
 

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH 

 

STATEMENT OF CRITERIA, STANDARDS, AND PROCEDURES FOR 

RETENTION, PROMOTION, AND TENURE 

Spring 2002; rev. 2007; rev. 2009; rev. 2010; rev. 2013 

 

Approved by Department Faculty  _____________ 

Approved by Dean  _____________ 

Approved by University RPT Standards Committee for implementation _____________ 

                                                                                                                     (date pending) 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

I. General Policy Statement 

II. Preliminary Definitions 

III. RPT Criteria 

A. Scholarship and Creativity 

B. Teaching 

C. Service 

IV. Standards for Retention, Promotion, and Tenure 

A. Retention 

B. Tenure 

C. Promotion 

V. Procedures for Formal Reviews 

A. Chronological Sequence for Formal Reviews 

B. Contents of the Candidate’s File 

C. Responsibilities of the Department Advisory Committee 

D. Department Advisory Committee Meeting 

E. Department Chair’s Recommendation 

VI. Procedures for Informal Reviews 

 

I. GENERAL POLICY STATEMENT 

 

When deciding matters of retention, promotion, and tenure the Department of English 

considers each candidate’s contributions in teaching, service and scholarship and/or 

creativity. While recognizing that individual faculty members will contribute differently 

to each of these areas, the department expects a commitment to and strong performance 

in all three, in ways appropriate to the individual faculty member’s area(s) of emphasis 

within English Studies. Normally, the faculty member’s primary responsibilities are to 

teaching and scholarship and/or creativity; however, the department considers service an 

important element in the faculty member’s record. 

 

Department RPT criteria and procedures are in all instances governed by applicable 

University regulations (primarily University Policies 6-303 and 6-311). University 

Policies are available online http://www.regulations.utah.edu/index.html. Race, religion, 

gender, sexual preference, citizenship, national origin, and political beliefs are not 

relevant to RPT decisions.  
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II. PRELIMINARY DEFINITIONS  

 

The normal pretenure probationary period for faculty members appointed as assistant 

professors in the Department of English is seven years. In the seventh year, the 

department conducts a formal review to determine whether or not the candidate has met 

the department’s criteria for tenure and promotion to the rank of associate professor in the 

three areas of scholarship/creativity, teaching, and service as outlined in sections III and 

IV below. The department also conducts a formal mid-career review in the candidate’s 

fourth year, assessing her or his progress toward meeting those criteria. The probationary 

period may be extended or modified according to the guidelines established in University 

Policy 6-311, section 4. Candidates may also request to shorten the probationary period 

by requesting a review for tenure and promotion prior to the seventh year according to 

the “extraordinary progress” provisions of University Policy (6-311 section 4-C-1). 

 

The candidate for tenure is reviewed informally for retention during those years in which 

no formal review takes place. Procedures for informal reviews are detailed in the final 

section of this document (VI.). The informal review concludes with a departmental vote 

either to retain the candidate or to recommend a formal review under the guidelines for 

“triggered” reviews (University Policy 6-303-III-B-1-c). 

 

RPT reviews are conducted by the department’s advisory committee, comprised of all 

tenured faculty members of a rank equal to or higher than that proposed for the candidate. 

The responsibilities of the department chair and RPT chair in supervising the review 

process are outlined in section V. below. The RPT chair is a member of the tenured 

faculty elected to a one-year term by a vote of tenured and tenure-track faculty. The 

formal review process also includes a set of external reviewers and an ad hoc committee 

appointed from the advisory committee membership. External reviewers normally hold 

appointments at other universities and are nationally recognized for their work in the 

candidate’s field. These reviewers read the candidate’s scholarly or creative work and 

write an assessment of it. The process of selecting these reviewers is described in section 

V. below. Three members of the department advisory committee are appointed to the 

candidate’s ad hoc committee by the chair in consultation with the RPT chair. The ad hoc 

committee prepares a summary of the material in the candidate’s file, including the 

external review letters. This report is not an evaluation of the candidate’s record but a 

neutral description of the contents of the file in the three areas of scholarship/creativity, 

teaching, and service. The September entry in section V. provides a detailed description 

of this report. 

 

The Department also requires the candidate to invite a tenured colleague to observe his or 

her teaching prior to every formal review. The observer is expected to attend at least one 

of the candidate’s classes, review other course materials, and submit a letter that becomes 

part of the formal review file.  

