. 

C. The Schedule for Promotion, Retention, and Tenure Reviews of Tenure-Eligible and 
Tenured Associate Professors 
 

1. Tenure-Eligible Associate Professors 

If faculty members have prior service at the University or at another educational institution as a 

tenure-eligible assistant or associate professor, they may request that the Provost consider that 

prior service in scheduling their mandatory tenure reviews. At the time of appointment, faculty 

members will be notified in writing regarding how much of their prior service will be counted in 

scheduling their mandatory tenure reviews, as noted in Section 3.1.01.b. 

If individuals are initially appointed as tenure-eligible associate professors at the University, and 

they have not served at another educational institution in the rank of assistant or associate 

professor, they will be governed by the same time schedule for notification of renewal, 

promotion, or tenure decisions as assistant professors, as detailed in Section 3.3.01.b. Before 

the end of their sixth year in rank, or a subsequent year if a time clock delay has been granted, 

such tenure-eligible associate professors are to be reviewed for tenure or nonrenewal. Tenure-

eligible associate professors may also request to be considered for a change to a career-track 

appointment. Such a change must be approved by the department head or immediate 

supervisor, the dean and the Provost, in accordance with UHAP 3.1.01.g. 

A faculty member appointed at the rank of tenure-eligible associate professor who has had 

prior service at another educational institution that is counted under Section 3.1.01.b may go 

up for promotion, tenure, or nonrenewal at any time during the second through fourth year of 

service at the University. Before the end of the fourth year of service as an associate professor 

at the University, the faculty member will be informed in writing by the immediate 

administrative head of a recommendation for: (a) tenure effective the fifth year or (b) 

appointment as an associate professor for a fifth and terminal year. Although a decision on 

tenure or nonrenewal in faculty rank must be made no later than the fourth year, promotion is 

not required as a condition of continued employment. 

2. Tenured Associate Professors 

 

An associate professor with tenure may go up for promotion to the rank of professor at any 

time. Promotion is not required as a condition of continued employment. If the faculty 

member's immediate administrative head does not recommend the faculty member for 

promotion to tenured full professor before the end of the fifth year of service in the rank of 

tenured associate professor at the University, the faculty member's immediate administrative 

head should notify the faculty member in writing of the right to be reviewed during the sixth 

http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/duties-and-appointments-faculty


year for promotion to tenured full professor. If the faculty member decides not to be reviewed 

for promotion to tenured full professor, the administrative head will consult with the faculty 

member regarding the faculty member's plans for promotion and follow up to support the 

faculty member's ongoing development as part of the annual review process. 

D. The Schedule for Promotion, Retention, and Tenure Reviews of Tenure-Eligible Full 
Professors 
 

If an individual is initially appointed as a tenure-eligible full professor at the University, that 

faculty member may be recommended for tenure or for nonrenewal at any time during the first 

through third year of service in this rank. Normally a faculty member will not be granted tenure 

effective the first year in the faculty member's position, but may be granted tenure effective 

the second year. Tenure-eligible full professors also may request to be considered for a change 

to a career-track appointment. Such a change must be approved by the department or 

immediate administrative head, the dean, and the Provost, in accordance with UHAP 3.1.01.g. 

All tenure-eligible full professors will be informed in writing before the end of their third year 

that they are being recommended for: (a) tenure, effective their fourth year or (b) appointment 

as a professor without tenure for a fourth and terminal year. 

  

3.3.02 Promotion and Tenure Process for Tenure-Eligible and Tenured Faculty 
 
A. Standing Committees 
 

Provided there are sufficient numbers of faculty members to warrant such a committee, each 

college, department, or other unit will have a Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status to 

advise the dean and immediate administrative head before recommendations on reviews for 

tenure, promotion, and nonrenewal are forwarded to higher levels. Each such committee will 

include at least three tenured faculty members from the unit. If a unit does not have sufficient 

faculty members to constitute such a committee, then the faculty and administrative head will 

consult with the appropriate dean on forming such a committee from other units. In promotion 

or tenure matters the advisory committees will be so constituted that recommendations will be 

made only by faculty members holding rank superior to the rank of the faculty member being 

considered, except in the case of full professors where the committee members will each be a 

full professor. Standing Advisory Committees generally will meet without the administrator 

whom they advise. 

The Provost will appoint a University Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status composed 

of at least nine members representing diverse backgrounds and academic disciplines. The 

committee will advise the Provost in all promotion and tenure considerations. In accordance 

with University-level criteria, the committee will carefully and systematically review all 



pertinent materials provided by departments and colleges, and will ensure that high standards 

of accomplishment and professional performance are maintained. 

Deliberations, evaluations, and recommendations of Standing Advisory Committees are 

confidential, as are any evaluations or recommendations received by them. 

B. Criteria 
 

Promotion and tenure require excellent performance and the promise of continued excellence 

in (1) teaching, (2) service, and (3) research, creative work, and scholarship. The University 

values an inclusive view of scholarship in the recognition that knowledge is acquired and 

advanced through discovery, integration, application, and teaching. Given this perspective, 

promotion and tenure reviews, as detailed in the criteria of individual departments and 

colleges, will recognize original research contributions in peer-reviewed publications as well as 

integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve cross-cutting collaborations with 

business and community partners, including translational research, commercialization 

activities, and patents. 

Promotion and tenure reviews will consider the assigned workload duties of candidates in 

making assessments of contributions in the areas of teaching, research, and service. The 

University values collaboration among colleagues, both externally and internally, and the 

candidate's contributions to such collaborations will be considered in promotion and tenure 

reviews. The University expects the highest standards of professional conduct, as detailed in 

the Statement on Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01. This Statement sets out the 

expectation that faculty will be inclusive and respectful, demonstrate integrity and follow 

established standards, and maintain intellectual honesty. In assessing professional conduct, 

reviewers may consider documented violations of other University policies, including those on 

Research Integrity, Nondiscrimination and Anti-Harassment, Misuse of University Assets, and 

Workplace Violence. Formal reprimands and findings of professional misconduct should be 

assessed against how they affect a candidate’s teaching, research, service, and other assigned 

duties. 

Within these general guidelines, promotion and tenure criteria are to be developed by the 

faculty members and the administrative head in each unit and approved by and filed with the 

dean and Provost. Members of Standing Advisory Committees at all levels are expected to 

familiarize themselves with all promotion and tenure criteria applicable to the individuals they 

are to consider. Each unit will review promotion and tenure criteria annually, and current 

copies of those criteria will be maintained in the offices of the administrative head, college 

dean, and Provost. 



Immediate administrative heads and Standing Advisory Committees will meet with tenure-

eligible faculty members annually to review promotion and tenure criteria and to answer 

questions. Tenure-eligible faculty members are expected to familiarize themselves with the 

promotion and tenure criteria applicable to their units. Tenure-eligible faculty members 

experiencing or anticipating difficulties in meeting tenure criteria will discuss the matter with 

their administrative head and their standing advisory committee at the earliest date possible. 

Annual performance reviews may be useful to consider when individuals have been 

reprimanded for violating the expectations set out in the Statement on Professional Conduct in 

UHAP 7.01.01. Annual performance reviews may be considered, along with any written 

comments or appeals that a faculty member may have submitted. While annual performance 

reviews may be considered, such reviews are not determinative on promotion and tenure 

decisions. Satisfactory ratings in the annual performance reviews do not necessarily indicate 

successful progress toward promotion and tenure. The granting of promotion and tenure 

requires scholarly accomplishment over a period of years in the broader range of faculty 

responsibilities, and includes evaluation by external referees, which is not a part of the annual 

review process. 

C. Levels of Review 
 

Dossiers for promotion and tenure will be prepared following the guidelines outlined by the 

Provost’s Office. Directions on preparing dossiers are provided on the Provost’s webpage. 

[https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process] 

Decisions regarding promotion, tenure, or nonrenewal of tenure-eligible faculty members, and 

promotion of tenured faculty members, will involve the following levels of review in a multiple-

department college: 

1. Departmental Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status (where the department contains 

sufficient personnel to warrant such a committee); 

2. Department or unit head; 

3. College Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status; 

4. Dean of college; 

5. University Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status; and 

6. Provost. 

 

In a single department college, only levels 3 through 6 are required. 

At the time a recommendation regarding renewal, nonrenewal, tenure, or promotion is 

transmitted by the immediate administrative head, the dean or division administrator to the 

next administrative level, the faculty member involved should be advised in writing of the 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process


nature of the recommendation. The faculty member is not entitled to a statement of the 

reasons for the recommendation. 

D. Decisions on Promotion, Tenure, and Renewal 
 

The Provost will decide whether an individual will be promoted, granted tenure, or not 

renewed. The Provost will consider the recommendations that have been made as well as any 

violations of policies that demonstrate that the candidate has failed to meet the expectations 

set out in the Statement on Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01, including the expectations 

that faculty will uphold “scholarly standards,” “maintain intellectual honesty,” and respect the 

“dignity of others,” including their “right to express differing opinions.” In the case of 

nonrenewal of a tenure-eligible faculty member after their second year of tenure-eligible 

employment, a terminal contract will be offered for the next appointment period. A faculty 

member whose appointment is not renewed or who is denied promotion or tenure is, upon 

request, entitled to a statement of the reasons for that action. 

The denial of promotion or tenure or the decision not to renew need not be construed as due 

to failure or poor performance on the candidate's part. Considerations such as the need for a 

different area of specialization or for new emphases; the lack of a continuing position; the need 

to shift a position or resources to another department or unit; or the opportunity for an 

alternative program in teaching, research, or service may dictate that the individual not be 

promoted, granted tenure, or renewed. 

E. Appeals to the President 
 

In cases where the Provost has decided not to renew or has denied promotion or tenure to a 

tenure-eligible faculty member or promotion to a tenured faculty member, the faculty member 

may appeal the nonrenewal or denial to the President. Such appeals must be submitted in 

writing to the Office of the President within 30 days after the date of the Provost's decision. The 

President may extend this timeline for good cause. The President's review will generally be 

limited to the record compiled under Section 3.3.02.c. However, the President may seek or may 

ask the departmental Standing Advisory Committee to seek additional assessment from outside 

the department and/or the University regarding the candidate's professional accomplishments, 

stature as viewed by peers, and scholarly potential. If requested, these assessments are to be 

commented on successively by all levels of review previously involved, and then forwarded for 

the President's consideration. Outside assessments will be solicited with the promise of 

confidentiality. In selecting peers to provide such assessments, the spirit of the guidelines and 

procedures used by the candidate's home department will be followed. 

Within 90 days of the President’s receipt of the written appeal, the President will issue a 

written decision to the faculty member and will provide copies to the Provost, the appropriate 



dean or division director, and the immediate administrative head. The President's decision is 

final. However, the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure may subsequently consider 

allegations that the decision was the result of due process violations, unlawful discrimination, 

or other unconstitutional actions and may recommend further review or action. If alleged 

unlawful discrimination is the basis for appeal, the University's internal process for addressing 

employment discrimination complaints must first be utilized. The President may then direct 

that such additional review or action be taken; otherwise, the matter is not subject to further 

review. 

 

3.3.03 Promotion Reviews of Career-Track Faculty 
 

Career-track faculty members in designated titles may be reviewed for promotion. Promotions 

from lecturer to senior or principal lecturer require a review by a departmental committee, a 

recommendation by the relevant head or director, and the approval of the appropriate dean or 

vice president.  A more extensive review is required for promotions of career-track faculty in 

designated professorial titles such as assistant or associate professors of practice, research or 

clinical assistant or associate professors, or other such titles specified by the University for 

career-track professorial appointments. As noted in UHAP 3.3.03.c and 3.3.03.f, promotions for 

such appointments may occur only after reviews at the department and college levels with 

approval by the Provost, or by the appropriate dean for faculty with clinical series or clinical 

scholar titles. 

A. Standing Committees 
 

Each college, department, or other unit will have a Standing Advisory Committee to advise the 

dean and administrative head before recommendations on reviews for promotion are 

forwarded to higher levels. Such committees may be formed of tenured and nontenured 

faculty. If a unit does not have sufficient faculty members to constitute such a committee, then 

the faculty and head will consult with the appropriate dean on forming such a committee from 

other units. Such advisory committees will be so constituted that recommendations will be 

made only by faculty members holding rank superior to the rank of the faculty member being 

considered, except in the case of promotion to full professor where the committee members 

will each be a full professor. Standing Advisory Committees generally will meet without the 

administrator whom they advise. Deliberations, evaluations, and recommendations of peer 

review committees are confidential, as are any evaluations or recommendations received by 

them. 

 
 



B. Criteria 
 

Within the general guidelines included below, promotion criteria are to be developed by faculty 

members and approved by deans. Promotion requires excellent performance and the promise 

of continued excellence in teaching, research, and service as determined by the specific duties 

assigned to the individual faculty member. The University values collaboration among 

colleagues, both externally and internally, and the candidate's contributions to such 

collaborations will be considered in promotion reviews. 

The University values an inclusive view of scholarship in the recognition that knowledge is 

acquired and advanced through discovery, integration, application, and teaching. Depending on 

the assigned duties of individual candidates and the criteria of their departments and colleges, 

promotion reviews may consider original research contributions in peer-reviewed publications 

as well as integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve cross-cutting collaborations 

with business and community partners, including translational research, commercialization 

activities, and patents. 

The University expects the highest standards of professional conduct, as detailed in the 

Statement on Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01 This Statement sets out the expectation 

that faculty will uphold scholarly standards, maintain intellectual honesty, and “respect the 

dignity of others," including their “right to express differing opinions.” 

Members of Standing Advisory Committees at all levels are expected to familiarize themselves 

with all promotion criteria applicable to the individuals they are to consider. Current copies of 

those criteria will be maintained in the offices of the administrative head, college dean, and 

Provost. 

Career-track faculty members being considered for promotion are expected to familiarize 

themselves with the promotion criteria applicable to their units. Annual performance reviews 

may be considered in the promotion process, but satisfactory ratings in the annual 

performance reviews do not necessarily indicate successful progress toward promotion. 

Progress towards promotion requires accomplishment over a period of years in the broader 

range of faculty responsibilities, and may include evaluation by external referees, which is not a 

part of the annual review process. 

C. Levels of Review 
 

Dossiers for the promotion of career-track faculty other than lecturers and clinical faculty will 

be prepared following the same guidelines as those for tenure-eligible or tenured faculty, 

though external reviews may not be required in some colleges. Directions on preparing dossiers 

are provided on the Provost's webpage. 



[[https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process] 

Reviews of career-track faculty dossiers will involve the following levels in a multiple-

department college: 

1. Departmental Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status (where the department contains 

sufficient personnel to warrant such a committee); 

2. Department or unit head; 

3. College Standing Advisory Committee on Faculty Status; 

4. Dean of college; and 

5. Provost, with input from the Senior Vice President for Health Sciences on dossiers from health 

science colleges. 

 

In a single-department college, only levels 3 through 5 are required. A dean will designate a 

faculty member to act as the administrative head when a department or program temporarily 

has no administrative head. 

The Provost will consider the recommendations that have been made as well as any violations 

of policies that demonstrate that the candidate has failed to meet the expectations set out in 

the Statement on Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01, including the expectations that faculty 

will uphold “scholarly standards,” “maintain intellectual honesty,” and respect the “dignity of 

others,” including their “right to express differing opinions.” The Provost's decision on the 

promotion of a career-track faculty member is not subject to further review or appeal. 

D. Instructors 
 

Academic units do not generally have a promotion path for instructors, though such tracks may 

be appropriate in units with extensive noncredit offerings. However, when justified by annual 

performance reviews and increased responsibilities such as expanded teaching or supervisory 

duties, instructors may also be converted to other titles that are not eligible for tenure (such as 

lecturer or assistant professor of practice), provided their annual performance reviews 

under Section 3.2 meet the criteria in Section 3.3.03.b. Such appointments are to be made 

following standard procedures. 

 
E. Lecturers 
 
 

Promotion to lecturer, senior lecturer, or principal lecturer may be made following reviews by a 

departmental Standing Advisory Committees and a Department or unit head with the approval 

of the appropriate dean. When justified by increased responsibilities such as expanded teaching 

or supervisory duties, lecturers at any rank may also be converted to other ranked titles on the 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process
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career track (such as assistant professor of practice), provided their annual performance 

reviews under Section 3.2 meet the criteria in Section 3.3.03.b. Such appointments are to be 

made following standard procedures. 

 
F. Clinical Faculty 
 

Promotion reviews for clinical faculty will use Clinical Faculty Dossiers that include rigorous 

assessments of the quality of clinical care provided by the faculty member. Units may decide to 

include external reviews and are encouraged to include other reviews of the quality of clinical 

care. Clinical faculty promotions may be made following reviews by Standing Advisory 

Committees at the department and college levels upon the recommendation of a department 

or unit head with the approval of the appropriate dean. Appeals of decisions on the promotion 

of clinical faculty in the health sciences will be made to the Senior Vice President for Health 

Sciences. Other clinical faculty may appeal to the Provost. 

G. Assistant Professors 
 

Appointment or promotion to assistant professor on the career track will require evidence of 

promise, adequate training, depth of knowledge in a particular specialty, and capacity to 

undertake high-quality teaching, research, and service. Promotion to the associate rank is 

possible after a minimum of three years of service in the assistant rank. 

