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Introductory Comments 

This Arts & Sciences document supplements information maintained by the Provost's Office of Faculty Affairs: http://www.facultyaffairs.provost.duke.edu/index.html. That location, referenced throughout this guide as "Provost's procedures," along with the Faculty Handbook, is the official source for faculty personnel policy and procedures. These procedures have been defined and refined by the Provost and the Advisory Committee on Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure (hereinafter APT) through many years of experience. The Provost's procedures 1) state the Provost's general expectations for dossiers, 2) quote the criteria for tenure and for promotion to the rank of full professor from the Faculty Handbook, 3) list the materials the Provost requires for dossiers (both those for tenure track and non-tenure track regular rank faculty), 4) state the deadlines for dossier submission, 5) quote the university's confidentiality policy, 6) link to a raft of templates for letters, emails, the table of contents, and reports, 7) describe the appeal procedures in case of negative recommendations and decisions, and 8) provide a sample summary form for student course evaluations. This A&S guide outlines supporting practices that have evolved over the years in A&S and that have proved useful to faculty and administrators.  Following this guide and the Provost's procedures will assure that all candidates are treated equitably and fairly. Dossiers that do not meet these standards will be returned to departments for compliance.

In addition to the details in the body of this document, a few over-arching issues merit special mention:
University policy clearly states that department chairs do not vote in personnel cases, except when the faculty vote results in a tie. The Chair then votes to break the tie. This university policy takes precedence over departmental voting rules. See Appendix V for a full statement of A&S (and University) voting policy.
In cases recommending the granting of tenure or internal promotion to the rank of full professor, the Chair must solicit from the candidate a brief synopsis describing the candidate’s intellectual interest, including a description of any factors – interdisciplinary or otherwise – that the candidate believes should be taken into consideration when establishing the review committee. The Chair will forward a copy of this statement to the Dean when nominating the review committee.
A&S requires candidates to provide only one copy of each item they submit for their dossiers. It is the department's responsibility to make or acquire additional copies. 

University policy restricts personnel information to those who participate in the decision-making process. Further, the numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. Departments may include in their bylaws a provision that directs the Chair, who counts the secret ballots, not to reveal the vote tally to those present and voting.
University policy requires a minimum number of objective external evaluations (usually six for tenure and for promotion to tenured full professor, usually three for promotions/reappointments at the full non-tenure track ranks). Be sure to screen all letters for any characteristics that might disqualify the writer. If one or more evaluators are unqualified to write, immediately solicit enough additional letters to guarantee the minimum number of "arms-length" letters. For all tenure-track cases going to APT, university policy requires a minimum of six independent evaluations written by experts of rank at least equal to the rank to which the candidate aspires. In cases involving interdisciplinary research, more than six letters may be needed for an adequate evaluation.

Anticipatory note: Although in 2008/09 paper and/or electronic copies of dossiers are requested, beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper copies will no longer be accepted. Beginning then, all dossiers must be submitted on CDs, with the individual files recorded in pdf format.

INITIATION OF SEARCHES AND OF REVIEWS 
FOR REAPPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS

The Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences (hereinafter, the Dean), with the approval of the Provost, authorizes academic units to conduct searches and to recommend new appointments. Departments themselves originate recommendations for reappointments and for promotions of full-time faculty in regular ranks. 

Note: For the sake of brevity, "department" has been used for the generic academic unit just as "Chair" has been used for the unit's chief officer. 

SEARCH COMMITTEES AND REVIEW COMMITTEES

Through its Chair, the department nominates to the Dean the membership of its search or review committee, which can and sometimes must include faculty from outside the unit. In cases recommending the granting of tenure or internal promotion to the rank of full professor, the Chair must solicit from the candidate a brief synopsis describing the candidate’s intellectual interests, including a description of any factors – interdisciplinary or otherwise – that the candidate believes should be taken into consideration when establishing the review committee. The Chair will forward a copy of this statement to the Dean when nominating the review committee. For initial appointments granting tenure, there will be two separate committees – the first will conduct the search and the second will conduct the tenure review. Although these two functions must take place separately and sequentially, the two committees may have identical compositions if rank and tenure-track requirements are met for the final vote.
INITIAL APPOINTMENTS WITHOUT TENURE

A. Tenure Track

Search Committee Responsibility: The search committee: 

· discusses the specific affirmative action goals for the department with the Dean and the Office of Institutional Equity; 

· drafts an advertisement inviting applications and nominations (containing a description of rank, beginning date, tenure-track status, teaching expectations, application deadline, name and address of search committee chair, and Affirmative Action/Equal Employment Opportunity statements). The advertisement must be approved by the Divisional Dean and the Senior Associate Dean for Faculty Affairs and placed in appropriate publications (see the sample "Position Advertisement" in the Chairs Handbook or in Appendix I below);
· contacts colleagues in other universities to identify possible candidates; 

· contacts promising candidates for expressions of interest; 

· when appropriate, interviews potential candidates at professional meetings;

· acknowledges all applications and requests that candidates complete the Equal Employment Opportunity Form – Self Declaration for Candidates, available in the Chairs Handbook, Chapter 5, and on the web; 

· develops dossiers for candidates under serious consideration. These dossiers include a current curriculum vitae, the candidate's intellectual development statement, and any materials such as course outlines or sample course evaluations that are likely to illuminate the effectiveness of a candidate's teaching. In the case of candidates who have just completed graduate school, the department will request, at least, the candidate's placement dossier containing a minimum of three letters of recommendation. In the case of candidates with several years of teaching experience, the committee will request other evidence of professional development and activity, such as significant articles and books published, papers read before learned societies, and research in progress; 

· solicits, whenever desirable, additional evaluations of specific strengths and weaknesses of the candidates with respect to research, teaching, rank among peers, and potential, supplementing the letters with written notes of any telephone conversations; 
· narrows the list of candidates and, following the procedures prescribed in department bylaws, prepares a written report to the department. This report should 

1. recapitulate the search process and attach a copy of the published advertisement, 

2. give a candidate-by-candidate assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the candidates on the short list, and 

3. justify to the faculty its recommendation for the top candidates.