 

III. RPT CRITERIA 
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The Department of English defines the three categories of scholarship/creativity, 

teaching, and service in the following ways (criteria for specific RPT decisions are listed 

below): 

  

A. Scholarship and Creativity 

 

The Department defines scholarship and creativity as activities such as the following: 

• publishing scholarly or creative monographs or books 

• publishing articles in scholarly or literary journals or edited collections 

• publishing stories, poems, plays, or creative non-fiction 

• writing and producing plays 

• preparing and publishing texts, textbooks, editions, and collections 

• publishing scholarly or creative work in peer-reviewed electronic media 

• presenting papers at professional conferences 

• giving readings of creative works or invited scholarly lectures 

 

The Department of English includes faculty members in various areas of specialization—

including literary criticism and theory, creative writing, cultural studies, rhetoric and 

composition, folklore, film studies, and English education—and recognizes that the 

activities listed above are often weighted differently across these areas. In most of these 

areas, the single-authored book published by a university press is recognized as the most 

significant independent scholarly or creative achievement. Although collaborative work 

occurs in all areas, in some areas, such as composition studies and English education, 

collaborative and empirical research and writing are recognized as important scholarly 

contributions. In all cases, the scholarship and creativity considered by the department 

should be appropriate to the expectations of the faculty member’s area of specialization. 

 

In its assessment of scholarship and creative work at all ranks, the department will 

consider the following: its faculty members’ judgment on all writings, published or 

unpublished; the letters solicited from external reviewers in the candidate’s area(s); 

reader’s reports on manuscripts; and reviews of published materials. The department will 

also consider the candidate’s receipt of external grants and fellowships but there is no 

expectation that the candidate will have received outside funding to support her or his 

research. 

 

B. Teaching 

 

When evaluating a candidate’s teaching record, the department will consider all activities 

bearing directly on students, including classroom lecture and discussion; tutorials; 

independent studies; office conferences; service learning; graduate degree examinations; 

thesis and dissertation advising. 

 

In its assessment of teaching at all ranks, the Department will seek to apply as many of 

the following kinds of evidence as seem relevant to particular cases:   

• the size and nature of the candidate’s teaching load 

• the materials and techniques employed 
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• teaching evaluations including SAC summaries 

• special evaluations developed by the Department or by the faculty member 

• class visits by other faculty members 

• awards, recognitions, grants, or fellowships that recognize accomplishments in 

teaching or support the candidate’s development as a teacher. 

 

C. Service 

 

Service is defined as professionally-related contributions to department, university, 

profession and community. The department assesses service at all ranks by noting the 

candidate’s various committee assignments, organization memberships, and other 

relevant activities and by judging the nature and quality of the contribution to each. The 

department recognizes that in certain areas of English Studies, service is integral to 

pedagogy and research. In general, the department expects that all faculty members will 

live up to the responsibilities of university employment, including participation in 

meetings and deliberations of the department. 

 

IV. CRITERIA FOR RETENTION, PROMOTION, AND TENURE 

 

A. Retention 

 

The Department of English recommends retention for a candidate when, after careful 

consideration, it judges that the candidate is clearly meeting, or demonstrating the 

potential to meet, its requirements for excellence in scholarship/creativity, teaching, and 

service appropriate to the faculty member’s disciplinary area(s). When making a 

recommendation to retain, the Department may also consider the faculty member’s 

development in each of these areas. 

 

B. Tenure 

 

The department recommends tenure when, after the necessary probationary period the 

candidate has “a cumulative record demonstrating sustained effectiveness in each of the 

two areas of teaching and research/other creative activity, and additionally, excellence in 

a combination of those areas” (University Policy 6-303-A-2-c).  

 

• Normally, the candidate for tenure will have established a continuing research 

program that is nationally visible and will have a book, or its equivalent, 

published or accepted for publication by an appropriate press. A series of 

substantial articles, collaborative work, or other significant publication may be 

considered as collectively equivalent to a book. The advisory committee evaluates 

the work in terms of its significance to the candidate’s area(s) of English Studies. 

 

• The candidate for tenure demonstrates expertise in teaching with evidence of 

effective preparation and presentation of course materials and of success working 

with students in the classroom, conferences, and/or independent study projects. 