H. Associate Professors 
 

Appointment or promotion to associate professor on the career track will require evidence of 

an established and productive career in addition to the qualifications required of the assistant 

rank. Such an individual will be known at the state, regional, and national level for the 

individual's particular expertise, and will contribute to the departmental program in a 

significant fashion. Annual reappointments may be made an indefinite number of times, subject 

to satisfactory performance evaluations. Career-track associate professors may go up for 

promotion to the rank of professor at any time. 

I. Professors 
 

Appointment or promotion to professor on the career track will require outstanding 

qualifications regarding expertise and experience in addition to the qualifications required of 

an associate professor. Such an individual must have achieved national recognition through 

peer organizations and will bring distinction to the department. Career-track professors may be 

reappointed annually provided they continue to meet the criteria for the rank and perform 

satisfactorily as determined by annual performance evaluations. 

http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/annual-performance-reviews-faculty
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2020-2021 Guide to the Promotion Process for  
Tenure-Track Faculty and Continuing Track Professionals 

This Guide provides an overview of continuing-status and tenure dossier submission and promotion policies for 
candidates, heads, mentors, and administrative personnel. 
 

Table of Contents 
 

 COVID-19 Context (page 2) 

 Advice on Preparing Dossiers (page 3) 

 Tips on Scholarly Activity Documentation 

 Advice on Candidate Statements  

 Advice on Teaching Portfolios 

 Using Service and Outreach Portfolios to 
Document Impact 

 Directions on Dossier Template Sections (page 7) 

 Avoiding the Most Common Problems in Dossiers 
(page 11) 

 Promotion Policies (page 12)  

 The Yearly Promotion Review Schedule  

 The University’s Inclusive View of Scholarship 

 The Provost Awards for Innovations in Teaching 

 Evaluation of Teaching 

 Policies on Promotion Review Committees  

 Additions to Dossiers 

 Notifications of Candidates on 
Recommendations  

 Recognizing Interdisciplinary Collaborations 

 Considering Findings of Professional Misconduct 

 Appeals of Promotion Decisions 

 

This Guide and related information are on the Faculty Affairs Vice Provost’s website:  
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/about-promotion. You may also call the Vice Provost’s Office at 626-
0202. 
 
The University Handbook for Appointed Personnel (UHAP) provides policies for personnel procedures.  
Promotion procedures for tenure-track faculty are covered by Chapter 3.3 in UHAP, while continuing-status 
professionals should consult Chapter 4A.3.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

DOSSIER TEMPLATE 
 

 Section 1: Summary Data Sheet  

 Section 2: Summary of Candidate's 
Workload  
o Section 2A: COVID-19 Statement 

 Section 3: Departmental and College 
Guidelines  

 Section 4: CV and List of Collaborators  

 Section 5: Candidate Statement 

 Section 6: Teaching Portfolio  

 Section 7: Peer Observation and 
Nomination for Provost Award for 
Innovations in Teaching 

 Section 8: Service and Outreach Portfolio 
(Optional for tenure-track, required for 
continuing track.) 

 Section 9: Documentation for 
Interdisciplinary Candidates  

 Section 10: Letters from Independent 
External Reviewers and Collaborators  

 Section 11: Internal Evaluations for 
Promotion  

 Appendix A: Checklist for Shared 
Appointments  

 Appendix B: Sample of Department 
Criteria  

 Appendix C: Guidelines for 
Acknowledgment and Evaluation of 
Faculty Participation in GIDPs and other 
Interdisciplinary Units 

 Appendix D: Sample Letter to Evaluators  

 Appendix E: Sample Letters to Research 
Collaborators and Professional, 
Community, or Client Collaborators 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/about-promotion
http://policy.arizona.edu/university-handbook-appointed-personnel
http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-tenure
http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-continuing-status
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COVID-19 Context  
 

The global pandemic crisis of COVID-19 has created many challenges for faculty. We offer flexibility in our promotion 
process in the coming year to help offset any additional stress and burdens of the complex times we are 
experiencing; we encourage all units and colleges to also be flexible with their deadlines and timelines for 
submission for promotion review.  Following are some updates on changes in the promotion process during 2020-
2021 as impacted by the global pandemic.  
 

1. Deadlines are extended for this year’s 2020-2021 promotion packet submissions to the university for 
Tenure-track and Continuing Track until February 15th, 2021.  

2. A new optional dossier section (Section 2A: IMPACT ON CAREER PROGRESSION FROM COVID-19 

(OPTIONAL)) has been added to provide faculty an opportunity to describe the impact of the global 

pandemic on their workload assignment or trajectory of their scholarly activity, teaching, service, clinical 

activities, extension activities, or administrative roles. Please see link here for more details and tips for 

completing this new section.  

3. Student Course Surveys and Peer Observations during Spring 2020: Given the unexpected changes in 

teaching format this semester, the following recommendations are provided: 

a. It is recommended that peer observations and Student Course Surveys (SCS) for the Spring 2020 

semester are NOT required to be used for evaluation purposes. If available, it is the decision of the 

candidate if they will be included in their promotion packet.  

4. COVID-19 Promotion Clock Delays are available for tenure-eligible faculty and continuing eligible faculty 
through a simple opt-in website link until June 30th, 2020. Promotion to Full Professor does not have a 
mandatory review year; we encourage faculty and department heads/directors to be compassionate and 
flexible in considering the best timing to submit for review in light of COVID-19. 

5. We are dedicated to improving Equity in the promotion process. We will work with review committees, 
department heads, and deans to consider how the global pandemic may have disproportionately impacted 
women and minorities. We will be adding new information on this topic into our training for department 
heads and promotion review committees.   

 
Given growing evidence that COVID-19 has had a disproportionate impact on women, underrepresented 
ethnic/racial/sexual groups, family caregivers, and those with health risks, we recognize that more than ever it is 
critical to acknowledge and consider issues of equity, diversity and inclusivity in the review of promotion materials. 
Moreover, individuals should not be penalized for adjusted work schedules, modified duties, or changes to research 
and creative momentum due to the extraordinary obstacles to everyday life that have resulted from the pandemic. 
However, we also acknowledge that unexpected changes in scholarly work, teaching, and service may lead to new 
and unexpected innovations and breakthroughs that have significant societal impact and which should be viewed 
in the light of the context of COVID-19, even if they do not follow a traditional pathway. As such, we call on all 
administrative leaders and review committees to not only recognize and mitigate these concerns, but also to 
proactively seek opportunities for resource reallocation and infrastructure investments to support the professional 
development and promotion process for all faculty.  Here you can find some recent articles for more details on the 
gendered impact of COVID-19 on research and publishing. These findings are important for review committees to 
consider:  

1. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/04/21/early-journal-submission-data-suggest-covid-19-

tanking-womens-research-productivity 

2. https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-020-01294-9 

3. https://www.thelily.com/women-academics-seem-to-be-submitting-fewer-papers-during-coronavirus-never-

seen-anything-like-it-says-one-editor/ 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/covid-19-clock-delay
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/04/21/early-journal-submission-data-suggest-covid-19-tanking-womens-research-productivity
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/04/21/early-journal-submission-data-suggest-covid-19-tanking-womens-research-productivity
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-020-01294-9
https://www.thelily.com/women-academics-seem-to-be-submitting-fewer-papers-during-coronavirus-never-seen-anything-like-it-says-one-editor/
https://www.thelily.com/women-academics-seem-to-be-submitting-fewer-papers-during-coronavirus-never-seen-anything-like-it-says-one-editor/
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4. https://www.natureindex.com/news-blog/decline-women-scientist-research-publishing-production-

coronavirus-pandemic 

5. https://voxeu.org/article/who-doing-new-research-time-covid-19-not-female-economists 

6. https://www.theguardian.com/education/2020/may/12/womens-research-plummets-during-lockdown-but-

articles-from-men-increase  

7. https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/voices/scientist-mothers-face-extra-challenges-in-the-face-of-covid-19/  

 

Advice on Preparing Dossiers 
 

Faculty Affairs offers workshops in the early Spring on dossier preparation for candidates of all tracks as well as 
review committees, department heads, chairs or directors. Please see our link here for information on previous 
workshops, as well as materials and resources: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops 
 

Tips on Documentation of Scholarly Activity  
 
Each discipline has their own norms to represent scholarly activity; thus, the first step for candidates is to work 
closely with mentors within their department and mentors across the nation/globe within their field.  
 
Publications 
We strongly encourage candidates to clearly distinguish between work that is already published, work that is 
currently in press, work that is under review, and work that is in progress (not submitted yet).  We encourage 
everyone to read and follow the advice from the following websites:  
 
-Inside Higher Education: https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2012/12/03/essay-how-list-scholarship-hasnt-
been-published-yet 
 
-National Institutes of Health, which can be found here: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK7240/ 
 
A specific and relevant definition on forthcoming material and in press is provided here for clarity:  

“Forthcoming material consists of journal articles or books accepted for publication but not yet 
published. "Forthcoming" has replaced the former "in press" because changes in the publishing 
industry make the latter term obsolete. 

Do not include as forthcoming those articles that have been submitted for publication but have 
not yet been accepted for publication. Note that some publishers will not accept references to 
any form of unpublished items in a reference list.” 

Grants 
We strongly encourage candidates to clearly distinguish between grants that are currently funded, previously 
funded, currently under review, or previously submitted. We encourage candidates to clarify the following 
information when reporting grants: type of grant (internal or external), source of funding, candidates role (e.g. 
Principal Investigator, Co-Investigator, consultant), as well as % effort on the grant, direct and indirect funding totals, 
and title of the grant.  
 
 
 
 

 

https://www.natureindex.com/news-blog/decline-women-scientist-research-publishing-production-coronavirus-pandemic
https://www.natureindex.com/news-blog/decline-women-scientist-research-publishing-production-coronavirus-pandemic
https://voxeu.org/article/who-doing-new-research-time-covid-19-not-female-economists
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2020/may/12/womens-research-plummets-during-lockdown-but-articles-from-men-increase
https://www.theguardian.com/education/2020/may/12/womens-research-plummets-during-lockdown-but-articles-from-men-increase
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/voices/scientist-mothers-face-extra-challenges-in-the-face-of-covid-19/
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2012/12/03/essay-how-list-scholarship-hasnt-been-published-yet
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2012/12/03/essay-how-list-scholarship-hasnt-been-published-yet
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK7240/
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Advice on Candidate Statements 
 
The Candidate Statement is an opportunity to describe the impact and innovation within your field for your scholarly 
activity, teaching and service. Only five pages (no more) are allotted for the Candidate Statement. Please see the 
link here to review the full power point slides from the Candidate Statement workshop provided by Faculty Affairs.  
 
The Candidate Statement includes an overview of the progress and impact of your scholarly activity, as well as 
description of evidence of teaching and service contributions detailed in your Teaching Portfolio and your Service 
and Outreach Portfolio. If you are in a continuing-status position, then your Candidate Statement should discuss 
your position effectiveness. 
 
The Candidate Statement is an opportunity to tell the story of your work over your period in rank; as such, it is much 
more than a laundry list of the activities that are already indicated in the curriculum vitae. Highlighting certain 
activities with sufficient explanation and detail will provide evidence and strength to back up broader statements 
about your work. The statement is an excellent opportunity to position your work within your field or between 
interdisciplinary fields. As such, clarity about benchmarks and norms in your field or associated fields can help 
reviewers better understand the quality and quantity of your work.  A hallmark of successful statements is when 
the reader can understand “why your work matters (e.g. to the field, department, university, society)” in regard to 
your scholarly activity, teaching, and service. Below are some question prompts that can help your reflection on 
your own work to craft a clear and concise statement for both experts in your field as well as university colleagues 
who are unfamiliar with your disciplinary norms. 
 
How can you use your Candidate Statement to help external and internal reviewers understand your work? 

 How can you highlight your achievements in ways to relate them to promotion expectations, especially 
within your departmental and college criteria? 

o Highlight your most prominent and impactful work, rather than trying to discuss every component 
of your work in detail.  

 How can you relate your research, teaching, and service to the duties in your workload assignment to 
demonstrate your professional performance? 

 How can you use your major achievements to demonstrate the progress and impact of your overall program 
of work and your professional effectiveness? 

 
How can you inform specialist reviewers, and also convey the importance of your work to non-specialists? 

 Given that your external reviewers will establish the baseline assessments of your research and professional 
performance, how can you set out your program of work to demonstrate its impact? 

o What are the problems, terms, and concepts that will be of most interest to expert readers? 
o How can you help less specialized readers assessment by providing definitions and examples? 
o Can you benchmark the importance of your contributions, perhaps by noting invitations to present 

your work, the standing of your publication venues, or adoptions of your innovations? 
 

 How can you benchmark the progress and impact of your program of work? 
o How has your research, scholarship, and creative work advanced since your dissertation? 
o If you work on research teams or with senior colleagues, how can you demonstrate your 

independent contributions to those collaborations? 
o Where is your work headed?  What will its impact be, and how will you achieve it? 

 
Remember your readers will include non-specialists as well as experts.  Your external reviewers may look to your 
Candidate Statement to help them assess the development and significance of your research and position 
effectiveness.  Your research and scholarship are detailed in your publications so focus on major findings and 
contributions and refer to your publications for specifics.  Remember that most of your internal reviewers will not 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/promotion-workshops
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be specialists in your field.  They will generally be more broadly concerned with how your work matters.  They may 
also be interested in the broader impact of your scholarship and other professional contributions.  To be effective 
with such readers, you should avoid overloading sentences with complex terminology. Use your Candidate 
Statement to discuss the overall program of work that is detailed in your CV.   
 
How can you integrally relate your research and scholarship to your teaching and service to demonstrate your 
impact? 

 Has your research improved your teaching or position effectiveness?   For example, have you worked with 
more graduate students or residents or helped collaborators in new ways?   

 How does your work contribute to the missions of your department and the university, for example, 
through the creation of internships, research opportunities, or partnerships? 

 What is the broader social and economic impact of your program of work? 

 Could the Service and Outreach Portfolio help you document your leadership and impact?   
 
In addition to discussing your research contributions, you may wish to draw on the university’s “inclusive view 
of scholarship” to discuss how your work has had a broader impact on teaching, institutional effectiveness, and 
outreach.  Our “inclusive view of scholarship” recognizes “original research contributions in peer-reviewed 
publications as well as integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve cross-cutting collaborations with 
business and community partners, including translational research, commercialization activities, and patents.” Go 
to our website to learn more about how to interpret inclusive scholarship, teaching, and service, as well as to find 
more resources on this topic: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship 
 

Tips on Creating Teaching Portfolios 
 
Teaching Portfolios are required in all dossiers for candidates with assigned teaching duties. A Teaching Portfolio is 
a collection of selected instructional materials to support the discussion of teaching in the Candidate Statement.  
You will want to situate your teaching within best practices in the field. You should include a selection of 
instructional materials to document instructional innovations, curricular designs, and outcomes assessments. A 
downloadable template for documenting course information can be found here. Additionally, by providing 
information about specific course goals, and student populations in your Teaching Portfolio, you can provide 
reviewers with a better sense of the contexts in which you teach.   

 

 A full list of possible materials is included in the Promotion Dossier Template.   

 The University of Arizona’s Office of Instructional Assessment has many resources at the following 
weblinks: 

o Teaching (https://oia.arizona.edu/content/7) 
o Webinars & Classes (https://oia.arizona.edu/content/8) 

 Brown University’s Teaching Portfolio by Hannelore B. Rodriguez-Farrar 
 University Center for the Advancement of Teaching at Ohio State University’s Teaching Portfolio 

Resources: http://ucat.osu.edu/read/teaching-portfolio 
 The University of California, Berkeley provides detailed advice on each aspect of the teaching portfolio. 

https://career.berkeley.edu/PhDs/PhDportfolio 
 How to Write a Statement of Teaching Philosophy by The Chronicle of Higher Education 
 Rubric for Evaluating Teaching Portfolios from the University of Indiana: 

http://medsci.indiana.edu/m620/sotl_08/teaching_portfolio_rubric.pdf 

In addition to discussion of their teaching outcomes and description of evidence in the Candidate Statement, 
candidates should include a teaching philosophy statement in the Teaching Portfolio. The teaching philosophy is 
distinct because it is less focused on demonstrating evidence of excellence and rather allows the candidate to focus 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_06_CT_CSP_PT_Teaching%20Portfolio.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://oia.arizona.edu/content/7
https://oia.arizona.edu/content/7
https://oia.arizona.edu/content/8
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/The%20Teaching%20Portfolio.pdf
http://ucat.osu.edu/read/teaching-portfolio
https://career.berkeley.edu/PhDs/PhDportfolio
https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-to-Write-a-Statement-of/45133
http://medsci.indiana.edu/m620/sotl_08/teaching_portfolio_rubric.pdf


Promotion Guidelines 2020-2021 

6 
 

more on their philosophical approach to pedagogy and how that informs the development of their classes. In this 
section faculty may choose to clarify how they use evidence-based approaches to developing syllabi, classroom 
activities, or evaluation of students. In this section faculty may describe how their classes link to the broader 
curriculum and education of student within a discipline or for specific future jobs or advanced study. In particular, 
this section may include additional information about strategies to implement collaborative learning space 
activities, technological advances, experiential learning, community-engaged activities, service-learning activities, 
on-line activities or other pedagogical innovations.  To find more information on how a teaching philosophy is 
unique from the Candidate Statement, see this link from the Chronicle of Higher Education that describes the intent 
of the teaching philosophy statement: https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-to-Write-a-Statement-of/45133. 
Candidates may choose to include peer observations completed prior to the promotion review.  
 