· The Chair seeks the Dean's approval to invite the candidates for a campus visit. In addition to all supporting academic documentation, the request to the Dean should include the EEO Reporting Form for Faculty Positions (see Chairs Handbook, chapter 5); 

· once the Dean’s approval received, the committee makes invited candidates' dossiers available to the appropriate departmental faculty and to all administrative officers who are to interview the candidates; 

· provides an opportunity for candidates to give an oral presentation and to meet colleagues in the department and in related disciplines; 

· schedules interviews with the appropriate Divisional Dean, the Dean of Academic Affairs in Trinity College, and with other university administrators as appropriate.
Department Action: When the interviews have been completed, the faculty discusses the candidates and selects the top candidate to be offered an appointment. 
Response to Department Action: The Chair forwards the department's recommendation to the Dean, with a letter attending to all the items required for non-tenured appointments by the Provost's procedures. The Chair transmits to the Dean one copy of the dossier, which should include the search committee report, the Chair's transmittal letter with recommendation, the candidate's C.V. and research statement, and letters of evaluation. (Because these initial junior-level files are likely to be less weighty, they may be stapled or submitted in file folders.) Department members who so wish may write directly to the Dean; if there are different viewpoints, the Chair may invite specific individuals to represent them. 

After receiving the departmental recommendation, the Dean decides to make the initial term appointment without tenure or explains the reasons for not making it to the department. If the decision is affirmative, the Dean prepares a letter of appointment, conferring with the Chair to settle on the terms of the offer.

B. Non-tenure Track

In many respects, the procedures for conducting reviews for non-tenure track appointments parallel the procedures for appointments to the tenure track. General University procedures governing these reviews are contained in an ad hoc committee report to the Provost (Faculty Handbook, Appendix C) and in the Provost's procedures. National searches are required for all positions above the rank of Lecturer. 

Search Committee Responsibility: The search committee: 

· discusses the specific affirmative action goals for the department with the Dean and the Office of Institutional Equity; 

· drafts an advertisement inviting applications and nominations (containing a description of rank, beginning date, tenure-track status, teaching expectations, application deadline, name and address of search committee chair, and Affirmative Action/Equal Employment Opportunity statements). The advertisement must be approved by the Divisional Dean and the Senior Associate Dean for Faculty Affairs and placed in appropriate publications (see the sample "Position Advertisement" in the Chairs Handbook or in Appendix I below); 
· contacts colleagues in other universities to identify possible candidates; 

· contacts promising candidates for expressions of interest; 

· when appropriate, interviews potential candidates at professional meetings; 
· acknowledges all applications and requests that candidates complete the Equal Employment Opportunity Form – Self Declaration for Candidates, available in the Chairs Handbook, Chapter 5, and on the web; 
· develops dossiers for candidates under serious consideration. These dossiers include a current curriculum vitae, the candidate's intellectual development statement, and any materials such as course outlines or sample course evaluations that are likely to illuminate the effectiveness of a candidate's teaching. In the case of candidates who have just completed graduate school, the department will request, at least, the candidate's placement dossier containing a minimum of three letters of recommendation. In the case of candidates with several years of teaching experience, the committee will request other evidence of professional development and activity, such as significant articles and books published, papers read before learned societies, and research in progress. Because these appointments may require alternate ways to demonstrate expertise in the field, the committee should identify any additional appropriate credentials necessary for the review and assure their inclusion in the file. Further, for appointments at the full (professor of the practice of, research) professor level, a minimum of three independent external evaluations are required (see Provost's procedures, Templates for Letters ... ); 

· solicits, whenever desirable, additional evaluations of specific strengths and weaknesses of the candidates with respect to research, teaching, rank among peers, and potential, supplementing the letters with written notes of any telephone conversations; 
· narrows the list of candidates and, following the procedures prescribed in department bylaws, prepares a written report to the department. This report should 
1. recapitulate the search process and attach a copy of the published advertisement,

2. give a candidate-by-candidate assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the candidates on the short list, and 
4. justify to the faculty its recommendation for the top candidates. 
· The Chair seeks the Dean's approval to invite the candidates for a campus visit. In addition to all supporting academic documentation, the request to the Dean should include the EEO Reporting Form for Faculty Positions (see Chairs Handbook, chapter 5); 

· once the Dean’s approval has been received, the committee makes invited candidates' dossiers available to the department, as specified in the department's bylaws, and to all administrative officers who are to interview the candidates; 

· provides an opportunity for candidates to give an oral presentation and to meet colleagues in the department and in related disciplines; 

· schedules interviews with the appropriate Divisional Dean, the Dean of Academic Affairs in Trinity College, and with other university administrators as appropriate.
Department Action: When the interviews have been completed, the faculty discusses the candidates and selects the candidate to be offered an appointment. 
Response to Department Action: The Chair forwards the department's recommendation to the Dean, with a letter attending to all the items required for non-tenured appointments by the Provost's procedures. The Chair transmits to the Dean one copy of the dossier. For Lecturers and Assistant Professor candidates, this should include the search committee reports, the Chair's letter and recommendation, the candidate's C.V. and research statement, and letters of evaluation. (Because these initial junior-level files are likely to be less weighty, they may be stapled or submitted in file folders.) For appointments at the associate and full levels, the Dean receives the Chair's report, which shall also include nominations for a review committee. If the Dean approves a formal review, the department then compiles a dossier for non-tenure track appointments as described by the Provost's procedures. Dossiers for the senior ranks should be submitted in a ring binder clearly labeled on the spine with the candidate's name. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper dossiers will no longer be accepted; one copy of a CD will be required.)
In the case of initial appointment at the ranks of Lecturer or Assistant Professor, the Dean decides to make the appointment without consulting the Provost. For all other appointments the Dean reviews the entire dossier, checks it for completeness, and transmits the dossier to the Provost with a letter addressing the items required by the Provost's procedures. When that officer has reached a final decision, the Dean transmits it to the Chair. If the decision is favorable, the Dean prepares an appointment letter. If the decision is unfavorable, the Dean explains the reason to the department. 