The candidate for tenure may additionally demonstrate expertise in teaching 
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through activities such as the following: developing new courses and 

experimenting with new pedagogical techniques and materials; contributing to the 

graduate program, including service on examination and dissertation committees; 

and participating in community education, service learning projects, and other 

pedagogical activities appropriate to the candidate’s area(s) of expertise. 

 

• The candidate for tenure demonstrates a commitment to service through 

membership in departmental, college, and university committees; participation in 

professional organizations; and/or significant professional service to the 

community. The department recognizes that in some areas of English Studies, 

administrative work is considered integral to pedagogy and research. It 

consequently considers administrative work by untenured faculty members as 

significant contributions in service.  

 

C. Promotion 

 

A recommendation to promote a faculty member to associate professor accompanies a 

recommendation for tenure. The department recommends further promotion to the rank 

of full professor when, after a minimum period in rank, normally at least five years, the 

candidate has demonstrated continued excellence as a productive, recognized scholar and 

writer, an accomplished graduate and undergraduate teacher and a responsible service 

participant. Normally, the promotion from associate professor to full professor recognizes 

significant additional achievement in all three areas.  

 

• The candidate for promotion to full professor will have published as an associate 

professor significant additional work that demonstrates an active continuing 

research or creative program appropriate to the candidate’s area(s) of English 

Studies. 

 

• The candidate for promotion to full professor should demonstrate a growing role 

as a teacher, which may include participation in curriculum development, 

mentoring junior faculty, and involvement in the graduate program. 

 

• The candidate for promotion to full professor should also demonstrate greater 

participation in department, university, and community service which may 

include service in administrative positions and planning and administering special 

programs, as well as service in professional organizations and professional service 

in the community. 

 

V. PROCEDURES FOR FORMAL REVIEWS 

 

The following pages explain the procedures governing retention, promotion, and tenure 

reviews within the Department of English at the University of Utah. Departmental 

practices are governed by University Policies and by the College of Humanities RPT 

documents as well as the Department’s statement of criteria. This document describes the 

reviewing bodies involved in each of these procedures, the actions the candidate will or 
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may need to take during a review, and the roles played by the department chair, the ad 

hoc committee, and the advisory committee for each review. It provides information to 

candidates about how to assemble a file and how to exercise the right to respond in 

writing to departmental summary reports and chair evaluations. The document also 

addresses department procedures in choosing the RPT chair, securing external reviews, 

appointing ad hoc committees, and conducting the Department RPT meeting.  

 

The Department will make copies of both the currently applicable University Regulations 

on RPT (primarily Policies 6-302 and 6-311) and the College of Humanities RPT 

documents available to all faculty members. 

 

A. Chronological Sequence for Formal Reviews 

 

MARCH 

 

--Department elects RPT chair for the upcoming academic year. The RPT chair must be a 

tenured member of the department. All tenure-track faculty members are eligible to vote 

in this election. 

--Department chair determines obligatory RPT reviews for the upcoming year and sends 

a letter to relevant faculty reminding them of the upcoming formal review and what is 

required.  

--Department chair sends letter to faculty members asking if they wish to be considered 

for promotion or tenure. This includes associate professors who want to be considered for 

promotion to full professor and assistant professors who want to be considered for tenure 

and promotion based on “exceptional progress” (University Policy 6-311 section 4-C). 

--Department chair sends letter to the academic program—University Writing 

Program, Gender Studies, Ethnic Studies—if the candidate is a joint appointment, 

informing the program of the upcoming formal review. The Department Chair consults 

with the Program Director about the selection of external reviewers. 

--Department chair meets face-to-face with the candidate to clarify the formal RPT 

review process. The candidate should identify a tenured member of the Department to 

observe her or his teaching. 

 

APRIL 

 

--Department chair contacts the department Student Advisory Committee (SAC) and the 

Graduate Student Advisory Committee (GSAC) and meets with student officers 

regarding the compilation of the SAC and GSAC reports, which are due by September 

30. For joint appointees, the department chair will consult with the program director 

about including a student representative from the program on the English SAC. SAC and 

GSAC officers may begin to review teaching evaluations at this stage. Department and 

RPT chairs contact the SAC and GSAC again in September, providing minimum notice 

of three weeks before their report is due. “The SAC evaluation and report should be 

based on guiding principles approved by the University RPT Standards Committee and 

provided to the SAC by the department chairperson” (University Policy 6-303-III-C). 
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MAY 

 

--Department chair sends letter to general faculty members, announcing who will stand 

for formal review in the fall semester. 