Tips for Using Service and Outreach Portfolios to Document Impact 
 
If service and outreach duties make up a significant portion of your assigned duties, you should submit Section 8: 
The Portfolio to Document Leadership in Service and Outreach.  This portfolio provides an opportunity to document 
the scope, quality, and impact of your contributions in areas of service or outreach beyond the traditional academic 
community. This section may include description and evidence of community and economic impact.  This portfolio 
can also be used to document administrative service. One example of administrative impact may be shown through 
the development of new programs and initiatives, by including not only a description, as well as evidence of growth 
and impact. Given that this section is a portfolio it is common that candidates will provide examples of their work 
in this area. Candidates should consult our resource page on the scholarship of engagement. 
 
This is the appropriate section to provide documentation, evidence, and evaluation of administrative leadership 
contributions. This section may also provide elaboration and demonstration of impact of service, outreach, or 
administrative activities. See the link here for a brief, not exhaustive, list of types of materials that are well-suited 
to include in this section. Candidates should provide a list of collaborators (e.g. business or community partners, 
including schools, other state agencies, or collaborators on commercialization activities and tech transfer) to their 
unit head who will contact them using the template letter in Appendix E; candidates should not directly solicit 
letters.  
 
This section is required for continuing-status track candidates to document their position effectiveness and 
outreach activities and programming. Candidates should specifically provide evidence for all elements of their 
workload assignment and position that is indicated in Section 2 of the dossier. Please connect with mentors who 
are familiar with continuing status dossiers to see examples and to get specific feedback on format and norms for 
continuing status evaluations.  
 
 
  

https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-to-Write-a-Statement-of/45133
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/node/329
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_08_CT_PT_Service%20and%20Outreach%20Portfolio.pdf
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Directions on Dossiers 
 
UA tenure and continuing-status committees evaluate 
approximately one hundred Dossiers for promotion each 
year. Every dossier is read by over twenty reviewers, 
including external reviewers, departmental and college 
committees, and heads and deans. To avoid problems, 
Promotion Dossiers must follow the Dossier Template and 
established procedures. Dossiers are returned to 
departments when required formats and procedures are not 
followed.  As noted in the Most Common Problems section, 
one of the most problems arise from using workload 
descriptions to praise contributions and enlisting 
collaborators to serve as reviewers.   
 
Conflict of Interest: Committee members or administrators 
who have coauthored substantial publications or grants with 
a candidate must recuse themselves to avoid raising 
concerns about their impartiality. Deans and delegated 
Associate Deans can appoint a surrogate outside of the 
department to conduct the review to mitigate any issues of 
mentoring, internal collaborations, or questions of 
maintaining a balanced review process. When heads have 
coauthored with candidates, a surrogate head should be 
solicited, and the head should submit a collaborator letter. 
Questions about this matter should be directed to the Vice 
Provost for Faculty Affairs.  
 
Collaborators should not participate in any part of the 
process of suggestion or selection of the independent 
external reviewers. Rather than serving on review 
committees or in administrative roles, collaborators should provide a separate letter that describes the 
independent contributions of the candidate. Collaborator letters are placed immediately after outside review 
letters and have a comparable impact.  
 
Candidates are responsible for following procedures and submitting materials in a timely manner.  If a dean or 
college committee determines a dossier is missing essential elements, the evaluation process may be halted until 
materials are secured.  In some circumstances, a dean may choose to re-initiate the department-level review.  
Likewise, if the University Advisory Committee finds that reviews have been affected by a poor dossier, the 
committee may request that materials be revised or added.  This action re-initiates the review at the departmental 
level.  While these steps may be taken when candidates have not provided required information, candidates are 
responsible for submitting complete dossiers by deadlines. 
 
The Dossier Template provides checklists of requirements to divide the sections of Promotion Dossiers.  The 
checklists note the items to be reviewed in each section, and thereby help to ensure consistency and completeness 
in Dossiers.  The checklists also help to save time in each level of the review process.  
 
Section 1: Summary Data Sheet  

This sheet helps to ensure that reviews follow the appropriate procedures for the candidate’s track. For example, 
with reviews for assistant, committees cannot divide the decisions on promotion and tenure. 

 

 

DOSSIER TEMPLATE 
 

 Section 1: Summary Data Sheet  

 Section 2: Summary of Candidate's Workload  

 Section 3: Departmental and College 
Guidelines  

 Section 4: CV and List of Collaborators  

 Section 5: Candidate Statement 

 Section 6: Teaching Portfolio  

 Section 7: Peer Observation and Nomination 
for Provost Award for Innovations in Teaching 

 Section 8: Service and Outreach Portfolio 
(Optional for tenure-track, required for 
continuing track.) 

 Section 9: Documentation for Interdisciplinary 
Candidates  

 Section 10: Letters from Independent External 
Reviewers and Collaborators  

 Section 11: Internal Evaluations for Promotion  

 Appendix A: Checklist for Shared 
Appointments  

 Appendix B: Sample of Department Criteria  

 Appendix C: Guidelines for Acknowledgment 
and Evaluation of Faculty Participation in 
GIDPs and other Interdisciplinary Units 

 Appendix D: Sample Letter to Evaluators  

 Appendix E: Sample Letters to Research 
Collaborators and Professional, Community, 
or Client Collaborators  

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/node/373
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Section 2: Summary of Candidate's Workload Assignment  

This one-page form is filled out by heads/chairs/directors to provide specifics on assigned duties. It should not 
praise contributions.  It should specify what a figure such as “40% teaching” generally entails in the candidate’s 
unit.   

 
If the candidate’s duties have changed over the time in rank, the changes should be specified.  If there was a 
time clock delay (TCD) in the promotion process, indicate it with TCD in the appropriate Academic Year’s column, 
in the row labeled Other.  To preserve candidates’ privacy rights, the dossier should not state reasons for delays.  
Simply specify the dates, for example by noting “Approved TCD 2020-21.”  
 
Workload assignments should note shared appointments.  Shared appointments are defined as those where 
candidates’ budget lines are split between two or more units.  The Promotion Dossiers for split appointments 
should include the Checklist for Shared Appointments (Appendix A).  This form helps to ensure that the heads 
of the units and the individuals all agree upon the terms of the appointment, including the teaching load, service 
expectations, and the constitution of the peer-review committee.  For candidates with shared appointments, 
department heads may collaborate on a single recommendation letter, or they may decide to submit separate 
recommendations. 
 
Section 2A: IMPACT ON CAREER PROGRESSION FROM COVID-19 (OPTIONAL)  
This is an optional one-page narrative completed by the candidate to document any changes to their workload 
or activities as a result of COVID-19 beginning in Spring 2020.   

 
Tips on Section 2A: IMPACT ON CAREER PROGRESSION FROM COVID-19 (OPTIONAL): Candidates 
may consider using this section to describe or document how the global pandemic has impacted any of 
their activities. This one-page narrative section is optional.  It is open-ended so that candidates can best 
address their own unique situation to provide additional considerations on the impact of COVID-19. We 
recommend focusing on how the pandemic impacted any activities identified within your workload 
assignment. Information of relevance to reviewers that may provide additional understanding to review 
their curriculum vitae, teaching portfolio, or service portfolio. Additional information that may be useful to 
reviewers may include slowdown in research due to lab access, data collection with human subjects, lack 
of access to work with collaborators impacted by the virus, abrupt changes in workload expectations, 
challenges with remote teaching, or abrupt changes in research topics or directions as a result of COVID-19. 

 
Section 3: Departmental and College Promotion and Tenure Guidelines  

Include one-page summary following Appendix B format. 
 

Section 4: Curriculum Vitae and List of Collaborators  
The List of Collaborators should include all individuals who have collaborated with the candidate within the 
sixty-months preceding the submission of the dossier.  Such collaborations include coauthoring books, articles, 
abstracts, papers, or grant proposals. If the candidate has not collaborated with anyone in the last five years, 
simply note that fact in the List. 

 Publications should be listed in chronological order. 

 Place an asterisk (*) to the left of the title of any publication substantially based on work done as a 
graduate student. 

 Page numbers and all other publication data should be included. 

 For publications that are not in English, please provide English translations of titles. 

 Peer-reviewed publications should be distinguished from proceedings and other publications. 

 Scholarly presentations should be limited to period in rank. 

 Distinguish invited from submitted presentations. 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_02A_CT_CSP_PT_Career%20Progression%26COVID-19.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
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 List only submitted, pending or funded grants during the period in rank. 

 Grants should be organized according to source of funding (federal, industry, private/foundations). 

 Check list of collaborators to ensure it is accurate. 
 

Meaning of “Limit to period in current rank or last five years in current rank.”  
If tenure-eligible, please include information limited to period in current rank. If tenured and in rank for more 
than five-years, please include information from the last five-years in current rank. (This statement is also in 
Section 6 and 8 dossier template instructions.) 

 
Section 5: Candidate Statement 

Candidate Statements vary across disciplines and types of positions. Candidates should receive guidance from 
mentors and heads/chairs/directors on what is common in their field and how to prioritize content for the five 
pages that are available. 

 
Section 6: Teaching Portfolio 

Candidates are responsible to provide information and supporting documentation on their teaching and 
advising for the time in current rank.  Please note syllabi, assignments, and other supporting documentation 
are for reviews by departmental committees and heads and will not be forwarded for college or university 
reviews. Please note that student course surveys were not conducted during Spring 2020 due to disruptions 
that resulted from COVID-19. 

 
Section 7: Peer Observation and Nomination for Provost Award  

It is preferred for a member of the departmental review committee to conduct at least one peer observation 
of teaching during the year before or semester of the promotion review. Observations of teaching for 
candidates undergoing a promotion review will use the Classroom Observation Tool from the Office of 
Instruction and Assessment (OIA). Please include the report and letter from the classroom observation 
conducted for promotion review in this section. For assistance with peer observations, please contact Dr. Ingrid 
Novodvorsky in the Office of Instruction and Assessment: novod@email.arizona.edu. It is recommended that 
units choose 10 items (out of the 82 possible) to guide the observation; the unit may choose the items based 
on the specific course or overall unit teaching philosophy. A pre-observation meeting can be conducted with 
the candidate. There is no need to meet with the candidate after completing the observation for the promotion 
review.  
 
Please note that this is not required for the Spring 2020 semester due to disruption of teaching and evaluation 
as a result of COVID-19.  
 
Nomination memos should use the Criteria for Peer Reviews of Teaching for recommending candidates for the 
Provost Awards for Innovations in Teaching. These criteria are to be used for assessing candidates’ teaching and 
deciding whether to nominate them for the awards that former Interim Provost Goldberg established to provide 
special recognition to candidates with outstanding records of teaching.  Decisions on these awards will be based 
on the nominations of peer review committees. 

 
Section 8: Portfolio to Document Leadership in Service and Outreach 

This section should be used by candidates whose outreach and service duties are a major part of their 
assigned duties.  The Leadership Portfolio has two parts: an overview of the candidate’s service or outreach 
efforts and Supplementary Documentation that provides evidence and assessments of the candidate’s impact.  
The Overview is forwarded for reviews at the college and university levels, while the Supplementary 
Documentation is for departmental reviews and will not generally be forwarded for subsequent reviews.  
Candidates who have significant service and outreach duties may request that external reviewers receive their 
portfolios.  Collaborator letters should be included after external review letters.  Candidates should consult our 
resource page on the scholarship of engagement. 

https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/4
mailto:novod@email.arizona.edu
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_07_CT_CSP_PT_Criteria%20for%20Evaluating%20Teaching%20and%20Provost%20Award%20Nomination.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/provost-award-innovations-teaching
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/node/329
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For guidance on preparing these portfolios, candidates should consult our resource page on the scholarship of 
engagement: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship. 

 
 

Section 9: Membership in Graduate Interdisciplinary Program 
Reviews of candidates who are actively contributing in Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs and other 
interdisciplinary units should follow the Guidelines for Acknowledgment and Evaluation of Faculty Participation 
in GIDPS and Other Interdisciplinary Units (Appendix C).  Candidates should discuss their interdisciplinary 
contributions in their Candidate Statement.  

 
Section 10: Letters from Independent External Reviewers and Collaborators 

Dossiers are required to include three to eight signed letters from similar academic departments outside the 
University of Arizona.  All letters must be from independent, outside evaluators who are not collaborators of 
the candidate.  Collaborators are defined as individuals who have coauthored books, articles, abstracts, or grant 
proposals within the five years before the submission of a dossier.  Collaborators also include individuals who 
have been a candidate's dissertation advisor, supervisor, or close coworker in a lab, department, or residency 
program, even if this relationship occurred more than five years prior to the review.  To ensure the 
independence of outside reviews, candidate may not influence or attempt to influence the assessments of 
outside evaluators.   
 
The University looks to external reviewers to provide an independent assessment, and their impartiality to 
paramount to maintaining the rigor of the external review process. Collaborators must not serve as external or 
internal reviewers. Questions about the independence of reviewers can lead to Dossiers being returned to 
departments and colleges. 

 
All communications with external reviewers should be fully documented.  A sample letter to external reviewers 
is included as Appendix D.  Heads should not deviate from the exact wording of the sample letter only with 
the permission of their dean, and substantive changes must be approved by the Office of the Provost. While 
candidates can suggest evaluators to their head, no more than half of the evaluators can come from these 
suggestions.  If the candidate suggests the same reviewer as the head or committee, the reviewer should be 
counted as being from the candidate.   

 
Section 11: Internal Evaluations for Promotion 

Administrators and committee members should not have collaborated with the candidate in a substantial and 
ongoing way. Please see the Most Common Problems section of this guide to review the complete 
recommendations about how to distinguish collaborators.  In such occurrences, they should recuse themselves 
and, in the case of a department head, appoint a surrogate head.  If recusing committee members is not feasible, 
for example because of the size of the department, the committee letters must address the concerns about the 
independence of collaborators.  If these concerns are not addressed, Dossiers may be returned to departments 
to provide committees with the opportunity to do so.  If the candidate is active in a GIDP, an evaluation from 
the GIDP Chair should be included in Section 8.  The positive and negative comments of the outside reviewers 
should be fairly and fully represented in the letters of the departmental committee and/or department head. 

 
 
  

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
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Avoiding the Most Common Problems in Dossiers 
 

When procedures are not followed, Dossiers have to be returned to departments to repeat the reviews at each 
level in the process.  Six problems result in most of the returns of Dossiers to departments.  All Dossiers should be 
reviewed to check on these problems to avoid delays.   

1. Does the Workload Assignment describe the candidate’s duties in non-evaluative terms that provide 
adequate details on the candidate’s teaching load and any split appointments?   As the first document in the 
dossier, the Workload Assignment provides the baseline for reviewers to make independent assessments of 
candidates’ achievements, so the workload description should be an objective description of expectations for the 
percentage workload allotted in each section. It should NOT praise the candidates’ contributions.  While a position 
description should not use evaluative terms, it should provide enough detail to clarify how many courses are 
expected or what typical duties are included in the appointment for the unit. 

2. Were no more than half of the external reviewers suggested by the candidate, and did the process follow 
the prescribed procedures, including the required letter template?  No more than half of the reviewers can come 
from the candidate’s suggestions.  Each step in the process should be documented using the checklist in the Dossier 
Template.  Any changes in the letter to reviewers must be approved by the Provost’s Office. 

3. Were any coauthors and collaborators of candidates included, such as external reviewers, committee 
members, or administrators?  The University looks to external reviewers to provide an independent assessment, 
and their impartiality is called into question when they have collaborated with a candidate. Collaborators should 
not serve as external or internal reviewers.  Questions about the independence of reviewers can lead to Dossiers 
being returned to departments and colleges.   

As with the provisions used by NSF and other groups to ensure the impartiality of reviews, collaborators are defined 
as individuals who have coauthored books, articles, abstracts, or grant proposals within the last five years.  
Collaborators also include individuals who have been a candidate's dissertation advisor, supervisor, or close 
coworker in a lab, department, or residency program, even if this occurred more than five years prior to the review. 

Committee members or administrators who have coauthored substantial publications or grants with a candidate 
should recuse themselves to avoid raising concerns about their impartiality.  Rather than serving on review 
committees or in administrative roles, collaborators should provide a separate letter that describes the 
independent contributions of the candidate. Questions about this matter should be directed to the Vice Provost for 
Faculty Affairs.   

4. Are there sufficient independent outside review letters (three required and five are strongly encouraged) 
received to conduct the full review? A search of the dossier materials in electronic form (PDF) is necessary to ensure 
that all requested and solicited letters from outside reviewers are truly independent from the candidate.  If it is 
found that outside reviewers are close friends, former co-workers, mentors, mentees of the candidate, then they 
will not be considered as external reviewers. If letters are deemed to not be independent and the total is less than 
three, then additional independent letters must be solicited to continue with the internal review of the dossier. 