INITIAL APPOINTMENTS WITH TENURE

Search Committee Responsibility: The committee: 
· discusses the specific affirmative action goals for the department with the Dean and the Office of Institutional Equity; 

· drafts an advertisement inviting applications and nominations (containing a description of rank, beginning date, tenure-track status, teaching expectations, application deadline, name and address of search committee chair, and Affirmative Action/Equal Employment Opportunity statements). The advertisement must be approved by the Divisional Dean and the Senior Associate Dean for Faculty Affairs and placed in appropriate publications (see the sample "Position Advertisement" in the Chairs Handbook or in Appendix I below); 

· contacts colleagues in other universities to identify possible candidates; 

· contacts promising candidates for expressions of interest; 

· when appropriate, interviews potential candidates at professional meetings; 

· acknowledges all applications and requests that candidates complete the Equal Employment Opportunity Form – Self Declaration for Candidates, available in the Chairs Handbook, Chapter 5, and on the web; 
· develops dossiers for candidates under serious consideration. These dossiers include a current curriculum vitae, the candidate's intellectual development statement, and any materials such as course outlines or sample course evaluations that are likely to illuminate the effectiveness of a candidate's teaching. The committee will request other evidence of professional development and activity, such as significant articles and books published, papers read before learned societies, and research in progress; 

· solicits, whenever desirable, evaluations of specific strengths and weaknesses of the candidates with respect to research, teaching, rank among peers, and potential. If written opinions are solicited, use the sample letters in the Provost's procedures; all email exchanges should be retained and included in the dossier and all telephone conversations should be fully described; 

· narrows the list of candidates and, following the procedures prescribed in department bylaws, prepares a written report to the department. This report should 

5. recapitulate the search process and attach a copy of the published advertisement, 

6. give a candidate-by-candidate assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the candidates on the short list, and 

7. justify to the faculty its recommendation for the top candidates;
· the Chair seeks the Dean's approval to invite the candidates for a campus visit. In addition to all supporting academic documentation, the request to the Dean should include the EEO Reporting Form for Faculty Positions (see Chairs Handbook, chapter 5); 

· with the Dean’s approval, the committee makes invited candidates' dossiers available to the department, as specified in the department's bylaws, and to all administrative officers who are to interview the candidates; 

· provides an opportunity for candidates to give an oral presentation and to meet colleagues in the department and in related disciplines; 

· schedules interviews with the Dean of Faculty, the appropriate Divisional Dean, the Dean of the Graduate School, and with other university administrators as appropriate, and prepares a written report to the department. 

Department Action: When the interviews have been completed, the faculty discusses the candidates and selects the top candidate to be reviewed for appointment. The Chair forwards the department's recommendation to the Dean, with an appropriate cover letter, and includes the nominations for a full tenure-review committee, which should not include the Chair as a voting member. The Dean reviews the department's request and committee nomination and, if appropriate, approves the committee, thus authorizing the tenure review to begin. 
Review Committee Responsibility: The review committee, using the materials collected by the search committee where possible, assures that the dossier addresses all those items required by the Provost's procedures. Appendix II below offers a template for soliciting items from the candidate.
Department Action: The department discusses in confidence the report of the review committee and votes on it by secret ballot at a meeting of the appropriate members of the department. The Chair does not vote except in a tie. It is expected that the required vote on tenure for such candidates "by secret unsigned ballot of tenured faculty members" will not take place until after members of the tenured faculty have had an opportunity to study and discuss the complete dossier, including the review committee's report and the external letters. At least five tenured Duke faculty must vote on all candidates for appointments with tenure. At least five tenured Duke faculty at the rank of Full Professor must vote on all candidates for appointments at the full rank. 
(In small departments where the review committee comprises all faculty eligible to vote, the Chair should be present for all discussions as a non-participating observer so that the Chair's letter to the Dean is fully informed by the committee discussions, which also double as departmental discussions. The vote of the review committee on the recommendation should be by written, secret ballot, with the Chair attending but not voting.) 
The numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. Department bylaws should contain a definition of voting rights and of the Chair's voting role. Departmental voting policy must respect the University's Confidentiality Policy, which limits access to the file more rigorously for internal promotions than for the vote on search committee reports in the case of external appointments. 
Response to Department Action: If the department's recommendation is unfavorable, the Chair transmits to the Dean one copy of the complete dossier, which includes the Chair's letter addressing the items required by the Provost's procedures. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, this copy must be submitted on a CD rather than on paper.)
If the department's recommendation is favorable, the Chair forwards to the Dean three copies of the complete dossier (one paper and two CD), assuring that the Chair's transmittal letter addresses the items required by the Provost's procedures. The paper copy should be contained in ring binder(s) labeled on the spine with the candidate's name, and the CDs should be clearly labeled. The department should retain a copy of the file. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper dossiers will no longer be accepted; three copies of the CD will be required.)
Department members who so wish may communicate directly with the Dean. 

After receiving the department's full written recommendation and candidate's dossier for an appointment with tenure, the Dean reviews the dossier and checks it for procedural completeness. The Dean may seek supplementary information to inform his or her recommendation, which will address those items required by the Provost’s procedures. All such requests and their responses should be added to the dossier and kept confidential. The Dean forwards the file (and any late additions) to the Provost. 
APT evaluates the dossier forwarded to the Provost, consistent with the standards enunciated by the Faculty Handbook. In its review, the committee may supplement specific portions of the dossier by consulting with individual experts and by requesting, through the Dean, additional information from the originating department. Information gathered by APT is confidential to the Committee and to those to whom it reports, except in the case of additional external evaluations it may solicit, which are shared with the Dean only. 