--Department chair begins process of selecting external reviewers. The department 

requires a minimum of three external letters at each review. The candidate may present a 

list of external reviewers to the department chair. The department chair, after consulting 

faculty with expertise in the candidate’s field or in closely related areas of specialization 

and with program directors in the case of joint appointees, generates a list of potential 

reviewers. The candidate reviews the chair’s list and has the right to register objections to 

reviewers. The department chair selects the external reviewers from this list. 

 

Before external letters of evaluation are requested, the candidate shall be presented with a 

form prepared by the department containing the following statements with signature 

lines: 

 

I waive my right to see the external letters of evaluation obtained from 

outside the department for my retention/promotion/tenure review. 

 

 I retain my right to read the external evaluation obtained from outside 

the department for my retention/promotion/tenure review. 

 

This form, with the candidate’s signature, shall be included in the candidate’s review file. 

When the candidate reserves the right to read the external letters of evaluation, 

respondents shall be informed in writing that their letters may be seen by the candidate. 

 

--Department chair contacts external reviewers, asking if they will serve, and informing 

them when they will receive the candidate’s files, and when the evaluation is due. 

Normally, the materials for external review are mailed out in late May or early June, with 

the expectation that the reviewers will send their evaluations to the department by the 

beginning of September. 

 

MAY-JUNE 

 

--Faculty member finishes preparing file to be sent to external reviewers. The file should 

be sent out by June 15 and must include the following material: 

• curriculum vitae 

• all written material, published and unpublished, which the faculty member wishes 

external reviewers to read 

• personal statement (optional) 

• copy of Departmental RPT Guidelines (provided by department) 

 

SEPTEMBER 

 

--Department chair and RPT chair meet with department SAC and GSAC officers 

regarding the SAC and GSAC reports on the faculty member being reviewed. 
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--Department chair insures that external letters arrive by due date. 

--Department chair, in consultation with the RPT Chair, program director (when 

applicable), and candidate, appoints ad hoc committees for each faculty member being 

reviewed. The ad hoc committee consists of three tenured faculty members, one of whom 

serves as chair. The ad hoc committee’s task is to compile a factual report on the 

candidate’s performance in scholarship, teaching, and service. Typically, each member of 

the ad hoc committee is assigned to one of the three criteria. The faculty member 

assigned to report on the candidate’s record in teaching should review and append to the 

ad hoc report letters submitted by faculty members who have observed the candidate’s 

classes. The ad hoc report summarizes the contents of the candidate’s file, including the 

evaluations of the external reviewers (without revealing their identities in any way). The 

ad hoc report cannot offer a recommendation on the candidate’s review. Nor should the 

report be evaluative, although it may contextualize the professional accomplishments of 

the faculty member under review through reference to publication venues, kinds of 

courses taught, quantity and quality of service obligations undertaken, etc. The ad hoc 

committee report is an important document that travels with the file throughout the whole 

process, from the department to the College to the Academic Vice President. The ad hoc 

report’s summary of the external letters gives the candidate who has waived her or his 

right to read the letters some sense of this important element in the review. It is the task 

of the ad hoc committee chair and the RPT chair to insure that the report is accurate and 

thorough. 

 

Since University regulations allow the candidate to comment on, or take exception to, 

any item in her or his formal review file (excluding the confidential external letters 

themselves), it is the practice of the English department to show the candidate the ad hoc 

committee reports prior to their inclusion in the file. The candidate may suggest revisions 

to the ad hoc report, which the ad hoc committee members and the RPT chair should 

consider and may accept or decline. In any case, the candidate retains the right to 

comment, in writing, upon any material in his or her file. 

 

B. Contents of the Candidate’s File 

 

Normally the candidate’s file should be completed by September 30. It is the 

responsibility of the candidate, along with the Department and RPT Chairs, to insure that 

the file is complete. The following items must be included in the file that goes to the 

department for a vote: 

 

• curriculum vitae 

• teaching evaluations (or assessments) 

• copies of published or unpublished writing selected by the candidate for inclusion 

in the file 

• published reviews of the candidate’s writing, if available 

• department SAC and GSAC recommendations 

• external reviewer evaluations (accompanied by the candidate’s waiver or non-

waiver form, the chair’s description of the qualifications of the reviewers, 

indication of whether the reviewer was chosen by faculty member or department, 
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and a statement as to the professional relationship, or lack thereof, existing 

between the faculty member and the external reviewer) 

• recommendation of academic program if the candidate holds a joint appointment 

• department ad hoc committee report 

• copies of ad-hoc reports and advisory committee minutes from previous reviews 

 

In addition to these mandatory items, the file may also include the following items, some 

placed there at the discretion of the candidate, others by department members, students, 

staff or what University Policy identifies as “interested individuals” (6-303-III-D-8). 