5. Is a recent teaching observation included in Section 7 using the Classroom Observation Tool through 
Office of Instruction and Assessment (OIA)? Section 7 only requires the Peer Observation and optional nomination 
memo for the Provost Award. A recent teaching observation using the Classroom Observation Tool should be 
included in section seven of the dossier, preferable conducted by a review committee member at the department 
or unit.  An observation of the candidate’s teaching is particularly important with unusual teaching assignment such 
as team-taught classes or residencies.  

a. Is there a sufficient discussion and analysis of the teaching portfolio? There is no longer a 
requirement of a separate teaching evaluation memo in Section 7. It is expected that an in-depth 
evaluation and analysis of the multiple components of the teaching portfolio will be included in the 

https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/4
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departmental committee report in Section 11. If the portion of the report on teaching is too brief 
and does not address teaching in a holistic manner represented by multiple components, the packet 
will be returned to the departmental committee for revision and re-review at all internal levels. 
 

6. Is the department head/chair/director a collaborator? Have they been involved with soliciting external 
reviewers or creating the departmental committee? Deans and delegated Associate Deans can appoint a surrogate 
outside of the department to conduct the review to mitigate any issues of mentoring, internal collaborations, or 
questions of maintaining a balanced process. When heads have coauthored or collaborated on grants with 
candidates, a surrogate head must be solicited, and the head may choose to submit a collaborator letter. 

 

Promotion Policies 
 

Yearly Promotion Review Schedule 
 

 CS&P and P&T Dossiers are due to the Office of the Provost on or before February 15th, 2021; however, 
departments and colleges may deviate from the rest of dates suggested in this schedule.   

 When Dossiers are forwarded from the administrating head or director to the college and from the 
college dean or unit administrator to the university-level, candidates must be notified of the 
recommendation that is being made. 
 

Action Point Person Due Date 

Candidates are notified of their upcoming review 
Department 
Head/Director 

February - April 

Annual Workshops:  Instructions on the Process and 
Preparation of Dossiers for Promotion & Tenure and 
Continuing Status & Promotion  

Vice Provost 
January - March every 
year 

Final Preparation of Dossier by Candidate Candidate April– June 

Candidate provides list of potential Independent 
Evaluators to Department Head or Director 

Department 
Head/Director 

May– June 

Candidate delivers final dossier to Department  
Department 
Head/Director 

May– July 

Letters requesting review are sent to Independent 
Evaluators 

Department Head, 
Director, or Committee 
Chair 

By mid-July 

Departmental Committee review, letter written and 
added to dossier 

Departmental Committee 
Chair 

By mid-August – 
September 

Department Head or Director review, letter written 
and added to dossier 

Department 
Head/Director 

By mid-September - 
October 

Dossier delivered to Dean’s Office Dean By end of October 

College Committee review, letter written and added 
to dossier 

Chair of College 
Committee 

November - mid 
December 
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Dean’s review, letter written and added to dossier Dean December - February 

Dossiers due in the Office of the Provost Provost February 15th  

University Committee review, letter written and 
added to dossier 

Chair of University  
Committee  

February 15th – early May 

Provost’s letters of decision sent to candidates  
University Coordinator, 
Colleges and 
Departments 

May 14th  

Appeal of Provost’s decision sent to President President 
Within 30 days of 
Provost’s decision   

 
 

The University’s Inclusive View of Scholarship 
 
Candidates and reviewers should consider the resources on the University’s Inclusive View of Scholarship 
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship: 
 
Our University’s Promotion criteria recognizes that research enriches teach, service, and outreach in ways that are 
vital to our mission as a student-centered land-grant university. Our criteria specify that promotion, tenure, or 
continuing status requires: 

excellent performance and the promise of continued excellence in 1) teaching, 2) service, and 3) 
research, creative work, and scholarship.  The University values an inclusive view of scholarship in 
the recognition that knowledge is acquired and advanced through discovery, integration, 
application, and teaching.  Given this perspective, promotion and tenure reviews, as detailed in the 
criteria of individual departments and colleges, will recognize original research contributions in peer-
reviewed publications as well as integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve cross-
cutting collaborations with business and community partners, including translational research, 
commercialization activities, and patents.  

 
Our inclusive view of scholarship has taken on new significance with the university’s transition to becoming a 
Hispanic Serving Institution, and an established American Indian and Alaska Native-Serving Institution as 
Provost Folks notes: 

Our inclusive view of scholarship has taken on new meaning now that we have become an Hispanic 
Serving institution (HSI). . . .  Our integrated vision of research, outreach, and teaching has helped 
us recognize faculty contributions to our 100% student engagement initiative, our expansion of 
online and global offerings, and our wide-ranging outreach and bridge programs. . . . As we take up 
the work of being a HSI and AINSI, we need to ensure that we recognize HSI/AINSI -related activities 
in teaching, outreach, and research in our promotion reviews. 

 

Provost Awards for Innovations in Teaching 
 
The Criteria for Peer Reviews of Teaching provide the benchmarks that committees should use in nominating 
candidates with outstanding teaching records.  The Provost Awards for Innovations in Teaching to recognize 
“candidates whose teaching portfolios and instructional effectiveness merit special recognition.  This requires an 
additional letter from the departmental review committee to nominate the candidate to be considered for this 
award. More information on making these nominations is included in Dossier Template Section 7 and in the 
following discussions of the Dossier. 
 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_07_CT_CSP_PT_Criteria%20for%20Evaluating%20Teaching%20and%20Provost%20Award%20Nomination.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/provost-awards-innovations-teaching
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Evaluation of Teaching 
 
Committees should take a holistic perspective that considers multiple aspects of the candidate’s Teaching Portfolios, 
their teaching observations, their assessments of Teacher-Course Evaluations (TCEs), and their responses to 
candidates’ self-assessments of their teaching.  The University uses this multimodal assessment of teaching to avoid 
an excessive reliance on TCEs because research shows that student evaluations can be biased by faculty members’ 
gender, ethnicity, national origin, disability, and sexual orientation and identity as well as by a range of extraneous 
factors such as the modality or type of course.   
 
For further information, see Linse’s “Interpreting and using student ratings data: Guidance for faculty serving as 
administrators and on evaluation committees” (2017). Research on student evaluations underlines the fact that 
they are not measures of student learning but student perceptions of instructors’ effectiveness.  As such, they can 
be useful data to consider as part of a multimodal peer review of teaching.  To conduct teaching observations, 
committee use the OIA’s Classroom Observation Tool. 
 

Policies on Promotion Review Committees 
 
Each college and department must have a standing committee to advise the dean and department head.  

 P&T committees will include at least three tenured faculty for all promotion and tenure reviews, and 
continuing-status committees should include at least three academic professionals with continuing status 
for all CS&P reviews.    

 All committee members and external reviewers must have a rank superior to the candidate.  When 
reviewing associate candidates for promotion to full, committee members and reviewers must be full 
professors or a full continuing-status professional.  

 In appointing departmental committees, consideration should be given to candidates’ involvement in 
GIDPs and other interdisciplinary units.   When that involvement is significant, an outside faculty should 
be appointed to the committee.  

 Committee members or administrators who have coauthored substantial publications or grants with a 
candidate within the last five years should recuse themselves to avoid raising questions about the 
independence of reviews.   

 Individuals who serve concurrently on departmental, college and/or University committees must recuse 
themselves from voting on any case they provided a vote in an earlier committee.  

 Review committees’ assessments are to be independent of the administrators whom they advise.  
Standing committees normally will meet without the administrator whom they advise, as noted in UHAP.  

 
As required in UHAP, review committees should begin their deliberations by reviewing department and college 
promotion criteria for research, teaching, and service and outreach. Committees should also review these standards 
at the end of the process and suggest revisions to their administrators.  As part of their responsibilities, heads and 
deans are required to advise candidates in writing of their recommendations on renewal, nonrenewal, promotion, 
or tenure or continuing status when the recommendation is forwarded to the next level in the process. 
 
The Provost will appoint University Promotion Committees to review Promotion Dossiers for faculty and Promotion 
Dossiers for Continuing-Status following the appropriate UHAP provisions.  These committees will advise the 
Provost in all tenure and continuing-status considerations.  In accordance with university-level criteria, these 
committees will carefully and systematically review all pertinent materials provided by departments and colleges 
to ensure that high standards of accomplishment and professional performance are maintained.  
 

 
 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0191491X16300232
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0191491X16300232
http://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/
https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/4
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Additions to Dossiers 
 
On rare occasions, significant information on a candidate’s work becomes available during the review process.  For 
example, a candidate receives a substantial award, grant or publication.  Such information may be added using 
these procedures: 

1. Candidates notify a committee chair, head, or other administrator of a recent development. 
2. The administrator or committee chair decides that the information is significant enough to be added to the 

dossier. 
3. The candidate is informed that the materials will be added.  
4. The expanded dossier must be re-reviewed by all levels.  
5. If the additional materials consist of factual information that might be deleterious to the candidate’s case, 

the candidate must be given the opportunity to add a response to the dossier.   
6. If the dossier is under review by the Office of the Provost, a request to amend the dossier must be received 

no later than March 1st, 2021 unless the request comes from the University P&T or Continuing Status 
committee.  After March 1st, 2021 reassessments of dossiers will only be made for exceptional 
achievements and not for the acceptance of a single article or grant, especially if such work is already listed 
in candidates’ CVs as being a work in progress or under review. 

 

Notification of Candidates on Promotion Recommendations 
 
As required by UHAP, heads and deans will inform candidates in writing of recommendations on renewals, 
promotions, tenure, or continuing status when dossiers are forwarded to the next level for review. Notifications 
only have the recommendation of the administrator (head, director or dean) and not of the external reviewers or 
committees. 
 

Recognizing Candidates’ Interdisciplinary Collaborations 
 
As noted in the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel criteria for promotion in 3.3.02 and 4A.3.02, “the 
University values collaboration among colleagues, both externally and internally, and the candidate's contributions 
to such collaborations will be considered in promotion and tenure reviews.”  The university’s commitment to 
interdisciplinary collaborations was reinforced in 2014-15 by a series of Heads Up forums on improving support for 
faculty with multidisciplinary appointments in annual and promotion reviews.  To help ensure that such 
collaborations are fully acknowledged in promotion reviews, Promotion Dossiers include several elements to 
document candidates’ collaborative contributions and enable committees to assess them: 

 Shared appointments (those involving a split FTE) are to be acknowledged in the Summary Data Sheet in 
Section 1 and in Section 4 on the candidate’s curriculum vitae. 

 Such appointments are to be detailed by heads of both departments in Appendix A: Checklist for Shared 
Appointments, which is also to be used in drawing up such appointments. 

 Appendix C should be used to acknowledge and evaluate faculty involvement in Graduate Interdisciplinary 
Programs and other interdisciplinary units such as the BIO5 Institute. 

 If a candidate is involved in a GIDP or other interdisciplinary unit, an evaluation letter should be solicited 
from the GIDP chairperson or unit director and included in Section 9, and the departmental review 
committee should note and evaluate the candidate’s interdisciplinary contributions. 

 The departmental review committee for a candidate with a shared appointment must include at least one 
member from the cooperating department.  Outside committee members should also be included from 
GIDPs or other interdisciplinary units if a candidate’s research, teaching, and service have a strong 
interdisciplinary component (Appendix C). 

 Department heads for shared appointments may collaborate upon a single letter, or letters may be 
submitted by both department heads. 

http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-tenure
http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-continuing-status
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/promotion-dossier-templates
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Considering Findings of Professional Misconduct 

The policies governing promotion and tenure are set out in the University’s Handbook for Appointed Personnel 
(UHAP) 3.3, while the policies for continuing status and promotion are set out in UHAP 4.3.  Those policies specify 
that  

the University expects the highest standards of professional conduct, as detailed in the Statement on 
Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01.  This Statement sets out the expectation that faculty will uphold 
scholarly standards, maintain intellectual honesty, and ‘respect the dignity of others,’ including their ‘right 
to express differing opinions.’  In assessing professional conduct, reviewers may consider documented 
violations of other University’s policies, such as those on Research Integrity, Nondiscrimination and Anti-
Harassment, Misuse of University Assets, and Workplace Violence.  

As noted in the UHAP 3.3.02.B, reviewers may decide to consider annual reviews when reviewing candidates who 
have been formally reprimanded for research and other forms of professional misconduct.  If annual reviews are 
considered, then consideration should also be given to any written response or appeal that may have been 
submitted by the faculty member. 

Promotion committee members, department heads, and deans should understand that the UHAP provisions on 
considering professional misconduct clearly distinguish general concerns about candidate’s collegiality from 
violations of university policies and reprimands for behaviors that directly affect candidates’ teaching, research and 
service.  As noted in the American Association of University Professionals’ On Collegiality as a Criterion in 
Evaluations, “collegiality is not a distinct capacity to be assessed independently of the traditional triumvirate of 
teaching, scholarship, and service.  It is rather a quality whose value is expressed in the successful execution of 
these three functions.”  Violations of professional conduct should be assessed against how they affect a candidate’s 
effectiveness in working with students, fellow researchers, and external and internal collaborators to achieve the 
goals set out in their assigned duties. 

Questions on this policy and related procedures should be addressed to Asya Roberts in the Office of the Provost 
at 626-0202 or asya@arizona.edu 

 

Appeals of Promotion Decisions 
 
The Provost decides whether an individual will be renewed, promoted, or granted tenure or continuing-status.  
Upon receiving the notice that they will not be promoted and/or non-renewed, candidates may request the reasons 
for the decision. In the case of the nonrenewal of a tenure-eligible or continuing-status-eligible individual up for 
review in the candidate’s mandatory year, a terminal contract will be offered for the next appointment period.  
 
Candidates may choose to appeal the outcome of their retention, mandatory, or promotion review by writing a 
letter to the President within thirty days of the notice of the Provost’s decision, following the provisions in UHAP 
3.3.02.E 4A.3.02.E. The President’s decision will be sent to the faculty member, along with copies to the Provost 
and the appropriate dean and department head within ninety days of the notice of appeal.  The Committee on 
Academic Freedom and Tenure may consider allegations of unlawful discrimination or other unconstitutional 
actions such as the violation of due process and recommend that an additional review or action be taken.  
 
 
 

 

https://policy.arizona.edu/employment-human-resources/promotion-and-tenure
https://policy.arizona.edu/employment-human-resources/promotion-and-tenure
http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-continuing-status
https://policy.arizona.edu/faculty-affairs-and-academics/professional-conduct
http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/promotion-and-tenure
http://www.aaup.org/report/collegiality-criterion-faculty-evaluation
http://www.aaup.org/report/collegiality-criterion-faculty-evaluation
mailto:asya@arizona.edu


PROMOTION AND TENURE PROCESS 2020-2021

SECTION 1: SUMMARY DATA SHEET 

Prepared by Department/Unit Head 

DATE: 

NAME: 

EMPLOYEE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 

CURRENT TITLE: 

HOME DEPARTMENT: 

COLLEGE: 

CAMPUS ADDRESS:  

UA BUILDING: ROOM # PO BOX# 

SHARED APPOINTMENT:  
 SHARED: FACULTY MEMBER’S BUDGET LINE IS SPLIT BETWEEN TWO OR MORE DEPARTMENTS. INCLUDE APPENDIX A: CHECKLIST FOR SHARED APPOINTMENTS  

TERMINAL DEGREE: 

MONTH/YEAR OF TERMINAL DEGREE: 

FINAL YEAR OF TENURE ELIGIBILITY: 
 FOR TENURE-ELIGIBLE (TE) FACULTY ONLY

TITLE FOR WHICH YOU ARE APPLYING: 

FACULTY TRACK:  TENURE ELIGIBLE TENURED 

REVIEW TYPE: MANDATORY REVIEW EARLY REVIEW 3RD YEAR RETENTION 

PROMOTION (P) TO ASSOCIATE RANK WITH TENURE (T) 
(VOTES ON P&T ARE NOT SEPARATED FOR CANDIDATES CONSIDERED FOR PROMOTION TO ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR WITH TENURE) 

FACULTY SERVICE ELSEWHERE AFTER TERMINAL DEGREE 

INSTITUTION DATES RANK/TITLE 

FACULTY SERVICE AT THE UA 

INSTITUTION DATES RANK/TITLE 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

PROMOTION TO FULL PROFESSOR WITH TENURE 
(VOTES  CAN BE SEPARATED FOR CANDIDATES CONSIDERED FOR PROMOTION TO FULL PROFESSOR WITH TENURE) 

TENURE ONLY, NO PROMOTION IN RANK 

PROMOTION TO FULL PROFESSOR RANK 

TRACK TRANSFER (EX: FROM CAREER TRACK ASST. PROF. TO ASST. PROF. TENURE ELIGIBLE)

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019-20_Appendix%20A_CT_PT_CSP_Shared%20Appointments.pdf


SECTION 2: SUMMARY OF CANDIDATE’S WORKLOAD ASSIGNMENT 

SUMMARY OF WORKLOAD ASSIGNMENT FOR: 
DEPARTMENT/SCHOOL OF: 

Duties for the period 2013-14 through 2020-21 have been distributed as follows:

* Do not include percentages for years in which candidates were on leaves without pay and did not have assigned duties, but do include 
percentages for years with clock delays to recognize candidates’ assigned duties.  Use an asterisk for years with delays.

Requirements to meet departmental expectations for TEACHING: 
Example: 40% teaching means approximately four 3-unit courses each academic year. This should correspond to general expectations in the 
department. Do not list specific course numbers, student names, etc. 