APT may feel it is necessary to invite an ad hoc panel of experts to provide additional advice, following the committee's internal rules. 
After its scrutiny, APT makes a recommendation to the Provost, who examines the record and APT's recommendation, considers departmental needs and University priorities, consults with the Dean and other administrative officers, and informs the Dean of the decision reached. The Dean transmits the Provost's decision to the Chair and, if appropriate, prepares an appointment letter for the candidate's acceptance. 

REAPPOINTMENTS OR PROMOTIONS WITHOUT TENURE 
In 2008/09, all files should be submitted in a ring binder. Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper dossiers will no longer be accepted; a copy of the dossier in CD form will be required.
A. Tenure track 

The review for reappointment without tenure is intended to be a rigorous appraisal of the candidate. The review has two major goals: 1) to evaluate the candidate's past record to ensure that the faculty member's performance merits a second term appointment, and 2) to examine the candidate's teaching and research history and future agenda in order to judge the candidate's potential for tenure at Duke by the end of the second term. The departmental review takes place during the year preceding the last full academic year of the current appointment. The department evaluates the review committee's recommendation and forwards it to the Dean no later than four months prior to the end of the review year. Consult the deadlines published in the Provost's procedures.
Initiation of the process: The Chair informs the faculty member when the review begins and nominates a review committee for the Dean's approval. When the Dean has approved the committee, the Chair informs the candidate of its membership. Department chairs should not serve on review committees. However, in small departments where the review committee comprises all department members entitled to vote, the Chair should be present for all discussions so that the Chair's letter to the Dean is fully informed by the committee discussions, which also double as departmental discussions, just as the committee vote doubles as the departmental vote. 

Review Committee Responsibility: The committee: 
· requests from the candidate a current curriculum vitae that should include the information required by the Provost's procedures, section 2, as well as the additional materials listed therein; Appendix II below offers a template for soliciting items from the candidate.
· Departments may solicit but are not required to solicit assessments from outside evaluators. Candidates may request that external evaluations be solicited. Although candidates may not select specific evaluators, they may both suggest evaluators and identify evaluators they would ask the committee not to contact. Any lists of potential evaluators suggested or excluded by the candidate should be included in the dossier. If evaluations are solicited, they should be modeled on the sample letter in the Provost's procedures; 
· The committee evaluates the candidate's record in order to write a report and recommendation based on the evidence, attending to all those items required by the Provost's procedures. 

Department Action: The department discusses in confidence the report of the review committee and votes on it by secret ballot at a meeting of the appropriate members of the department (see Appendix V). Department bylaws should contain a definition of voting rights. The Chair does not vote except in a tie. (In small departments where the review committee comprises all department faculty eligible to vote – as described above – the vote of the review committee on the recommendation should be by secret ballot, with the Chair in attendance but not voting.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. After the vote, the Chair should inform the candidate of the department's recommendation, using the sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures. 

Response to Department Action: The Chair forwards the department's recommendation to the Dean, with one paper copy of the candidate's complete dossier (retaining one on file; Note: beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, only CDs will be accepted) and with a letter addressing sequentially the points listed in section 5 of the Provost's requirements, with two exceptions: The Chair need not suggest three additional external evaluators, nor need the Chair rank the candidate among the tenured faculty, although the Chair should comment on the probability of the candidate's receiving tenure in the department. The Chair should append for the Dean's and Provost's review a draft letter to the candidate summarizing the results of the review. See Appendix III for a sample draft.
After reviewing the dossier and checking it for completeness, the Dean transmits the dossier to the Provost with a letter addressing those issues required. The Provost examines the record and the recommendations and consults with the Dean. When a final decision is reached, the Dean transmits it to the Chair, along with any suggested changes in the Chair's draft review summary to the candidate. The Chair meets with the faculty member to discuss the review and gives the faculty member the (perhaps revised) written review summary, with a copy to the Dean. If the decision is favorable, the Dean prepares a reappointment letter for the candidate. (Once approval has been granted for the second term appointment, the faculty member becomes eligible for a junior faculty research leave.) If the decision is unfavorable, the Dean sends the candidate a termination letter compatible with the candidate's term of appointment. 

B. Non-tenure track

The review for reappointment and promotion of non-tenure track faculty is intended to be a rigorous appraisal of the candidate. (See Appendix IV for promotion expectations.) It should evaluate the candidate's past record and future plans to ensure that the faculty member's performance and potential merit an additional term appointment, consonant with department's aims and goals. The review occurs during the year preceding the last full academic year of the current appointment. Files are due in the Dean's office no later than four months prior to the end of the review year. Consult the deadlines published in the Provost's procedures.
Initiation of the process: The Chair informs the faculty member when the review begins and nominates a review committee for the Dean's approval.  Although chairs should not serve on review committees, in small departments where the review committee comprises all department members entitled to vote, the Chair should be present for all discussions so that the Chair's letter to the Dean is fully informed by the committee discussions, which also double as departmental discussions. Upon approval, the Chair informs the candidate of the committee's membership. 

Review Committee Responsibility: The committee: 
· requests from the candidate a current curriculum vitae that should include the information required by the Provost's procedures, section 2, as well as the additional materials listed therein (the candidate is solely responsible for making these materials available); 
· departments may solicit but are not required to solicit assessments from outside evaluators. Candidates may request that external evaluations be solicited. Although candidates may not select specific evaluators, they may both suggest evaluators and identify evaluators they would ask the committee not to contact. If evaluations are solicited, they should be modeled on the sample letter in the Provost's procedures; In the case of reappointments, or promotions at the full professor level, a minimum of three independent external evaluations are required (see the sample letter in the Provost's procedures); 

· the committee evaluates the candidate's record in order to write a report and recommendation based on the evidence, attending to all those items required by the Provost's procedures. 

Department Action: The department discusses in confidence the report of the review committee and votes on it by secret ballot at a meeting of the appropriate members of the department. The Chair does not vote except in the case of a tie. (In small departments where the review committee comprises all department faculty eligible to vote, the vote of the review committee on the recommendation should be by secret ballot, with the Chair in attendance but not voting.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. Department bylaws should contain a definition of voting rights. After the vote, the Chair should inform the candidate of the department's recommendation, using the sample letters provided by the Provost's procedures. 