 

• personal statement by the candidate about the shape of her or his career up to this 

point, nature of accomplishments, projects for the future, etc. 

• written comments on other materials in the file 

• signed letters from others, inside and outside the university, addressing aspects of 

the faculty member’s record relevant to the formal review 

• evidence of faculty responsibility (University Policy 6-303-III-D-5) 

 

C. Responsibilities of the Department Advisory Committee 

 

The “Department Advisory Committee” consists of those members of the department 

who are qualified to vote on the faculty member being reviewed. In cases of formal 

retention review, the advisory committee is defined by university policy in the following 

terms: “In each department all tenured faculty members of equal or higher rank and all 

non-tenured regular faculty members of higher rank than that held by the candidate for 

retention are eligible to participate in the consideration of and to vote on 

recommendations in individual cases on matters of retention.” For promotion cases, the 

departmental advisory committee is defined as follows: “In each department all regular 

faculty members of equal or higher rank than that proposed for the candidate for 

promotion are eligible to participate in the consideration of and to vote on 

recommendations in individual cases on matters of promotion.” For tenure cases, the 

advisory committee is defined as follows: “In each department all tenured faculty 

members whose rank is equal to or higher than the rank currently held by the candidate 

for tenure, and all non-tenured regular faculty members of higher rank than that proposed 

for the candidate for tenure, are eligible to participate in the consideration of and to vote 

on recommendations in individual cases on matters of tenure” (University Policy 6-303-

III-A-3). 

 

It is the responsibility of eligible department members to study the contents of the RPT 

file. They should begin this process as soon as the file is complete. Department and RPT 

chairs will inform the faculty about the availability of RPT materials. The file is not 

formally closed until September 30, but much of the candidate’s work is available before 

then, including samples of written work, teaching assessments, and a record of service. 

Department members need not wait for the evaluations of outside reviewers, or for the ad 

hoc committee report, in order to begin studying the contents of the file. It should be one 

of the principal duties of the RPT chair to encourage department members to familiarize 

themselves with the RPT file. 
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D. Department Advisory Committee Meeting 

 

Department chair calls the department RPT meeting by October 30 and notifies the 

academic program, if the candidate holds a joint appointment, of pending RPT meeting. 

“Academic program faculty as defined by procedures established by the program (and not 

participating in the departmental review committee) shall meet to make a written 

recommendation which shall be sent to the department chair in a timely manner” (6-303-

II-C-4). The program’s recommendation will be included in the candidate’s file before 

the advisory committee meets. 

 

Department advisory committee conducts the RPT meeting in strict accordance with 

University regulations governing determination of a quorum, disclosure of absentee 

members’ written opinions, counting of absentee ballots, and limitations to the 

participation in the meeting of the department chair (University Policy 6-303-III-A.3). 

The advisory committee meeting is chaired by the department’s RPT chair, who 

designates one committee member as recording secretary for the discussion of each 

candidate; the recording secretary takes notes on the discussion to provide the basis for 

developing a summary report. The department chair may attend the meeting as a non-

voting member; the advisory committee votes to allow the department chair to participate 

in the discussion. 

 

“After due consideration, a vote shall be taken on each candidate for retention, 

promotion, or tenure, with a separate vote taken on each proposed action for each 

candidate. The secretary shall make a record of the vote and shall prepare a summary of 

the meeting which shall include the substance of the discussion and also the findings and 

recommendations of the department advisory committee. If a candidate is jointly 

appointed with an academic program, the department advisory committee report shall 

reflect the department’s discussion and consideration of the report and recommendation 

of the academic program.” “This summary report of the meeting, signed by the secretary, 

and bearing the written approval of the RPT chair, shall be made available for inspection 

by the committee members. After allowing an inspection period of not less than two days 

nor more than five days, after such modifications as the committee approves, the 

secretary shall forward the summary report to the department chairperson and the 

candidate, along with a list of all faculty members present at the meeting” (6-303-III-E-6 

and 7). The Department of English’s advisory committee votes by secret ballot on matters 

retention, promotion and tenure.  