Requirements to meet departmental expectations for RESEARCH: 
Example: 40% research, which means an active research program that produces publishable research and/or tools or instruments that contribute to 
such research and grants. Do not list research projects, grants, or any information that specifically relates to the candidate’s activities, as opposed to 
general expectations in the department/unit. 

Requirements to meet departmental expectations for SERVICE: 
Example: 20% service, which includes service to the department and university, participation or leadership in national or international scientific 
organizations or advisory groups, and outreach to schools and the general public. Do not list committees the candidate has served on or specific 
service duties. 

Requirements and description for workload assignment in ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE, CLINICAL SERVICE, EXTENSION 
(please see note below following “Additional Pages Attached”), and OTHER PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES:  
Use Appendix A for Shared Appointments and Appendix C for participation in GIDPs and other interdisciplinary units. 

Department Head’s Signature Date

Academic Year 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 

Teaching % 

Research % 

Service/Outreach %  
Internal and External 

Administrative Service % 

Clinical Service % 

Extension% 

Other Professional 
Activities%_________________ 
Name & describe activity

Clock Delays or Leave(s)* 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Updated 03-02-2020 Prepared and Signed by Department/Unit         Head.  Signed by the Candidate 

he Additional Pages Attached:

 FTE:

Candidates Signature



SECTION 3: DEPARTMENT AND COLLEGE PROMOTION AND TENURE GUIDELINES 

Prepared by Department 

Include: Relevant parts of departmental and college promotion and tenure criteria summarized 
using the one-page format as an aid to the University Advisory Committee in its deliberations. See 
example in Appendix B.  You may also include the full set of guidelines if you feel that it would be 
helpful.  

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppxB_PT_CSP_Criteria%20Table%20Template.docx


SECTION 4: CURRICULUM VITAE AND LIST OF COLLABORATORS 

Prepared by the Candidate 

CURRICULUM VITAE
Chronology of Education 

All colleges and universities attended  
Institutions, degrees and dates awarded 
Title of doctoral dissertation/master's thesis and name of director/advisor 
Major field(s)  

Chronology of Employment Include active Shared and Courtesy Appointments at UA 

Honors and Awards  

Service/Outreach Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank.

Local/State Outreach 
National/International Outreach 
Departmental Committee(s) 

College Committee(s) 
University Committee(s) 
Other Committees (Internal or External) 

Publications/Creative Activity (Published or Accepted in Chronological Order) 
Place a * to the left of any publication title substantially based on work done as a graduate student.
Provide English translations of titles for foreign publications.  Include all publication information, including page 
numbers and the sequence of co-authors’ names.

Work in Progress (Include all publications/creative activity that is under review, in progress or not yet submitted)

  Media 

Performances  Exhibits Shows  Recordings (audio/video) 

Conferences/Scholarly Presentations 
Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank.  Distinguish between invited from submitted presentations. 

Colloquia Seminars Symposia Conferences 

Awarded Grants and Contracts 
Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank.  List percent effort on grant; role [PI, Co-PIs]; all co-PIs; source and amount. 

Federal State Industry Private Foundation   

LIST of COLLABORATORS and their Organizational Affiliations 
Collaborators include all individuals who have within five-years or 60 months preceding the submission of this dossier 
co-authored on projects, books, articles, reports, abstracts, papers or grant proposals. 

List of collaborators on grants and publications from last five years 
Graduate, Postdoctoral, Thesis Advisors or Sponsors 

Signed Statement by Candidate 
The candidate's signature should appear on the last page of Section 5 with the following statement: Sections 
4 and 5 are true and accurate statements of my activities and accomplishments. I understand that 
misrepresentation in securing promotion on the career or tenure track may lead to dismissal or
suspension under ABOR Policy 6-201 J. 

Scholarly books and monographs (distinguish scholarly works vs. textbooks) 
Chapters in scholarly books and monographs  
Refereed journal articles, published or accepted in final form  
Other publications



SECTION 5: CANDIDATE STATEMENT 

Prepared by the Candidate 

Candidate Statement of Accomplishments and Objectives (3-5 pages) 

For advice on the Candidate Statement, see the Guide to the Promotion Process for Continuing and/
or Tenure Track: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process. Or, the Guide 
to the Career-Track Promotion Process: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/
files/2019.06.21_19-20%20Guide%20to%20the%20Career-Track%20Promotion%
20Process_Final.pdf

Candidates may also wish to consult the “Inclusive View of Scholarship” in the University’s 
promotion criteria: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-
scholarship. 

Signed Statement by Candidate on the CAREER Track
The candidate's signature should appear on the last page of Section 5 with the following 
statement: Sections 4 and 5 are true and accurate statements of my activities and 
accomplishments. I understand that misrepresentation in securing promotion on the 
career track may lead to dismissal or suspension under ABOR Policy
6-201 J.

Signed Statement by Candidate on the CONTINUING Track
The candidate's signature should appear on the last page of Section 5 with the following 
statement: Sections 4 and 5 are true and accurate statements of my activities and 
accomplishments. I understand that misrepresentation in securing career-track 
promotion may lead to dismissal or suspension under ABOR Policy 6-302 G.

Signed Statement by Candidate on the TENURE Track
The candidate's signature should appear on the last page of Section 5 with the following 
statement: Sections 4 and 5 are true and accurate statements of my activities and 
accomplishments. I understand that misrepresentation in securing promotion on the 
tenure track may lead to dismissal or suspension under ABOR Policy
6-201 J.

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019.06.21_19-20 Guide to the Career-Track Promotion Process_Final.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019.06.21_19-20 Guide to the Career-Track Promotion Process_Final.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019.06.21_19-20 Guide to the Career-Track Promotion Process_Final.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship


Prepared by the Candidate 

SECTION 6: TEACHING PORTFOLIO 

Candidates have the opportunity in the teaching portfolio to represent their teaching through a wide range of 
information and supporting documentation to demonstrate their teaching quality, outcomes assessment, and 
course design. Portfolios may include a statement of teaching philosophy (no more than 3 pages) that is 
additional to the candidate statement, which provides reflection on your goals as a teacher, your pedagogical 
approach, as well as course development or design changes over time. 

Information on Teaching and Advising will be forwarded to college/university committees. 
Supporting Documentation will NOT be forwarded to college or university committees; this material is 
summarized in the departmental letters by the department committee and department head. 

Candidates may use the Service Portfolio in Section 8 to document their leadership of curricular reforms beyond 
their own classes. Questions may be directed to Asya Roberts: asya@arizona.edu or 626-0202.   

INFORMATION on TEACHING and ADVISING
(FORWARD with the dossier for college and university review) 

Extent of Teaching Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 

List of Courses Taught (We encourage you to use the table format provided here: click to download table template). 
• Note if classes are taught online or in other nontraditional formats.

Course Descriptions Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 

Brief Statements (2-3 sentences) on courses are useful to characterize student populations and instructional settings.

Student Evaluations Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 

TCE Comparison Reports and SCS Reports (Candidates should provide reports in the teaching portfolio.)

Individual Student Contact  Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 
Collaborations with undergraduates and graduates on research projects 

Advising (number of undergraduate advisees) 

Mentoring and Career counseling  

Participation in honors program 

Faculty advising of clubs and associations 

Off-campus internships, service learning and other engagement activities 

Clinical instruction  

Independent studies directed and in progress  

Theses directed and in progress  

Dissertations directed and in progress  

Service on other dissertation and graduate committees  

Contributions to Instructional Innovations and Collaborations 
Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 

Teaching workshops attended or delivered 

Development of online and other course materials 

Collaborations on curricular and outcomes assessment committees 

Research on curriculum and pedagogy that contributes to such collaborations 

Teaching Awards and Teaching Grants Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank 
Department and college  National and international 

University  Grants for teaching innovations 
Continue to Next Page 

mailto:novod@email.arizona.edu
mailto:asya@arizona.edu
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_06_CT_CSP_PT_List%20of%20Courses.xlsx
https://tce.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/How%20to%20get%20comparison%20reports.pdf


SECTION 6: TEACHING PORTFOLIO 

Prepared by the Candidate 

Teaching Portfolio Additional Resources 

More information on portfolios is available on line: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/teaching-
portfolios-and-reviews 

Online Resources on Teaching Portfolios 
 Brown University’s The Teaching Portfolio by Hannelore B. Rodriguez-Farrar

 University Center for the Advancement of Teaching at Ohio State University’s Teaching Portfolio
Resources: http://ucat.osu.edu/read/teaching-portfolio

 University of California, Berkeley provides detailed advice on each aspect of the teaching portfolio.
https://career.berkeley.edu/PhDs/PhDportfolio

 How to Write a Statement of Teaching Philosophy by The Chronicle of Higher Education

 Rubric for Evaluating Teaching Portfolios from the University of Indiana:
http://medsci.indiana.edu/m620/sotl_08/teaching_portfolio_rubric.pdf

 Inclusive Curricula and Classrooms Classroom observations,
Candidate Statements, and other aspects of Teaching Portfolios should demonstrate that candidates
are utilizing evidence-based methods such as universal design principles to meet the needs of all
learners, including those from traditionally unrepresented backgrounds. Further information on
inclusive pedagogies is available at https://diversity.arizona.edu/creating-inclusive-classrooms

Teaching Philosophy Statement (optional) Limit to a total of 3 pages 

Peer Observations (optional) Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank. 

Please include any previous teaching observations not done for promotion review. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
(DOES NOT GET FORWARDED with the dossier for college and university review, this content is summarized in the departmental 
letters written by the department committee and department head) 

Syllabi and major assignments 

Examples of course content (lecture material, activities, websites, etc.) 

Curricular reviews, and other contributions to scholarship on teaching 

Open-ended student comments from TCE or SCS 

Examples of student product or outcomes from courses, research, or mentoring activities 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/teaching-portfolios-and-reviews
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/teaching-portfolios-and-reviews
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/The%20Teaching%20Portfolio.pdf
http://ucat.osu.edu/read/teaching-portfolio
https://career.berkeley.edu/PhDs/PhDportfolio
https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-to-Write-a-Statement-of/45133
http://medsci.indiana.edu/m620/sotl_08/teaching_portfolio_rubric.pdf
https://diversity.arizona.edu/creating-inclusive-classrooms
https://diversity.arizona.edu/creating-inclusive-classrooms


SECTION 7: PEER OBSERVATION AND PROVOST AWARD FOR INNOVATIONS IN TEACHING
NOMINATION 

Updated 03-06-2020 

It is preferred for a member of the departmental review committee to conduct at least one
peer observation of teaching during the year before or semester of the promotion review. 
Observations of teaching for candidates undergoing a promotion review will use the Classroom 
Observation Tool from the Office of Instruction and Assessment (OIA). Please include the 
report and letter from the classroom observation conducted for promotion review in this section. 
For assistance with peer observations, please contact Dr. Ingrid Novodvorsky in the Office of Instruction 
and Assessment: novod@email.arizona.edu. It is recommended that units choose 10 items (out of the 82 
possible) to guide the observation; the unit may choose the items based on the specific course or overall unit 
teaching philosophy. A pre-observation meeting can be conducted with the candidate. There is no need to 
meet with the candidate after completing the observation for the promotion review. 

Departmental committees are encouraged to write a memo to nominate candidates for the Provost 
Award for Innovations in Teaching for candidates who have made significant contributions to 
innovation in teaching. Candidates will NOT be considered for this award without this nomination memo. 
This award is only available for candidates going through the promotion process.  

Criteria for nomination that can be highlighted in the nomination memo include the following types of 
innovations or recognition of innovation:  

 Innovative teaching strategies;
 Active learning strategies and other evidence-based instructional practices;
 Well-structured course syllabi with defined learning outcomes;
 Inclusive teaching strategies and course content to address diverse learning styles and experiences;
 Development of new cutting-edge courses, new content or new pedagogy;
 Involvement in workshops and collaborative reforms of teaching;
 Innovation of collaborative learning spaces;
 Leadership in faculty learning communities;
 Impactful student evaluations and comments for student learning, achievement, and outcomes;
 Teaching awards, grants, and other recognized achievements in teaching; and
 Effective mentoring and advising, including collaborations with students from diverse backgrounds.

 Prepared by the Departmental Committee

Peer Observation by Departmental Committee 

Nomination Memo for Provost Award for Innovations in Teaching 

mailto:novod@email.arizona.edu
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_07_CT_CSP_PT_Criteria%20for%20Evaluating%20Teaching%20and%20Provost%20Award%20Nomination.pdf
https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/4


SECTION 8: PORTFOLIO TO DOCUMENT LEADERSHIP IN SERVICE AND OUTREACH 
(OPTIONAL IN CAREER AND TENURE REVIEWS)

Prepared by the Candidate 

Candidates can use this section to document the impact of their leadership on outreach, service, and 
instructional programs.  While the Service and Outreach Portfolio is optional in promotion and tenure 
reviews, it is required in continuing status reviews if a candidate is responsible for a major outreach 
program, as in Cooperative Extension or the University Libraries.  The Service and Outreach Portfolio provides 
candidates with an opportunity to describe and document a program they have developed.  This documentation 
is for departmental reviews and should only include information for the time in rank, or if that time is 
limited, the last five years.  Please note some items are not forwarded to college/university committees.  
However, if a candidate has provided significant leadership in developing outreach, curricular or other 
initiatives, he or she may request that the department head or committee chair send the Service and 
Outreach Portfolio to external reviewers. 

 Service and Outreach Portfolios can be used to document collaborations with business and community
partners, tech transfer and commercialization activities, and other forms of translational research highlighted
in the inclusive view of scholarship included in the University’s promotion criteria:
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship

 Candidates should consult our resource page on the scholarship of engagement:
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship

Supporting Documentation
Materials from seminars or workshops

 Technical reports, research studies, and presentations
Newsletters, pamphlets, and articles for popular and special interest publications

Online resources developed for community, business, agency, or disciplinary associations

Expert testimony or consultations 

Documentation of Impact 

Letters from community or business collaborators noting the impact of the programs or services 
Department committee solicited letters from collaborators must be included in section 10.
Letters from academic collaborators noting the impact and/or methodological rigor of the 
contributions Department committee solicited letters from collaborators must be included in section 10.

News reports on service contributions 

Grants secured to support or build on service contributions 

Contracts to support contributions 

Adoptions of programs and materials by other institutions or groups 

PROGRAM OVERVIEW (FORWARD with the dossier for college and university review)

Description of Program
Provide a short description of the service or other educational programming provided by the 

candidate, including the program goals and objectives.  Describe the needs that the program is 
intended to serve, the ways its components were developed, and the methods used to communicate 
to potential audiences.

Assessment of Program 
Describe the assessments that have been developed for the program, including the feedback from 
collaborators and clients that is included below.  Characterize the program’s accomplishments and 
provide specific measures of the program’s success and the ways they were obtained.

SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENTATION (DO NOT FORWARD with the dossier for college and university review) 
Limit to period in current rank or last five-years in current rank.

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship


SECTION 9:  MEMBERSHIPS IN GRADUATE OR OTHER INTERDISCIPLINARY PROGRAMS 

Reviews of candidates who are members of Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs (GIDPS) or 
involved with other interdisciplinary programs should follow the Guidelines of Acknowledgment and 
Evaluation of Faculty Participation in Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs and other 
Interdisciplinary Units (Appendix C).  Candidates may also choose to discuss their GIDPs or other 
interdisciplinary participation in their Candidate Statements. 

Documentation of Candidate’s Membership(s) in GIDPs or other  Interdisciplinary 
Programs or Initiatives 

Candidate’s Description of relevant activities relating to interdisciplinarity 

Prepared by the Candidate 

Evaluation(s) of Candidate’s Contributions to GIDPs and Other Interdisciplinary Programs 
A written evaluation of candidate should be made by the chairperson of the relevant GIDP 
or interdisciplinary program and provided to departmental committee for inclusion in the 
dossier.  

Additional information (if appropriate) may also be provided by the chairperson of the 
relevant GIDP or other interdisciplinary program to the departmental committee for 
inclusion in the dossier. 

Prepared by the Chairperson of the relevant GIDP or Interdisciplinary Initiative 

Summary and evaluation of the candidate’s contributions to the GIDPs or other 
interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary programs.  

Prepared by the Departmental Committee 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixC_CT_CSP_PT_GIDP%20Interdisciplinary%20Activities.pdf


SECTION 10: LETTERS FROM INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL REVIEWERS AND COLLABORATORS 

Prepared by the Department Head 

Independent External Reviewers 

Complete and sign the worksheet, part 1 & 2, for the selection of independent external reviewers. 

The candidate should suggest possible reviewers to the department head, but no more than half of the 
reviewers can come from the candidate. If the candidate suggests the same reviewer as the head or 
committee, the reviewer should be counted as being from the candidate. Each step in the process of enlisting 
reviewers must be documented in part 2 of the worksheet. Reviewers must be a rank higher than the 
current rank of the candidate.  Supervisors who have collaborated with the candidate in the last five-
years, must recuse themselves from the selection process of external reviewers and the promotion review.

Brief statement on each external reviewer's national or international standing. (See Bio Template) 
DO NOT include full/short CVs or screen shots of web pages. 