Response to Department Action: The Chair forwards the department's recommendation to the Dean, with one paper copy of the candidate's complete dossier (retaining one on file; Note: beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, only CDs will be accepted) and with a letter addressing sequentially the points listed in section 5 of the Provost's requirements, with two exceptions: The Chair need not suggest three additional external evaluators, nor need the Chair rank the candidate among the tenured faculty. The Chair should append for the Dean's and Provost's review a draft letter to the candidate summarizing the results of the review.  See Appendix III for a sample draft.

For all ranks except Lecturer (where the Dean makes the final determination on reappointment), the Dean reviews the dossier, checks for procedural completeness, and transmits it to the Provost with a letter addressing the required issues. The Provost examines the record and the recommendations and consults with the Dean. When a final decision is reached, the Dean transmits it to the Chair, along with any suggested changes in the Chair's draft letter to the candidate. The Chair meets with the faculty member to discuss the review and gives the faculty member the written review summary, with a copy to the Dean. If the decision is favorable, the Dean prepares the appropriate letter for the candidate. If the decision is unfavorable, the Dean sends the candidate a termination letter compatible with the candidate's term of appointment. 

PROMOTIONS CONFERRING TENURE

Reviews for promotions conferring tenure can be initiated by a department at any time but at least by the dates listed in the "Deadlines" section of the Provost's procedures.  

The Provost's procedures as well as the Faculty Handbook cite the criteria for promotion with tenure. Generally if a candidate's tenure dossier is forwarded by the academic unit, APT will consider the candidate only once. Thus, a faculty member whose tenure review is undertaken by APT prior to the appointment's penultimate year and who is not granted tenure shall be allowed to complete the term of the original appointment, but the tenure-track appointment shall not be renewed or extended. 

Initiation of the process: The Chair informs the faculty member when the review begins, requests the candidate's synopsis of research interests described in the Provost’s procedures and, attaching a copy of the synopsis, nominates a review committee for the Dean's approval. If extra-departmental faculty must serve on the committee, the Dean will consult with the Provost. Chairs should not serve on review committees. However, in small departments where the review committee comprises all department members entitled to vote, the Chair should be present for all discussions so that the Chair's letter to the Dean is fully informed by the committee discussions, which also double as departmental discussions. When the Dean has approved the committee, the Chair informs the candidate of its membership. 

Review Committee Responsibility: The committee: 
· assures that the dossier contains all those items required by the Provost's procedures. (Appendix II below offers a template for soliciting items the candidate should provide); 
· for candidates who hold secondary/joint appointments or participate in interdisciplinary activities beyond the primary department, the committee should request from the non-primary unit a statement about the level and quality of the candidate's contributions there. The candidate may communicate relevant interdisciplinary concerns directly to the Dean; 
· using the appropriate sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures, solicits at least six evaluations of the candidate's work and publications from appropriate scholars external to the University. The "notes" in section 3 of the Provost's procedures clarify the meaning of "appropriate." Although it is recommended that the candidate suggest no more than three evaluators, the candidate may identify potential evaluators not to be contacted. The committee sends all evaluators a current curriculum vitae, the candidate's intellectual development statement, if necessary a significant sample of publications and work in progress, and a copy of the University's confidentiality policy. Contacts with evaluators should be initiated by letter rather than by telephone. If the contact is by telephone, the conversation should be limited to the person's willingness to be a reviewer. Departments may initiate contact by email, using the templates provided by the Provost's procedures; 

· places in the file copies of all electronic correspondence and a full log of all telephone conversations; 

· includes letters from committee members and other colleagues in the department; and 

· after thoroughly examining all the evidence, prepares a full recommendation to the department. The report should attend to all the items required by the Provost's procedures. 

Department Action: The department discusses in confidence the report of the review committee and votes on it by secret ballot at a meeting of the appropriate members of the department. The Chair does not vote except in a tie. (In small departments where the review committee comprises all faculty eligible to vote, the vote of the review committee on the recommendation should be by secret ballot, with the Chair in attendance but not voting.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. Department bylaws should contain a definition of the department's voting policy. It must respect the University's Confidentiality Policy, which limits access to the file more rigorously for internal promotions than for external appointments. For promotions conferring tenure "the voting membership of those passing on [a] candidate's credentials will number at least five" (Faculty Handbook, p. 3/3). They must also hold the rank of tenured Associate or Full Professor.
Response to Department Action: If the department's recommendation is negative, the Chair informs the candidate, using the sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures. This letter invites the candidate to appeal the department's recommendation to the Dean and Provost. The Chair transmits a copy of the letter to the Dean, with one copy of the complete dossier, which will include the Chair's letter addressing the items required by the Provost's procedures. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, this copy must be submitted on a CD rather than on paper.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential to those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported as only positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. The Dean informs the Provost of the department's recommendation. The Provost may review the file. 
If the department's recommendation is favorable, the Chair forwards to the Dean three copies of the complete dossier (one paper and two CD), assuring that the Chair's transmittal letter addresses the items required by the Provost's procedures. The paper copy should be contained in ring binder(s) labeled on the spine with the candidate's name, and the CDs should be clearly labeled. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper dossiers will no longer be accepted, and three copies of the CD will be required.) The department should retain a copy of the file. The Chair also conveys in writing the Department's recommendation to the candidate, using the sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures. 

Department members who so wish may write directly to the Dean. 

After receiving the department's full written recommendation as part of the complete dossier, the Dean reviews them and checks for procedural completeness. The Dean may seek supplementary information to inform his or her recommendation, which will address those items required by the Provost’s procedures. All such requests and the resulting information shall be added to the dossier and kept confidential. The Dean forwards the file (and any late additions) to APT. 