 

E. Department Chair’s Recommendation 

 

“After studying the entire file relating to each candidate, the department chairperson shall 

prepare his/her written recommendation to be included in the file on the retention, 

promotion, or tenure of each candidate, including specific reasons for the 

recommendation” (University Policy 603-III-F-1). 
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“Prior to forwarding the file, the department chairperson shall send an exact copy of the 

chairperson’s evaluation of each faculty member to that faculty member” (University 

Policy 603-III-F-2). 

 

“The candidate shall have the opportunity at this time, but not the obligation, to add a 

written statement to his/her formal review file in response to the summary report of the 

department faculty advisory committee and/or the evaluation of the department 

chairperson. Written notice of this option shall be included with the copy of the 

chairperson’s evaluation that is sent to the candidate. If the candidate chooses to add such 

a statement to the file, that statement must be submitted to the department chairperson 

within seven business days, except in extenuating circumstances, of the date upon which 

the chairperson’s evaluation is delivered to the candidate. If the candidate submits a 

written statement to the department chairperson within this time limit, the candidate’s 

statement shall be added to the review file without comment by the chairperson” 

(University Policy 603-III-F.3). 

 

The department chair forwards the candidate’s file for each individual to the dean of the 

college. The file sent to the Dean and the College RPT committee should include the 

following: 

 

• the candidate’s curriculum vitae 

• the ad hoc committee report 

• evaluation of teaching 

• SAC report 

• waiver/non-waiver of right by the candidate to see the external letters of 

evaluation 

• the external reviewers’ letters 

• the chair’s description of the reviewers’ qualifications etc. 

• candidate’s personal statement 

• summary report of the department advisory committee 

• department chair’s recommendation (showing that a copy of this letter and of the 

summary report have been sent to the candidate) 

• the candidate’s written response, if any, to the chair’s letter 

• previous departmental evaluations. The college committee will look for evidence 

that previously noted strengths have been maintained and weaknesses corrected. 

• The recommendation of the academic program if the candidate has a join 

appointment 

 

The candidate’s written work is not included in this file. 

 

VI. PROCEDURES FOR INFORMAL REVIEWS 

 

Tenure-track faculty members are reviewed informally in the first, second, third, fifth, 

and sixth years of their probationary period.  
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In September, the Department Chair sends a letter to the faculty members scheduled for 

informal reviews, asking each to prepare a file. This file should include teaching syllabi 

and course evaluations, manuscripts published and unpublished that document the faculty 

member’s progress in scholarship and research, a brief statement of accomplishments in 

service, and any other relevant material the candidate decides to include. This file should 

normally be complete by October 15. 

 

NOTE: The informal review differs from the formal in several ways. It does not 

require a classroom visit by a tenured colleague or a SAC report; there is no ad 

hoc committee report; no formal report is solicited from the candidate’s academic 

program (although in the case of a joint appointment the Chair will notify the 

program of the informal review and allow the program to submit an informal 

report according to the program’s standard procedures). No letters are solicited 

from external reviewers for an informal review. The College RPT Committee 

does not review the files and no formal recommendation is made to the Dean. The 

Chair forwards to the Dean a copy of the report sent to the candidate summarizing 

the Department’s evaluation of the faculty member’s progress toward tenure. 

 

The department advisory committee meets, normally late in the fall semester, to review 

the files of all pre-tenure faculty members not scheduled for formal review. After 

considering the material included in the informal review file and reviewing the 

candidate’s year’s work, the advisory committee makes a recommendation either to retain 

the faculty member or to conduct a formal review. The committee votes by secret ballot 

whether or not to retain the candidate. A recommendation not to retain must be followed 

by a formal review according to the procedures and timetable for “triggered” reviews 

(University Policy 6-303-III-B-1-c). Following the departmental advisory committee 

meeting, the department chair and the RPT Chair draft jointly a written report conveying 

the department’s commendations and recommendations. Members of the advisory 

committee review this document and the candidate is given an opportunity to respond to 

this report in writing within seven business days of receiving the report. The department 

chair meets with the candidate to discuss the candidate’s progress toward tenure. 