Provide a copy of the letter sent by the head or chair of the review committee.  Use the required template 
letter in Appendix D at: https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/
files/2020-21_AppendixD_PT_Required%20Template%20Letter%20to%20Independent%20External%
20Reviewers.pdf

The letter sent to reviewers must not deviate from the sample letter without permission of a dean. Letters 
with substantial changes must be approved by the Office of the Provost. 

Three to eight (minimum of three, however, five are strongly encouraged) letters signed and printed on 
letterhead from independent, external reviewers who are NOT collaborators of the candidate. 
Letters that may be identified as coming from collaborators, as defined below, will not be considered 
among independent external letters. They will be placed in the section for collaborator letters. Letters 
must be solicited and received during the current promotion cycle.   

As with the provisions used by the National Science Foundation and other groups to ensure the impartiality 
of reviews, collaborators are defined as individuals who have co-authored books, articles, abstracts, or grant 
proposals within the last five-years. Collaborators also include individuals who have been a candidate's 
dissertation advisor, mentor, supervisor, co-instructor, or close coworker in a lab, department, or residency 
program, even if this relationship occurred more than five years prior to the review. 

The University looks to external reviewers to provide an independent assessment, and their impartiality is
paramount to maintaining the rigor of the external review process. Collaborators must not serve as
external or internal reviewers. Questions about the independence of reviewers can lead to Dossiers being 
returned to departments and colleges. 

Letters from Collaborators (encouraged, but not required and placed after Independent External Letters) 

Brief statement on each collaborator's national or international standing. (See Bio Template) 
DO NOT include full/short CVs or screen shots of web pages. 

Solicited letters signed and printed on letterhead from collaborators. Use the sample letter in Appendix E 
at https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-
21_AppendixE_CT_CSP_PT_Template%20Ltr%20Collaborators.pdf 

Unsolicited letters of support must be signed and printed on letterhead. 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_10_CT_CSP_PT_Worksheets%20for%20Selection%20of%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers%20and%20Collaborators%20PT1_2.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_10_CT_CSP_PT_Independent%20External%20Reviewer%20Brief%20Bio%20Template.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixD_PT_Required%20Template%20Letter%20to%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixD_PT_Required%20Template%20Letter%20to%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixD_PT_Required%20Template%20Letter%20to%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_10_CT_CSP_PT_Collaborator%20Brief%20Bio%20Template.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixE_CT_CSP_PT_Template%20Ltr%20Collaborators.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixE_CT_CSP_PT_Template%20Ltr%20Collaborators.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_AppendixE_CT_CSP_PT_Template%20Ltr%20Collaborators.pdf


WORKSHEET FOR THE SELECTION OF INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL REVIEWERS 
Include Independent External Reviewers Considered During the Process
Download a sortable spreadsheet here.

External Reviewers 
Information (Alphabetize) 

Suggested by Independent Reviewer
Contacted 

Response Letter 
Received by 
Department? 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

  ______________________________________________________________________    PAGE _____ OF _____ (ADD AS MANY PAGES AS NEEDED) 

   SIGNATURE OF DEPARTMENT HEAD 

*Independent is defined as not the candidate’s major professor, supervisor, co-author, co-PI/investigator, dissertation advisor, collaborator, or otherwise

closely associated with the candidate. 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_10_CT_CSP_PT_Worksheet%20for%20Selection%20of%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers_Collaborators%20PT1.xlsx


WORKSHEET FOR THE SELECTION OF COLLABORATORS
Include Collaborators Considered During the Process
Download a sortable spreadsheet here.

Collaborator Information 
(Alphabetize) 

Suggested by Independent Collaborator
Contacted 

Response Letter 
Received by 
Department? 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

Name: 

Title: 

Institution: 

Dept. Head 

Candidate 

Committee 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Reason if no: 

Yes 

No 

Date Received: 

  ______________________________________________________________________    PAGE _____ OF _____ (ADD AS MANY PAGES AS NEEDED) 

   SIGNATURE OF DEPARTMENT HEAD 

*Independent is defined as not the candidate’s major professor, supervisor, co-author, co-PI/investigator, dissertation advisor, collaborator, or otherwise

closely associated with the candidate. 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21_10_CT_CSP_PT_Worksheet%20for%20Selection%20of%20Independent%20External%20Reviewers_Collaborators%20PT1.xlsx


 PART II WORKSHEET FOR THE SELECTION OF INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL REVIEWERS
To Be Completed By the Department Head or Director 

Describe the selection process for independent external reviewers. If initial contact was made to discover the availability of 
outside reviewers prior to the letter (Appendix D) being sent, include the wording of the message sent. What 
criteria were used to select reviewers?  Include the roles of the committee and the department head in the selection process. 

http://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/facultyaffairs/files/appendix_d.pdf


BRIEF STATEMENT ON EACH REVIEWER’S NATIONAL OR INTERNATIONAL STANDING 

Prepared by the Department Head 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 



BRIEF STATEMENT ON EACH REVIEWER'S NATIONAL OR INTERNATIONAL STANDING 

Prepared by the Department Head 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 



BRIEF STATEMENT ON EACH COLLABORATOR’S NATIONAL OR INTERNATIONAL STANDING

Prepared by the Department Head 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 



BRIEF STATEMENT ON EACH COLLABORATOR'S NATIONAL OR INTERNATIONAL STANDING 

Prepared by the Department Head 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 

Reviewer Name: 

Selected by: 

Organization: 

Title: 

Brief Bio: 



SECTION 11: INTERNAL EVALUATIONS FOR PROMOTION AND/OR TENURE 

Promotion reviews are based on assessments of candidates’ assigned teaching, service, research, and other 
duties according to benchmarks set out in department, college and University criteria. In making such 
assessments, internal reviewers should follow the policies in the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel 
for promotion and tenure, along with the University’s Statement on Professional Conduct in UHAP 7.01.01. That 
Statement sets out the expectation that all faculty are accountable and must be inclusive and respectful, 
demonstrate integrity, follow established standards, protect University assets, and provide a safe environment 
for those who work, learn, and visit with us. If a candidate has been found to have committed research or other 
forms of professional misconduct, that finding may be considered in promotion reviews. Findings of 
professional misconduct should be assessed against how they affect candidates’ abilities to achieve the purposes 
of their assigned teaching, research and service duties. More information on these provisions is provided in the 
Guide to the Promotion Process. 

Please see Section 10 for a full description of independent assessment that is relevant not only for 
external reviewers, but also for internal reviewers. Committee members or administrators who have 
coauthored substantial publications or grants with a candidate must recuse themselves to avoid raising 
concerns about their impartiality. Rather than serving on review committees or as an administrative reviewer, 
collaborators should provide a separate letter that describes the independent contributions of the candidate. 
Collaborator letters are placed immediately after the independent external review letters in section 10. Any 
questions regarding whether committee members, heads or deans are independent or collaborators 
should be discussed with the Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs before the committee meets. Questions on 
these procedures should be directed to Asya Roberts in the Provost’s Office at 626-0202 or asya@arizona.edu. 

Department Committee’s Report 

Dated letter addressed to head or director on letterhead with signatures of committee including 
the following content: 

• Vote count on promotion and/or tenure, including recusals, abstentions and absences;
• Evaluation of research, scholarship, or creative activities;
• Evaluation of teaching and advising with a thorough discussion of the candidate’s teaching portfolio

considering the following criteria:
• Evaluation and summary of content in the section on teaching and advising (this material from

the candidate will move forward to the college level);
• Evaluation and summary of content in the supporting documentation (this material from the

candidate does NOT move to the college level; therefore, this summary is the source for next 
level evaluations);

• Evaluation of service and/or outreach activities;
• Summary and discussion of external reviewer recommendations and comments;
• Minority viewpoint (if there was a split vote on the decision); and
• Explanation of any committee members’ collaboration with candidate that has already been deemed to

not be a conflict of interest.

Department Head or Director’s Evaluation 

Dated letter addressed to dean on letterhead with signature of head or director including the 
following content: 
• Recommendation on promotion and/or tenure;

• Independent assessment of candidate’s teaching and advising, service, and research, scholarship, or
creative activities;

• Summary and discussion of external and internal reviews;
• Explanation of any full departmental faculty vote; and

Explanation of any collaboration with candidate that has already been deemed to not be a conflict of

interest.

Continue to Next Page 

http://policy.arizona.edu/employmenthuman-resources/statement-professional-conduct
http://policy.arizona.edu/human-resources/promotion-and-tenure
mailto:asya@arizona.edu.


College Committee’s Report 

Dated letter addressed to dean on letterhead with signatures of all committee members including 
the following content: 
 Vote count on promotion and/or tenure, including recusals, abstentions and absences;
 Evaluation of teaching and advising, service, and research, scholarship, or creative activities;

(Supporting documentation from the candidate's teaching and/or service portfolios can be
requested if necessary.)

 Summary and discussion of prior external and internal reviews;
 Minority viewpoint (if there was a split vote); and
 Explanation of any committee members’ collaboration with candidate that has already been

deemed to not be a conflict of interest.

Dean’s Evaluation 

Dated letter addressed to the Provost on letterhead with signature of dean including the following 
content: 
• Recommendation on promotion and/or tenure;
 Independent assessment of candidate’s teaching and advising, service, and research,

scholarship, or creative activities;
(Supporting documentation from the candidate's teaching and/or service portfolios can be
requested if necessary.)

• Summary and discussion of external and internal reviews; and
• Explanation of any collaboration with candidate that has already been deemed to not be a

conflict of interest.

Prepared by the College 



APPENDIX A: CHECKLIST FOR SHARED APPOINTMENTS 

DATE: 

CANDIDATE: 

TITLE: 

PRIMARY DEPARTMENT: 

SECONDARY DEPARTMENT: 

1. TEACHING LOAD

Primary Unit: Fall: Spring: 

Secondary Unit: Fall: Spring: 

Percent of Credit Hours: Primary: Secondary: 

2. BUDGETARY OBLIGATIONS

Primary Unit: Responsible for % of Line 

Secondary Unit: Responsible for % of Line 

3. FACULTY MEETINGS AND VOTING

Primary Unit:

Attending Meetings? Yes No 

Vote? Yes No 

Secondary Unit: 

Attending Meetings? Yes No 

Vote? Yes No 

4. RESEARCH RESPONSIBILITIES

Primary Unit:   Secondary Unit: 

Distribution of Credits for Awards:

Indirect Cost Recovery on Grants:

Primary unit will receive  %.  Secondary unit will receive                   %.  

5. ADMINISTRATIVE LOAD

Primary Unit: ..........................Secondary Unit: 

6. TENURE/CONTINUING STATUS HOME:

7. SERVICE RESPONSIBILITIES

Primary unit will expect : Secondary unit will expect: 

Please use percentages for workload and credit hours.

Please use percentages.

Please use percentages for workload, awards and grants.

Please use percentages, if applicable.

Please use percentages.
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8. PEER EVALUATIONS

Committee will be composed of the peer review committee from the primary unit and at least one
member of the secondary unit.

Evaluation criteria Please use percentages for teaching, research, and service.

Primary Unit: Teaching Research Service 

Secondary Unit: Teaching Research Service 

9. PROBATIONARY, TENURE/CONTINUING STATUS AND PROMOTION REVIEWS

Tenure/continuing status is held in the primary academic unit.  Review committees will be
composed of members of the tenure/continuing status and promotion committee of the primary
unit and at least one member of the secondary unit.  A single dossier will be forwarded to the dean.

10. OFFICE SPACE AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT:

Office is provided by the          primary unit or   secondary unit. 

Administrative support is provided by the          primary unit or    secondary unit. 

Travel funds are provided by the          primary unit or    secondary unit.  Normally $  
are provided in travel funds.  Travel funds typically are for the following purposes: 

11. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

SIGNATURES – PRIMARY UNIT 

Signature, Department Head Print Name Date 

SIGNATURES – SECONDARY UNIT 

Signature, Department Head Print Name Date 



APPENDIX B: [DEPARTMENT] CRITERIA FOR PROMOTION TO [RANK/TITLE AND TENURE  
                            OR CONTINUING STATUS]    

Updated 5/10/2018 
 

NOTE: CANDIDATE FOR [TENURE OR CONTINUING STATUS] MUST ALSO MEET THE CRITERIA FOR RANK AT WHICH [TENURE OR CONTINUING STATUS] 
IS SOUGHT.  
 Associate [Title] Full [Title] 
 

Teaching 
 

Contributes to department’s 
teaching load. Receives positive 
student evaluations. Contributes 
to development of department’s 
academic program evidenced by 
contributions to course syllabi. 
Receives favorable peer teaching 
evaluations from senior 
colleagues. Participates in student 
advising, including service on 
graduate students’ thesis or 
dissertation committees. 

 

Exercises leadership in 
department's teaching load. 
Receives recognition as a teacher 
through awards or other 
documentation. Exercises 
leadership in department's 
academic program development 
as evidenced by experience in 
originating or revising courses as 
documented in course syllabi. 
Receives positive student and 
peer teaching evaluations. 
Outstanding record of student 
advising, including service as 
chair of graduate students' thesis 
or dissertation committees. 
 

 

Research or  
Scholarly/Creative Activity 

 

Engages in quality original 
research/scholarly activity as 
evidenced by publication record. 
Establishes the promise of 
sustained scholarly activity in one 
or more areas. Provides evidence 
of recognition at regional and 
national levels. Contributes to 
grants and contract activities. 
Involves graduate students in 
collaborative research and 
scholarly activities. 
 
 

 

Demonstrates record as a 
productive scholar through 
continuing publication activity 
over a period of years. Establishes 
a clear and coherent line of 
inquiry. Provides evidence of 
recognition at national and 
international levels. Exercises 
leadership in seeking outside 
funding for research through 
grants and contracts. Exercises 
students in collaborative research 
and scholarly activities. 
 

 

Service/Outreach 
 

Contributes to department 
committees. Contributes to 
profession through service to 
professional organizations and/or 
professional journals. Contributes 
to local or state policy by sharing 
expertise. 
 
 

 

Exercises leadership in 
department through service as 
committee chairperson and/or 
outstanding and continued 
service to department 
committees. Contributes to 
college and university 
committees. Contributes to 
profession through outstanding 
and continued service to 
professional organizations and/or 
professional journals, providing 
evidence of national and 
international impact. 
 

 



APPENDIX C:  GUIDELINES FOR ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND EVALUATION OF FACULTY  
PARTICIPATION IN GRADUATE INTERDISCIPLINARY PROGRAMS AND OTHER 
INTERDISCIPLINARY UNITS  

Updated 5/10/2018 

 

 
In 1992 the Faculty Senate approved the policy that faculty efforts in “interdisciplinary activities should be 
recognized” in promotion (career, tenure or continuing status) reviews.  This Appendix provides updated 
guidelines on the procedures for acknowledgment and evaluation of faculty participation in the teaching, 
research, and service activities of Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs (GIDPs) and other interdisciplinary 
units 
 
Policy 
In cases where participation in the activities of GIDPs and interdisciplinary units comprises an integral part 
of a candidates’ professional activities, these efforts should be included and acknowledged in promotion 
reviews at all levels of evaluation along with other relevant activities. 
 
Implementation Procedures 
The following are the implementation guidelines: 
 

1. A faculty person who is a member of a GIDP or actively involved in an interdisciplinary unit such as 
BIO5 will be asked to include, as part of his or her Promotion Dossier, the details of relevant activities 
(teaching, research, and service) in the appropriate GIDP or interdisciplinary unit. 
 

2. The head of the home department shall request an evaluation from the chair of the relevant GIDP or 
director of the interdisciplinary unit.  This written evaluation will report on the degree of 
participation and the quality of the activities of the candidate in the GIDP or unit.   

 
3. This evaluation should be written by the chair of the GIDP or director of the unit (in accordance with 

the prevailing policies of the relevant home department and/or college).  The evaluation will be sent 
to the candidate’s home department promotion committee for inclusion in the candidate’s Promotion 
Dossier.   
 

4. Additional input may also be solicited from the GIDP or unit whenever it is deemed appropriate e.g., 
when the candidate has served as a chair of a GIDP or interdisciplinary unit.  This inclusion will be 
done with the candidate’s written consent. 
 

5. Once documentation of activities in GIDP or interdisciplinary unit has been incorporated into the 
candidate’s dossier, it shall be considered by the department, college, and university promotion 
committees as an integral part of the evaluation of the candidate for promotion and/or tenure.   
 

6. When candidates have significant participation in a GIDP or interdisciplinary unit, a representative 
from the unit or GIDP should be asked to serve on the departmental committee. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX D: REQUIRED TEMPLATE FOR LETTER TO SOLICIT INDEPENDENT EXTERNAL REVIEWERS

Updated 03-02-2020

Dear Referee: 

The Department of [name of department] is evaluating [name of candidate] for [examples: promotion to associate 
professor with tenure; tenure-only; promotion to full professor].    

Since you are recognized as a leading scholar in [name of candidate]'s field, we would appreciate your assistance 
in assessing the candidate’s record of work.  The University of Arizona values an inclusive view of scholarship in 
the recognition that knowledge is acquired and advanced through discovery, integration, application, and 
teaching.  Given this perspective, promotion and tenure reviews, as detailed in the criteria of individual 
departments and colleges, will recognize original research contributions in peer-reviewed publications as well as 
integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve cross-cutting collaborations with business and 
community partners, including translational research, commercialization activities, and patents.  