APT evaluates the dossier forwarded to the Provost, consistent with the standards enunciated by the Faculty Handbook. In its review, the committee may supplement specific portions of the dossier by consulting with individual experts and by requesting, through the Dean, additional information from the originating department. Information gathered by APT is confidential to the Committee and to those to whom it reports, except in the case of additional external evaluations, which are shared with the Dean only. 

APT may feel it is necessary to invite an ad hoc panel of experts to provide additional advice. The identity and opinions of members of an ad hoc panel are kept in the strictest confidence by the committee. 

After its scrutiny, APT makes a recommendation to the Provost. The Provost examines the record and APT's recommendation, considers departmental needs and university priorities, consults with the Dean and other administrative officers, and informs the Dean of the decision reached. The Dean transmits the Provost's decision to the Chair. 
If, after receiving the advice of APT, the Provost reaches an unfavorable decision, the actions described in the Provost's procedures under REQUESTS FOR REVIEW are followed. If the Provost's final decision is negative, the Dean informs the Chair and the candidate in writing, including a Dean's summary of the APT recommendation to the Provost. If the Provost's decision is favorable, the Dean sends the candidate a report of that decision, including a summary of the APT recommendation to the Provost. 

PROMOTIONS TO THE RANK OF ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 
WITHOUT TENURE

These promotions are extremely rare in Arts & Sciences. Before such reviews can be undertaken, the Chair must consult with the Dean, who must obtain the Provost's permission to conduct the review prior to its being launched.
The procedures for promotions not conferring tenure are the same as that for PROMOTIONS CONFERRING TENURE, except that the Provost does not seek the advice of APT and the department must submit only one copy of the promotion dossier to the Dean, retaining one for its files. 

PROMOTIONS TO THE RANK OF FULL PROFESSOR

Reviews for promotion in the tenured ranks from Associate to Full Professor can be initiated by a department at any time. To ensure a decision by April 1, the complete dossier must be submitted to APT no later than the preceding November 1. 
For the criteria for promotion to full professor see the Provost's procedures. 

Initiation of the process: The Chair informs the faculty member when the review begins, requests the candidate's synopsis of research interests described in the Provost’s procedures and, attaching a copy of the synopsis, nominates a review committee for the Dean's approval. If extra-departmental faculty must serve on the committee, the Dean will consult with the Provost. Chairs should not serve on review committees. However, in small departments where the review committee comprises all faculty entitled to vote, the Chair should be present for all discussions so that the Chair's letter to the Dean is fully informed by the committee discussions, which also double as departmental discussions. When the Dean has approved the committee, the Chair informs the candidate of its membership.
Review Committee Responsibility: The committee: 
· assures that the dossier contains all those items required by the Provost's procedures. Appendix II below offers a template for soliciting items the candidate should provide; 
· for candidates who hold secondary/joint appointments or participate in interdisciplinary activities beyond the primary department, the committee should request from the non-primary unit a statement about the level and quality of the candidate's contributions there. The candidate may communicate relevant interdisciplinary concerns directly to the Dean; 
· using the appropriate sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures, solicits at least six evaluations of the candidate's work and publications from appropriate scholars external to the University. The "notes" in section 3 of the Provost's procedures clarify the meaning of "appropriate." Although it is recommended that the candidate suggest no more than three evaluators, the candidate may identify potential evaluators not to contact. The committee sends all evaluators a current curriculum vitae, the candidate's intellectual development statement, if necessary a significant sample of publications and work in progress, and a copy of the University's confidentiality policy. Contacts with evaluators should be initiated by letter rather than by telephone. If the contact is by telephone, the conversation should be limited to the person's willingness to be a reviewer. Departments may initiate contact by email, using the templates provided by the Provost's procedures; 
· places copies of all electronic correspondence and a full log of all telephone conversations in the file; 

· includes letters from committee members and other colleagues in the department; and 

· after thoroughly evaluating all the evidence, prepares a full recommendation to the department. The report should attend to all the items required by the Provost's procedures. 

Department Action: The department discusses in confidence the report of the review committee and votes on it by secret ballot at a meeting of the appropriate members of the department. The Chair does not vote except in a tie. (In small departments where the review committee comprises all faculty eligible to vote--as described above--the vote of the review committee on the recommendation should be by written, secret ballot, with the Chair in attendance but not voting.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential among those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported only as positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. Department bylaws should contain a definition of voting rights and of the Chair's voting role. Departmental voting policy must respect the University's Confidentiality Policy, which limits access to the file more rigorously for internal promotions than for external appointments. For promotions to the rank of Full Professor, "the voting membership of those passing on [a] candidate's credentials will number at least five" (Faculty Handbook, p. 3/3). They must also hold the rank of tenured Full Professor. 

Response to Department Action: If the department's recommendation is negative, the Chair informs the candidate, using the sample letter provided in the Provost's procedures. This letter invites the candidate to appeal the department's recommendation to the Dean and Provost. The Chair also transmits a copy of the letter to the Dean, with one copy of the complete dossier, which includes the Chair's letter addressing the items required by the Provost's procedures. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, this copy must be submitted on a CD rather than on paper.) The numerical vote is to remain confidential to those faculty present at the meeting where the vote was taken, except as revealed in the Chair's transmittal letter to the Dean; elsewhere it should be reported as only positive or negative and its nature (split or unanimous) should not be revealed. The Dean informs the Provost of the department's recommendation. The Provost may request to review the file. 

If the department's recommendation is favorable, the Chair forwards to the Dean three copies of the complete dossier (one paper and two CD), assuring that the Chair's transmittal letter addresses the items required by the Provost's procedures. The paper copy should be contained in ring binder(s) labeled on the spine with the candidate's name, and the CDs should be clearly labeled. (Note: Beginning with the 2009/10 academic year, paper dossiers will no longer be accepted, and three copies of the CD will be required.) The department should retain a copy of the file. The Chair also conveys in writing the Department's recommendation to the candidate, using the sample letter provided by the Provost's procedures. 
Department members who so wish may write directly to the Dean. 
After receiving the department's full written recommendation as part of the complete dossier, the Dean reviews them and checks for procedural completeness. The Dean may seek supplementary information to inform his or her recommendation, which will address those items required by the Provost’s procedures. All such requests and the resulting information shall be added to the dossier and kept confidential. The Dean forwards the file (and any late additions) to APT. 