In your letter, please note how well you know the candidate.  If you have collaborated with the candidate within 
the last five years, we will appreciate your describing the nature and extent of your collaborations.  The University 
of Arizona defines collaborators as individuals who within the last five years have coauthored books, articles, 
abstracts, and grant proposals.  Collaborators also include individuals such as dissertation advisors, mentors and 
former coworkers who have worked so closely with a candidate that questions may arise about whether they can 
offer independent assessments of the candidate’s achievements.  Rather than submitting external review letters, 
collaborators are invited to submit collaborator letters that outline the significance of the independent 
contributions of candidates.   

 We have attached the following materials to help you evaluate [name of candidate]'s record: 
1. Section 2: Summary of Workload Assignment;
2. Section 3: Department, Unit and College Criteria;
3. Section 4: Curriculum Vitae and List of Collaborators;
4. Section 5: Candidate Statement;
5. (Optional) Section 6: Teaching Portfolio and/or Section 8: Leadership Portfolio for Service and

Outreach; and
6. a representative set of [examples: articles; slides; audio and/or video recordings]

This paragraph may be included if appropriate to the candidate: The University of Arizona highly values 
interdisciplinarity, so we request that you also consider [name of candidate]'s interdisciplinary contributions to 
teaching, research and service.  As part of [name of candidate]'s duties, [they] participate in the following 
interdisciplinary units and/or Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs: [Names of units and/or GIDPs].  A description 
of [name of candidate]'s interdisciplinary efforts in these programs is included in the dossier.   

We appreciate your providing a detailed assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the candidate's research 
record, including the significance and impact of candidate’s disciplinary contributions, recognition at national or 
international levels, and promise of sustained scholarly activity.  As part of your assessment, please evaluate the 
relative ranking of the journals, presses and other venues in which the candidate has published. Our criteria also 
include consideration of teaching and service.  If you have information and recommendations based on these 
areas, we will appreciate your comments on them.  Finally, we ask that you specifically state if you recommend 
that the candidate be awarded [examples: promotion to associate professor with tenure; tenure-only; 
promotion to full professor]. 

I greatly appreciate your willingness to invest your time in this process.  Please include a copy of your abbreviated 
curriculum vitae with your review.  Your recommendation will be treated with the greatest possible 
confidentiality permitted by the Arizona Board of Regents' policy and applicable law.     

Please return your evaluation by [date]. If you are unable to do so or have questions about the process, please let 
me know as soon as possible.  Thank you for your contributions to this review.   

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship


APPENDIX E: SUGGESTED TEMPLATES TO SOLICIT LETTERS FROM RESEARCH COLLABORATORS 
AND FROM PROFESSIONAL, CLIENT OR OTHER COMMUNITY COLLABORATORS  

Updated 03-02-2020 

 

 

  

 

Dear [Name of Research Collaborator]: 
 
The Department of [name of department] is evaluating the academic and professional standing of [name of 
candidate], who is being considered for [examples: promotion to associate rank with continuing status or tenure; 
tenure-only, continuing status only; or promotion to full rank].  
 
Since you have collaborated with [name of candidate], we would appreciate your assistance in assessing the 
candidate’s contributions by providing us with a letter of evaluation on your work together.  We have enclosed 
the following materials to help you in evaluating [name of candidate]’s record:   

1. Section 2: Summary of Workload Assignment and/or position description; 
2. Section 3: Department, Unit and College Criteria; 
3. Section 4: Curriculum Vitae and List of Collaborators; 
4. Section 5: Candidate Statement; 
5. (Optional) Section 6: Teaching Portfolio and/or Section 8: Leadership Portfolio for Service and 

Outreach; and 
6. Selected set of research publications. 

 
In your evaluation, we would appreciate your characterizing the scope and length of your collaborations and the 
contributions that [name of candidate] has made to those collaborations.  What was the extent of the candidate’s 
contributions to your research partnership?  How important were those contributions to the research?  How do 
those contributions fit into the candidate’s overall research program?  We would also welcome your assessment 
of the strengths and weaknesses of the [name of candidate]’s record, including such things as the significance and 
independence of the candidate’s contributions to the literature and to the field, the promise of sustained scholarly 
activity, and the regional, national, or international recognition that has been earned by [name of candidate] Please 
also indicate whether you recommend that [he/she] be awarded [examples: tenure or continuing status and 
promotion to associate rank; promotion to full rank] on the basis of your evaluation.  
 
The University of Arizona values an inclusive view of scholarship in the recognition that knowledge is acquired 
and advanced through discovery, integration, application, and teaching.  Given this perspective, promotion and 
tenure reviews, as detailed in the criteria of individual departments and colleges, will recognize original research 
contributions in peer-reviewed publications as well as integrative and applied forms of scholarship that involve 
cross-cutting collaborations with business and community partners, including translational research, 
commercialization activities, and patents. Please note that our criteria for [promotion to associate rank with 
continuing status or tenure; tenure-only, continuing status only; or promotion to full rank] include consideration of 
applied research, outreach education, teaching and service. If you have information and recommendations based 
on these areas, we would also appreciate your comments related to [name of candidate]’s full program.  
 
Your recommendation will be treated with the greatest confidentiality permitted by the Arizona Board of Regents 
policy and applicable law. I am aware that your consideration and evaluation of the work of our colleague will 
require considerable time, and greatly appreciate your willingness to assist us in this way.  
We would also appreciate receiving on a separate page [a short statement of your background and relationship to 
the candidate’s program; a copy of your abbreviated vita].  
 
Thank you for participating in this review and please let me know if you have any questions about this process.  
 
Please return your evaluation by [date]. If you are unable to do so, please let me know as soon as possible.  



APPENDIX E: SUGGESTED TEMPLATES TO SOLICIT LETTERS FROM RESEARCH COLLABORATORS 
AND FROM PROFESSIONAL, CLIENT OR OTHER COMMUNITY COLLABORATORS  

Updated 03-02-2020 

 

 

 

 

Dear [Name of Professional, Client, or Other Community Collaborator]: 
 
The Department of [name of department] is evaluating the academic and professional standing of [name of 
candidate], who is being considered for [examples: promotion to associate rank with continuing status or tenure; 
tenure-only, continuing status only; or promotion to full rank].  
 
Since you have collaborated with [name of candidate], we are writing to ask for your assistance in assessing their 
contributions by providing us with a letter of evaluation on your work together. We have enclosed the following 
materials to help you in evaluating [name of candidate]’s record:   

1. Section 2: Summary of Workload Assignment and/or position description; 
2. Section 3: Department, Unit and College Criteria; 
3. Section 4: Curriculum Vitae and List of Collaborators; 
4. Section 5: Candidate Statement; and 
5. Section 8: Leadership Portfolio for Service and Outreach 

 
In your evaluation, we would appreciate your characterizing the length and scope of your collaborations with 
[name of candidate], the effectiveness and usefulness of the candidate’s contributions, and the impact that they 
have had.  We are especially interested in specifics that demonstrate the quality of [name of candidate]’s work with 
you and the contributions that the work has made to serving your needs.  If you are familiar with the [name of 
candidate]’s field of study, we would appreciate your comments on the strengths and weaknesses of the 
candidate’s record, including such things as significance and independence of his/her contributions to the 
literature and to the field, recognition at regional, national or international levels, and promise of sustained 
research-based activity.  
 
We appreciate your taking the time to offer your assessments because the University of Arizona values an 
inclusive view of scholarship in the recognition that knowledge is acquired and advanced through discovery, 
integration, application, and teaching. Given this perspective, our promotion and tenure reviews recognize 
original research contributions in peer-reviewed publications as well as integrative and applied forms of 
scholarship that involve cross-cutting collaborations with business and community partners, including 
translational research, commercialization activities, and patents. 
 
Your recommendation will be treated with the greatest confidentiality permitted by the Arizona Board of Regents 
policy and applicable law. I am aware that your consideration and evaluation of the work of our colleague will 
require considerable time, and greatly appreciate your willingness to assist us in this way.  
We would also appreciate receiving on a separate page [a short statement of your background and relationship to 
the candidate’s program; a copy of your abbreviated vita].  
 
Thank you for participating in this review and please let me know if you have any questions about this process.  
 
Please return your evaluation by [date]. If you are unable to do so, please let me know as soon as possible.  



Common Problems on 
Promotion Dossiers 
When procedures are not followed, dossiers have to be returned to departments to repeat the 
reviews at each level in the process. Six problems result in most of the returns of dossiers to 
departments. All dossiers should be reviewed to check on these problems to avoid delays 
arising from having to re-review incorrectly prepared dossiers. 

 
Does the Workload Assignment describe the candidate’s duties in non-evaluative 
terms that provide adequate details on the candidate’s teaching load and any split 
appointments? 

 
As the first document in the dossier, the Workload Assignment provides the baseline for 
reviewers to make independent assessments of candidates’ achievements, so the workload 
description should NOT praise the candidates' contributions. While a position description 
should not use evaluative terms, it should provide enough detail to clarify how many courses 
are expected and what duties are included in the appointment. 

 
Were no more than half of the independent external reviewers suggested by the 
candidate, and did the process follow the prescribed procedures, including the 
required and most current template letter? 

 
No more than half of the reviewers can come from the candidate’s suggestions. Each step in the 
process should be documented using the checklist in the Dossier Template. Any changes in the 
required letter to solicit outside reviewers must be approved by the Provost’s Office. 

 
Were any coauthors and collaborators of candidates included as independent 
external reviewers, committee members, or administrative reviewers? 

 

• The University looks to independent external reviewers to provide an outside 
assessment, and their impartiality is called into question when they have collaborated 
with a candidate. Collaborators should not serve as outside or internal reviewers. 
Questions about the independence of reviewers can lead to Dossiers being returned to 
departments and colleges. 

• As with the provisions used by NSF and other groups to ensure the impartiality of 
reviews, collaborators are defined as individuals who have co-authored books, articles, 
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abstracts, or grant proposals within the last five years. Collaborators also include 
individuals who have been a candidate's dissertation advisor, mentor, supervisor, or 
close coworker in a lab, department, or residency program, even if this occurred more 
than five-years prior to the review. 

• Committee members or administrators who have coauthored substantial publications or 
grants with a candidate should recuse themselves to avoid raising concerns about their 
impartiality.  Rather than serving on review committees or in administrative roles, 
collaborators should provide a separate letter that describes the independent 
contributions of the candidate. Questions about this matter should be directed to the 
Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs.  

 
Are there sufficient independent outside review letters (three minimum, strongly 
encourage five) received to conduct the full review? 

 
A search of the dossier materials in electronic form (PDF) is necessary to ensure that all 
requested and solicited letters from outside reviewers are truly independent of the 
candidate.  If it is found that outside reviewers are close friends, former co-workers, mentors, 
mentees of the candidate, then additional independent letters must be solicited.  Especially, if 
the total letters for outside reviewers do not meet the minimum (minimum 3, strongly 
encourage 5, maximum 8) to continue with the review process. 

 
Is a recent teaching observation included in section 7 using the Classroom 
Observation Tool through Office of Instruction and Assessment (OIA)?  

 
Section 7 only requires the Peer Observation and optional nomination memo for the Provost 
Award. A recent teaching observation using the Classroom Observation Tool should be 
included in section seven of the dossier, preferable conducted by a review committee member 
at the department or unit.  An observation of the candidate’s teaching is particularly important 
with unusual teaching assignment such as team-taught classes or residencies. Please note that 
this requirement will be waived for Spring 2020 due to COVID-19. 

• Is there a sufficient discussion and analysis of the teaching and teaching 
portfolio? There is no longer a requirement of a separate teaching evaluation memo in 
Section 7. It is expected that an in-depth evaluation and analysis of the multiple 
components of the teaching portfolio will be included in the departmental committee 
report in Section 11. If the portion of the report on teaching is too brief and does not 
address teaching in a holistic manner represented by multiple components, the packet 
will be returned to the departmental committee for revision and re-review at all internal 
levels. 
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Is the department head/chair/director a collaborator? Have they been involved with 
soliciting external reviewers or creating the departmental committee? 

 
Deans and delegated Associate Deans can appoint a surrogate outside of the department to 
conduct the review to mitigate any issues of mentoring, internal collaborations, or questions of 
maintaining a balanced process. When heads have coauthored or collaborated on grants with 
candidates, a surrogate head must be solicited, and the head may choose to submit a 
collaborator letter. 
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Promotion Workshops 
The Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs initiates the mandatory promotion process by conducting 
the following annual workshops.  

2019-2020 Promotion Workshop Schedule 

Previous Workshops 

Going Up for Full                           

Wednesday, February 26, 2020, 9:30-10:50 am, Old Main, Silver & 
Sage, RSVP, PPTX, video link 

This workshop will include a discussion of how to document your programs of work, 
administrative leadership and service initiatives to demonstrate impact.  The discussion will 
take note of The Modern Language Association’s Standing Still survey of the career patterns of 
associate professors, including female faculty.  

Teaching & Service Portfolios that Document Impact, 
Innovation, and Leadership   

Tuesday, February 18, 2020, 12:30-1:50 pm, Old Main, Silver & 
Sage, RSVP, PPTX, video link 

The University’s Inclusive View of Scholarship recognizes the integral relations among research, 
teaching, service, and outreach.  To enable candidates to document their broader 
contributions, promotion dossiers include teaching portfolios, protocols for classroom 
observations, and an optional service and outreach portfolio, which candidates can use to 
document their broader leadership. In this workshop, we will also note our support for 
preparing teaching portfolios and answer questions related to the recent changes with student 
evaluations. 

Preparing for Promotion on the Career Track 

Tuesday, February 11, 2020, 3:30-4:45 pm, HARV 305, PPTX and video 
link. (Unfortunately, some of the audio in the recording was not captured. We 
apologize for this and will post the slide presentation by Thursday, February 20. If 
there are any questions, please email asya@arizona.edu(link sends e-mail)) 

https://uarizona.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_8oi3FAOwDEQmCFf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/GoingUpForFull2.6.19_0.pptx
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=ae14c451-da39-43bf-978a-ab6d012f8ece
http://www.mla.org/assocprof_survey
https://uarizona.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6V7jOcND8xYCYct
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/TeachingServicePortfolio2.18.2020.pptx
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=0c3894c5-10e7-468f-a26e-ab6501730490
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/18-19_06-TeachingPortfolio.pdf
https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/3
https://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/content/3
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/service-portfolios
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/creating-teaching-portfolios
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/creating-teaching-portfolios
https://maps.arizona.edu/campus360/?shareId=37949811a52503a4aa92a60f4d1aa90842067a09
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020%20CareerTrack%20Promotion%20Workshop%20PresentationFINALTOSHARE.pptx
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=800c32d4-6400-485a-9eb3-ab5f00247c13
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=800c32d4-6400-485a-9eb3-ab5f00247c13
mailto:asya@arizona.edu


The workshop will provide an overview of the review process for career-track faculty 
candidates only. We will review the parts of the dossier and the best practices candidates can 
document their innovation in the dossier. To get the most out of the workshop, participants 
should download and review our Guide to Career-Track Promotion and the Promotion Dossier 
template for Career Track. 

Preparing for Promotion on the Continuing or Tenure Track 

Wednesday, February 5, 2020, 3:30-4:50 pm, GITT 129B, PPTX and video link 

This workshop will provide an overview of the review process for continuing and tenure track 
candidates only. We will review the parts of the dossier and the best practices candidates can 
document their impact in research, teaching and service in the dossier. To get the most out of 
the workshop, participants should review our Guide to the Promotion Process and the 
Promotion Dossier templates for Continuing Status or Promotion & Tenure. 

Making a Statement for Promotion               

Tuesday, January 14, 2020 at 1:30-3:00 pm in ILC 125, PPTX, and video link 

To get started on preparing the candidate statements that introduces the promotion dossiers, 
participants in this workshop will learn: 

1. how to write a compelling candidate statement. 
2. identify key innovations, 
3. highlight impact, and 
4. use purposeful language for external and internal reviewers 

Candidate Statements are vital to outlining the impact of candidates’ service, teaching, and 
research.  They play an especially important role in documenting the sorts of community-based 
scholarship, partnerships, and outreach that are highlighted in our Inclusive View of 
Scholarship. Candidate Statements provide an opportunity for associate professors to discuss 
their institutional leadership and impact. 

Workshop on the Promotion Review Process for Committee 
Members                         

October 1, 2019 at 3:15-4:45 pm in the College of Medicine Building, room 2117 

If you are veteran or new serving at the department or college level, this workshop will 
specifically address the role of the committee member in the promotion review process.  