APT evaluates the dossier forwarded to the Provost, consistent with the standards enunciated by the Faculty Handbook. In its review, the committee may supplement specific portions of the dossier by consulting with individual experts and by requesting, through the Dean, additional information from the originating department. Information gathered by APT is confidential to the Committee and to those to whom it reports, except in the case of additional external evaluations, which are shared with the Dean only. 

APT may feel it is necessary to invite an ad hoc panel of experts to provide additional advice. The identity and opinions of members of an ad hoc panel are kept in the strictest confidence by the committee. 
After its scrutiny, APT makes a recommendation to the Provost. The Provost examines the record and APT's recommendation, considers departmental needs and University priorities, consults with the Dean and other administrative officer, and informs the Dean of the decision reached. The Dean transmits the Provost's decision to the Chair, who informs the candidate. 

If, after receiving the advice of APT, the Provost reaches an unfavorable decision, the procedures described in the Provost's procedures under REQUESTS FOR REVIEW are followed. If the Provost's final decision is negative, the Dean informs the Chair and the candidate in writing, including a Dean's summary of  APT's recommendation to the Provost. If the Provost's decision is favorable, the Dean sends the candidate a report of that decision, including a summary of the APT recommendation to the Provost. 

REQUESTS FOR REVIEW

When a department's recommendation for promotion, tenure, or reappointment is negative, the Chair shall inform the Dean and the candidate using the appropriate sample letter in the Provost's procedures. The Dean's copy of this letter should be accompanied by one complete dossier. The Dean shall then inform the Provost of the department's recommendation and comment on it. The Provost may review the dossiers of all faculty whose candidacy has received a negative judgment by their departments. The letter from Chair to faculty member invites candidates to appeal department's recommendation directly to the Dean and Provost if they wish.
In cases where a department recommends a candidate for promotion, tenure, or reappointment but the APT recommendation (where applicable) or the Provost's decision is negative, the Provost will inform the Dean by letter. The Provost will invite the Dean and, through the Dean, the department and the candidate to respond in writing to a summary of the APT report by submitting any further substantive information that might influence the final decision. In the letter to the Dean, the Provost will set a deadline for receiving this new information, normally  two weeks later. Upon receiving written appeals, the Provost can refer the case to APT and ask for reconsideration, or the Provost can reach a final decision without referral. On any one case, departments and candidates are limited to one response to an APT recommendation or to a decision by the Provost. 

Faculty should address questions involving violations of due process in personnel decisions to the Ombudsman and, if need be, the Faculty Hearing Committee. 
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Appendices

I. Position Advertisements
II. Letter to Solicit Dossier Items from the Candidate
II.
      Letter to Solicit Dossier Items (in Word format)
III. Sample Reappointment Review Summary from Chair to Candidate
IV. Promotion Expectations for Non-tenure Track Faculty
V. Arts & Sciences (and University) Policies Concerning Voting Eligibility

I. Position Advertisements
Position advertisements, to be submitted to the Divisional Dean and the Senior Associate Dean for Faculty Affairs for approval, should contain at least seven items: 1) a clear indication of the position's rank and tenure-track status, 2) the appointment's beginning date, 3) a description of field and duties, 4) items required in the application, 5) the address to which the application should be sent, 6) an application deadline date phrased as below, and 7) an EEO/AAE statement, worded as below. Here is a sample advertisement:
	Duke University. The Department of Cultural Anthropology invites applications and nominations for a tenure-track position at the assistant professor level to begin September 2010. Candidates must combine promise of theoretical contributions in their field with a commitment to empirical research and teaching. Send vitae and names of references to Chair of the Search Committee, Department of Cultural Anthropology, Duke University, Box 90091, Durham NC 27708-0091. Applications received by December 1 will be guaranteed consideration. Duke University is an Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action employer.


II. Letter to solicit needed items from candidates:
Dear Professor ____ 

I write to inform you of the materials you will need to furnish for your upcoming reappointment/promotion/appointment review. All these materials are described on the website that outlines Duke's personnel procedures. http://www.facultyaffairs.provost.duke.edu/. In particular, it will help the review committee for you to provide: 

1. (For external candidates; omit this section if letter is to an internal candidate)
A current curriculum vitae, with an attached list of your ten most important publications and professional contributions, rank-ordered by you. In the margins, please number your CV to correspond to this rank-ordered list (1-10); 

1. (For internal candidates; omit this section if letter is for an external candidate)
A current curriculum vitae with an attached list of your ten most important publications and professional contributions, rank ordered by you. Please have your CV include two additional features: 1) The department/research area for Ph.D., title of Ph.D. dissertation and name of Ph.D. advisor, 2) marginal numbers identifying the items on your rank-ordered list (1-10);


2. A statement of your intellectual development, describing your research (completed, in progress, and planned), your teaching (philosophy and goals, strategy and approaches, and courses developed and envisioned), and your service to your university and to the profession; 


3. One copy each of the ten publications, manuscripts, and other accomplishments included on your top-ten list described above. Any books you provide will be returned to you upon the review's completion. It would be helpful if you could include copies of published reviews of your work as well. 


4. Course outlines and a list of any theses or dissertations supervised; 


5. Student evaluations of your courses, if available; (for external candidates only; the department furnishes evaluations for internal candidates.] 

You are free to suggest up to three scholars outside Duke who know your work and are capable of writing an independent evaluation of it. This is not a requirement, and candidates sometimes waive this privilege. You may also identify scholars you do not want us to contact, explaining why.
We ask that you submit these materials to PUT IN FULL ADDRESS by ____. If you have any questions, please let me know. 

Sincerely,

III. Sample Reappointment Summary from Chair to Candidate: 
July 30, 20XX

Dear Colleague: 

This letter shares with you the findings of your reappointment review, giving you guidance for the next term of your appointment.

 The tenured faculty met on April 21 and voted by secret ballot to recommend your reappointment to the Dean and Provost. I concur with this recommendation. You should take it as the tenured faculty's positive affirmation that by the 20YY/ZZ academic year you will have positioned yourself in your teaching and research in such a way that we expect you to be successful in making a case for tenure.

Although the vote was positive, I want to convey to you several concerns identified by the review and to offer some constructive criticism. One major concern is that you have yet to submit a major research grant on which you are the principal investigator. This is a concern for someone who has been on the faculty for two and one-half years. You simply must put yourself on a schedule of writing and submitting research proposals in order to maintain your research program. You indicated to me in our recent conversation that you intend to submit research proposals to Agency A in June and to Foundation B on July. I encourage you to maintain that schedule. For you not to do so would be a serious misuse of the trust and confidence the tenured faculty has placed in you. 

A second concern is the low number of publications that have come from your laboratory and the long time it has taken you to set up your experimental apparatus. You have published only one paper from your laboratory at Duke, although that publication was in a major, refereed journal and you have two additional major publications under review. Now with your experimental apparatus completed, significant publications should be forthcoming. It will be important for you to be mindful of the calendar. Your dossier for evaluation by a departmental review committee and external reviewers will have to be ready by the late spring of 20QQ, a little more than three years hence.

In writing this letter I do not wish to detract from the very positive accomplishments you have made during your time at Duke. The faculty has noted your dedication to teaching and the way you have attempted to remedy the problems identified in the low student evaluations obtained in your first semester here. The Faculty also recognizes your many, many  contributions to the life of the department, suggesting that over the next three years you decrease your emphasis on service in order to give yourself more time for your scholarly agenda. 
I wish to emphasize that as department chair I am here to help you focus on your professional goals in order to succeed in your career. You should feel free to discuss these and other professional matters with me whenever you wish. We are pleased that you have chosen this department at Duke to initiate your academic career.

Sincerely,

Department Chair

cc:
Dean

IV. Promotion Expectations for Non-Tenure Track Faculty 

It is the expectation, at both the provostial and decanal levels, that the time line for promotions of faculty holding regular rank, non-tenure track appointments should be comparable to that for faculty in the tenure tracks ranks. Normally reviews for promotion from the assistant- to the associate-professor level should be expected to occur no sooner than the end of the second four-year appointment. Similarly we would expect faculty in the associate-level ranks to serve for a number of years before being reviewed for promotion to the full level. As with tenure-track faculty, there may be situations where an early promotion review is warranted. However, such promotions will be the exception. It would be prudent for Chairs to discuss anticipated early promotion reviews with the Dean before starting them. 

Minimum expectations for faculty holding the rank of [full] Professor of the Practice: 
Faculty members "engaged principally in teaching in a degree granting unit of the University. This 'obvious instructional component' will be written as a term of appointment in their contract with the University, and verified and evaluated in the review process for renewal of contract" [Nomenclature Committee's Report, December 15, 1988]. In addition, these faculty will be widely known for the outstanding quality of their performance, as opposed to the quality of their research. An example could be a journalist who is widely recognized for the exceptional quality of her contributions as a practitioner and for her influence in world culture or political affairs, in contrast to Duke's tenured Full Professors who are recognized for their continual innovative research accomplishments and influence in their disciplines. 

Minimum expectations for faculty holding the rank of [full] Research Professor: 
Faculty members "engaged principally in research, but whose professional activities also include an 'obvious instructional component' that is written as a term of appointment in their contract with the University, and verified and evaluated in the review process for renewal of contract" [from Nomenclature Committee's Report, December 15, 1988]. In addition, these faculty conduct original research at a level and quality equivalent to that of Duke's tenured Full Professors. 

V. Arts & Sciences (and University) Policies Concerning Voting Eligibility 

Chairs' votes: Chairs vote only when the vote of faculty present at the meeting has resulted in a tie.  Chairs are encouraged, but not required, to reveal the numerical vote to the faculty present and voting.  Department bylaws should address this issue directly.

Proxy votes: Arts & Sciences policy does not permit proxy votes, that is, votes cast by one faculty member on behalf of another faculty member. 

Absentee votes: Arts & Sciences policy permits absentee votes. A faculty member who is unable to be present when the vote is cast may leave a written ballot with the Chair. When the Chair reports the results in the letter to the Dean, that officer will tally all absentee votes separately. Thus, the Chair will report that XX faculty were present and voting (naming them) and that the vote was Y in the affirmative and N in the negative. The Chair will next report that ZZ faculty were absent and voting (naming them) and that the vote was Y in the affirmative and N in the negative. 

Notwithstanding this general policy, it is advised that departments state their policy concerning absentee ballots in their bylaws. 

In all cases, faculty are free to write letters to the review committee to be inserted in the file and shared with the entire faculty present and voting, or to write directly to the Chair, for the benefit of the Chair and the upper administration, or to write directly to the Dean, or to write directly to the APT Committee, or to write directly to the Provost. 

Regular rank voting eligibility: While Arts & Sciences policy permits all regular rank faculty to vote on search committee reports, department bylaws may modify this policy. Bylaws should describe departmental voting policy. 

For initial appointments at the senior ranks (both tenure track or non-tenure track), the process requires a formal review after the Dean has approved the initial recommendation to review a candidate for appointment. In these appointment reviews for non-tenure track faculty, only faculty at the equivalent or superior rank (tenure track and non-tenure track) have access to the file and may vote. In these appointment reviews for tenure track faculty, only tenure-track  faculty at the equivalent or superior rank have access to the appointment/tenure review file, and only they may vote. 

For all cases of internal reappointment, promotion, or tenure involving tenure-track faculty, only tenure-track faculty of the appropriate rank (described above) have access to the file, and only they may vote on the recommendation. 

Notwithstanding the general policies described above, departments may restrict the right to vote more severely in their bylaws. 
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