This workshop will not be recorded.  The power point presentation and handouts are below. 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020-21%20Guide%20to%20the%20Career-Track%20Promotion%20Process%20Final.pdf
https://maps.arizona.edu/campus360/?shareId=c2c368f3dba4b8b929e398129387843676dbbd50
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020.02.05%20Promotion%20Workshop%20Presentation_CS_TT.pptx
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=8ded7719-83c8-4f57-ac8e-ab590015b05e
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/guide-promotion-process
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2020.01.14_Making%20Your%20Statement-Final.pptx
https://arizona.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=42ef8b9c-b024-44ce-8593-ab42018272c0
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/advice-candidate-statements
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/content/universitys-inclusive-view-scholarship


September 17 and October 1 workshops PPTX 
Handouts: Dossier Dos & Don'ts | Promotion Resources | UHAP 7.01 Professional Conduct 
Policy Revision 

If you have questions about these workshops and presentations, please contact us at 626.0202 
or asya@arizona.edu(link sends e-mail) 

https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019-20%20Promotion%20Review%20Committee%20WorkshopPresentation%20FINAL%202019.09.17.pptx
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019.09.11%202019-20%20Dossier%20Do%20%26%20Donts.pdf
https://facultyaffairs.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2019%20Promotion%20Resources_Handout%202019.03.08.pdf
http://policy.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/uploads/UHAP%207.01%20Professional%20Conduct.pdf
http://policy.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/uploads/UHAP%207.01%20Professional%20Conduct.pdf
mailto:asya@arizona.edu


Associate professor 
 
Criteria for promotion: 
A recommendation for promotion to the rank of Associate Professor with tenure requires 
demonstration of excellence, and the promise of continued excellence, in research, teaching, and 
service, consistent with assigned workload. The department emphasizes achievement in research 
and teaching, and expects substantial evidence of local and national stature and impact in the 
appropriate fields.   
 
Research excellence: 
To be considered for tenure and promotion to Associate Professor, a candidate should have 
clearly established an emerging, independent research reputation beyond the University, and 
should have demonstrated an ability to organize their program to progress in the chosen research 
directions. Accomplishments should include: 1) demonstrating the appropriate skills and 
techniques to carry out the desired research. 2) acquiring the level of support necessary to 
execute the research appropriate to the field. 3) publishing research results (well beyond the 
postdoctoral phase) in high-quality peer-reviewed literature. 4) evidence that activities have 
gained national attention and that work is impacting the candidate’s field, particularly as 
documented in written opinions of outside evaluators. 5) building an active research group 
involving graduate students. Other supporting indicators include invited scholarly lectures and 
presentations at meetings and research conferences. The department also values integrative, 
translational, and applied forms of scholarship, including productive collaborations with partners 
within and outside academia, activities towards geoscience-related commercialization or patents, 
and other Earth science research that addresses societal needs. 
 
Educational excellence: 
The successful candidate should be fully integrated into the educational mission of the 
department and demonstrate excellence in the teaching role. The department will evaluate 
evidence of contributions both to the departmental course curriculum and to the individual 
mentoring of graduate and undergraduate students. Regarding departmental contributions, 
evidence may include: 1) teaching of established general classes as needed by the department; 2) 
successful innovation of new courses at general and/or advanced levels; 3) development of the 
appropriate base of high-level courses to train graduate students in the necessary ideas and skills 
to work in the candidate’s field of expertise; 4) peer and student teaching evaluations that 
demonstrate the candidate’s ongoing commitment to and achievement of high quality in 
teaching. The department will also look for evidence of high-quality mentoring, including 1) 
development of advising relationships with graduate students concentrating in the candidate’s 
field of interest; and 2) contributions to the advising of undergraduate students. A teaching 
dossier, including documentation of peer teaching assessments and the candidate’s response to 
those assessments, should provide evidence that courses are well designed and that the candidate 
effectively uses high-quality materials and successfully engages students. Letters from students 
may also contribute to the department’s assessment.  
 
Service excellence:  
The successful candidate should contribute to meaningful service activities at department, 
university, community, professional, and national/international levels. Effective committee 
participation, editorial boards, agency panel membership, and chairing sessions at extramural 
meetings are among the indicators of a satisfactory service role to the academic community. 
Additional important service contributions may include sharing expertise beyond the University, 
e.g. through advisory roles, public presentations, and contributions to K-12 schools. 
 



Professor 
 
Criteria for promotion:  
A recommendation for promotion to the rank of Professor requires demonstration of excellence 
and impact, and the promise of their continuation, in research, teaching, and service (consistent 
with assigned workload). The department emphasizes achievement in research and teaching, and 
expects substantial evidence of local, national and international stature and impact in the 
appropriate fields.   
 
Research excellence: 
To merit promotion to Professor, the candidate must provide evidence of a substantial 
international scholarly reputation and significant, ongoing impact in his/her field of 
specialization. To document this, we rely most heavily on outside letters of evaluation that 
specifically document the scholarly contributions of the candidate and the candidate’s impact on 
their field, nationally and internationally. Additional information may be drawn from the quality 
and quantity of publications, indications that those publications are read and positively cited, 
history of funded research, and prestigious invitations to speak or serve in a professional 
capacity, such as on editorial or advisory boards, in international scientific programs, and in 
leadership roles in scientific organizations. The department also values integrative, translational, 
and applied forms of scholarship, including productive collaborations with partners within and 
outside academia, activities towards geoscience-related commercialization or patents, and other 
Earth science research that addresses societal needs. 
 
Educational excellence:  
The candidate should present evidence of an ongoing, viable and excellent educational program, 
both in course development and teaching, and in individual mentorship. The department will 
evaluate evidence of contributions both to the departmental course curriculum and to the 
individual mentoring of graduate and undergraduate students. Peer and student teaching 
evaluations should demonstrate the candidate’s ongoing commitment to and achievement of 
quality in teaching. The department will also look for evidence of high-quality mentoring. A 
teaching dossier, including documentation of continuing peer teaching assessments since 
receiving tenure, should provide evidence that courses are well designed and that the candidate 
effectively uses high-quality materials and successfully engages students. Letters from students 
and student achievements may also contribute to the department’s assessment.  
 
Service excellence:  
The successful candidate should contribute to meaningful service activities at department, 
university, community, professional, and national/international levels. Effective committee 
participation, editorial boards, agency panel membership, and chairing sessions at meetings are 
among the indicators of a satisfactory service role to the academic community. For promotion to 
Professor, descriptions of service accomplishments and service commensurate with stature 
should be provided. Additional important service contributions may include sharing expertise 
beyond the University, e.g. through advisory roles, public presentations, and contributions to K-
12 schools. 



COLLEGE OF SCIENCE 

CRITERIA FOR PROMOTION TO ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR WITH TENURE 
 

CATEGORY GOALS MEASURES 

Teaching and Advising  Candidates must present quantitative and 

qualitative evidence of successful teaching—

consistent with the unit’s mission, and 

consistent with the candidate’s conditions of 

appointment and/or service—including, where 

appropriate, graduate, undergraduate and lower 

division courses, as well as curriculum 

development.  This should include, as 

appropriate under the candidate's conditions of 

appointment and/or service, lower division and 

undergraduate teaching and advising, and 

graduate teaching, as well as direction of 

master’s and doctoral work. 

Must show effectiveness within the classroom 

in organizing and presenting appropriate 

material and in stimulating intellectual 

response.  Evidence of teaching effectiveness 

must be reflected in student evaluations as well 

as peer evaluation of classroom teaching and of 

the teaching portfolio. Effective advising is an 

important component of teaching contribution.  

Other evidence of teaching scholarship 

includes grants for teaching innovations, 

teaching awards, selection to teach in 

prestigious programs, and demonstrated 

achievements of students.  Where it is called 

for, evidence of efforts to improve teaching 

effectiveness should be provided. Measures 

shall encompass both quantitative and 

qualitative aspects.   

Research and 

Creative Activity 

Candidates must present evidence of having 

established a coherent and productive program 

of research or creative activity appropriate to 

the discipline, the standards of the College and 

department and the candidate's conditions of 

appointment and/or service. Published works 

should be of sufficient quality and quantity to 

establish an emerging national and international 

reputation and show clear promise of sustained 

contribution into the future.  Candidates should 

involve students (graduate and, where 

appropriate, undergraduate students) in 

collaborative research activities. 

An important measure of quality is the 

evaluation by independent internal and external 

reviewers.  The candidate’s scientific stature 

and achievement may be measured in the 

quality and quantity of publication or 

presentation of research or other scholarly 

work.  Other measures may include grants, 

awards and fellowships, citations, and the 

degree to which advanced students are attracted 

to work with candidate. 

Service and Outreach Candidates should contribute to decision 

making and academic and institutional planning 

at the departmental level and, perhaps, at the 

college and university levels by effectively 

carrying out committee assignments.  

Candidates should share their professional 

expertise with the public through avenues such 

as local schools, agencies, commissions, 

service in consulting posts or as a member of 

appointive national or international advisory 

panels and boards. 

An important measure of quality is the 

evaluation by independent internal and external 

reviewers.  Evidence should be provided that 

the candidate has begun to develop a habit of 

service, that his or her judgments are 

professionally respected and valued, and that 

he or she has demonstrated ability and interest 

in finding linkages between their discipline and 

public interests, needs and opportunities. 

Evidence of distinction is demonstrated 

through appointment to distinguished national 

and international advisory panels and boards. 

 
 



COLLEGE OF SCIENCE 
CRITERIA FOR PROMOTION TO PROFESSOR 

 
CATEGORY GOALS MEASURES 
Teaching and 
Advising 

Candidates must present evidence of 
continued high quality teaching and 
mentoring, both in the classroom and 
through individual student contact, as 
appropriate to the unit’s mission. This 
should include, as appropriate under 
the candidate's  conditions of 
appointment and/or service, lower 
division undergraduate teaching and 
advising, and graduate teaching, as well 
as direction of master’s and doctoral 
work. Candidates should have attained 
a leadership role in developing 
departmental curricula, providing 
evaluation of the teaching effectiveness 
of other faculty, and contributing to 
more effective departmental teaching 
approaches. 

An important measure of quality is the 
evaluation by independent reviewers. 
Evidence of teaching effectiveness must 
be reflected in student evaluations as 
well as peer evaluation of classroom 
teaching and of the teaching portfolio. 
Effective advising is an important 
component of teaching contribution. 
Other evidence of teaching scholarship 
includes grants for teaching innovations, 
teaching awards, selection to teach in 
prestigious programs, and demonstrated 
achievements of students. Where it is 
called for, evidence of efforts to improve 
teaching effectiveness should be 
provided. Measures shall encompass 
both quantitative and  qualitative 
aspects. 

Research and 
Creative Activity 

Candidates must present evidence of a 
continuing coherent and productive 
program of research or creative activity 
appropriate to the discipline, the 
standards of the College and 
department and the candidate's 
conditions of appointment and/or 
service. Published works should be of 
sufficient quality and quantity to have 
established a national and international 
reputation and show clear promise of 
sustained and significant contributions 
into the future. Candidates should 
involve students (graduate and, where 
appropriate, undergraduate students) in 
collaborative research activities. 

An important measure of quality is the 
evaluation by independent internal and 
external reviewers. The candidate’s 
scientific stature and achievement may 
be measured in the quality and quantity 
of publication or presentation of 
research or other scholarly work. Other 
measures may include grants, awards 
and fellowships, citations, and the 
degree to which advanced students are 
attracted to work with candidate. 
Evidence should be presented that the 
candidate’s work or findings have had 
significant influence on the development 
of scientific ideas, understanding or 
practice. Other evidence may include 
reprinting and/or translation of a 
candidate’s work abroad; invitation to 
serve on distinguished panels and 
boards, etc. 

Service and 
Outreach 

Shows significant leadership in 
departmental, college and university 
affairs, in mentoring of junior faculty, 
and in establishing departmental and 
college goals, objectives and 
performance standards. Participates on 
professional review panels, and in the 
review of journal articles, grants and 
proposals. Works with governmental and 
non-profit agencies that involve one's 
disciplinary expertise and community 
lectures or performances. Candidates 
should share their professional expertise 
with the public through avenues such as 
local schools, agencies, commissions, 
service in consulting posts or as a 
member of appointive national or 
international advisory panels and 
boards. 

An important measure of quality is the 
evaluation by independent internal and 
external reviewers. Evidence should be 
provided that the candidate has a habit 
of service, that his or her judgments are 
professionally respected and valued, 
and that he or she has demonstrated 
ability and interest in finding linkages 
between their discipline and public 
interests, needs and opportunities. 
Evidence of distinction is demonstrated 
through appointment to distinguished 
national and international advisory 
panels and  boards. 

 



Peer Teaching Evaluations, UA Geosciences Departmental Policies/Procedures   
 
Peer Teaching Evaluations are required for inclusion in a Teaching Portfolio for reviews, 
promotion, and tenure decisions for each faculty member. These policies are intended to 
help new faculty build a useful portfolio, as well as provide feedback on and opportunities 
to improve teaching effectiveness.  New faculty have a semester to pick an individual in 
the department (a Teaching Mentor), in consultation with the Department Head, who will 
take charge of peer teaching evaluations for them, either by doing the evaluations 
his/herself, or by arranging for another individual to do them (or both).   
 
Process:  
Faculty will be evaluated at least twice, in two separate courses, preferably a grad and 
undergrad course, for a total of four evaluations.  Each evaluation will consist of:  

• Pre-Observation (faculty and observer can discuss desired learning outcomes)  
• In-class observation (we agreed on 20 suggested criteria; see below)  
• Post-Observation (faculty and observer can discuss the evaluation)  

 
The evaluator will also write a letter, addressed to the Department Head, explaining the 
evaluation outcomes, to accompany the faculty member's Teaching Portfolio in the 
package submitted for review or promotion.   
 
The following questions can be used as a guide for preparing the summary letter:   

• What is the class that was observed/reviewed (level, format, content)? 
• How many class sessions were observed and how many observers collaborated on 

this review? 
• What did the instructor do during the class sessions/in online learning activities and 

assessments to engage students in learning important content? How could the 
instructor have improved student engagement? 

• What did the instructor do during the class sessions/in online learning activities and 
assessments to assess students’ learning of important content (informally or 
formally)? How could the instructor have improved student assessment? 

 
Evaluated faculty members will be provided with a copy of the letter including in the 
Teaching Portfolio, and, if desired, can prepare a response for inclusion in the Portfolio.  
 
For an Assistant Professor, these evaluations will take place in the year before the third-
year review, and before the promotion to Associate Professor. Other promotion and review 
cases (e.g., from Associate to Full Professor) will also be supported by peer teaching 
evaluations done in the year before the review. It is the responsibility of the faculty up for 
promotion as well as the teaching mentor to ensure that these evaluations are done on time 
and in a conscientious way that provides adequate demonstration of teaching effectiveness 
for review and tenure decisions. 
 
Criteria:  
Each evaluation will focus on elements related to issues discussed in 
http://teachingprotocol.oia.arizona.edu/ and listed there as the “Classroom Observation Tool.” 
A provisional list of 20 criteria has been adopted by our Department as a starting point (see below), 
but the faculty and mentor are welcome to modify this list as they feel best serves the needs of the 
faculty and the review process.  
 
  

http://oia.arizona.edu/project/peer-review-teaching-protocol


Template for GEOS Peer Teaching Evaluations (Classroom observations): 
 
Lesson Organization 
1. Summarized major points of lesson. 
4. Presented topics in a logical sequence. 
5. Paced lesson appropriately. 
 
Content Knowledge & Relevance 
17. Included material related to the learning outcomes of the lesson.  
21. Demonstrated command of the subject matter.  
22. Shared current developments in the discipline.  
 
Presentation 
30. Spoke extemporaneously, did not read continually from notes.  
32. Noticed & listened to student questions & comments.  
34. Defined unfamiliar terms, concepts, and principles. 
37. Restated important ideas at appropriate times. 
38. Varied explanations or demonstrations for complex and difficult material. 
 
Instructor-Student Interactions 
43. Maintained students’ attention. 
 
Collaborative Learning Activities 
49. Provided group tasks that were related to the lesson’s learning outcomes. 
53. Responded appropriately to non-engaged students. 
 
Lesson Implementation 
56. Encouraged student questions.  
62. Gave satisfactory answers to student questions.  
66. Promoted conceptual understanding of the lesson’s topics. 
 
Instructional Materials 
74. Prepared students for the lesson with appropriate readings. 
77. Presented helpful audio-visual materials to support lesson organization & major points. 
 
Student Responses 
81. Most students were engaged in the lesson throughout the class time. 
 
 
Additionally, please address:  
 
1. What do you think the students learned from this lesson? 
 
 
2. What were the instructor’s major strengths as demonstrated in this class session? 
 
 
3. What suggestions do you have for improving this instructor’s teaching? 
 
 
Classroom Observation Tool 



 
Faculty, Teaching Mentors, and Peer Evaluators are welcome to make use of the Classroom 
Observation Tool(s) provided by the Office of Instructional Assessment (OIA). The 
Department of Geosciences has prepared a template for this purpose, which may be used 
directly or modified to suit the needs and objectives of the faculty, mentor, and evaluator(s). 
 
 To find the Classroom Observation Tool:  
 
1 - Go to teachingreview.oia.arizona.edu and click "Observation Tool" 
2 - If you are not already logged in via WebAuth, then login, using the little link in the 
upper right corner of page 
3 - Select "Use Departmental Template" 
4 - To identify the department, select College of Science, then SEES, then Geosciences 
5 - The only available template right now is listed as "Standard Criteria" 
6 - Expand the "Observation Form" section by clicking on the "+" sign, fill in the boxes, 
and hit submit, then print out your form or use the version that is emailed to you. 
 
To modify this template, at step 3 above, choose "Customize Tool" instead and follow the 
instructions (including go through the "Categories" to select your rubrics). Then fill out the 
Observation Form section, submit, and print/retrieve by email as above.  
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