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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA 
AT BIRMINGHAM 

Office of the Senior Vice President of Academic Affairs and Provost 

 
TO:  Deans  

FROM: Pam Benoit, PhD 

RE:  Promotion and Tenure Decision Guidance 

DATE:  October 15, 2018 

 With each annual cycle of promotion and tenure decisions, we can improve our practices to 
ensure that we are promoting and granting tenure to high quality teachers and researchers. This 
memorandum will provide you and your department chairs with some guidance on areas where recent 
experience shows we can improve. 

Abstentions and Absences 

We have seen an uptick in the number of P&T decisions made with relatively high numbers of 
absences and abstentions recorded for committee members. This topic is not addressed in the UAB 
Faculty Handbook and Policies. It is addressed in some school-level handbooks, usually in provisions 
related to conflicts of interest that might arise in connection with these decisions. 

I believe that the presumption should always be that faculty will make themselves informed (in the 
case of prospective hires) or keep themselves informed about their colleagues’ work, and will be willing 
and able to attend committee meetings and cast meaningful votes in promotion and tenure decisions. This 
presumption is consistent with the notion of a faculty as a “community of scholars.” See Section 3.6 of 
the UAB Faculty Handbook, “Standards of Behavior.” 

Abstentions might be appropriate when necessary to manage a conflict of interest. However, “conflict 
of interest” should not be construed as a reason for avoiding difficult judgments or discussions. Rather, 
“conflict of interest” in a P&T decision should be interpreted in a manner similar to these conflicts in 
other situations, as set forth in the UAB Enterprise Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment 
Policy. There, “conflict of interest” is defined as “a circumstance in which an individual’s financial, 
professional, or personal interests affect, or have the appearance of affecting, judgment in exercising a 
duty or responsibility owed to UAB ENTERPRISE.” In the course of working with our colleagues, we of 
course develop professional and even personal relationships. We work with one another on publications. 
We might even become friends outside of UAB. However, we should strive to maintain our relationships 
with colleagues as fellow members of UAB’s community of scholars, and not allow all professional or 
personal relationships to cause us to avoid P&T decisions where those relationships are present.  

  As in all decisions, the definition of “conflict of interest” in P&T decisions is open to interpretation. 
However, I believe that the number of situations in which a faculty member with a conflict of interest 
necessitating an abstention should be small. Certainly a family member would have a conflict of interest. 
Likewise, if somehow there might be a financial relationship between two individuals that might create an 
unmanageable conflict. A long-standing mentoring relationship might create such a conflict. Co-
authorship situations ought to be carefully examined, but should not automatically be considered 
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conflicts. Perhaps if a significant portion of a particular candidate’s scholarly portfolio is co-authored by 
another faculty member, then that other faculty member might have a conflict. (If there is a perceived 
conflict of interest on the part of a committee member it should be carefully explained to the committee 
chair and, if necessary, to the dean or his or her designee.) 

To repeat, the presumption ought to be that P&T committee members will make themselves available 
to fulfill their duties, will make or keep themselves informed about the professional careers of P&T 
candidates, and will cast meaningful votes. 

Transparency in Reasoning 

If an individual P&T committee member votes to disapprove a promotion or grant of tenure, he or she 
needs to provide an explanation for that vote. In turn, as provided in the instructions for P&T packages, 
the report of the committee should articulate the reasons for negative votes. Reports by committee should 
also make it clear exactly how many individuals were eligible to vote as well as the exact number of votes 
to approve, votes not to approve, abstentions, absences, and the number of those ineligible to vote (and 
why). This is also contemplated by the PNT Summary Form. 

Annual Evaluation and Pre-Tenure Review Results 

 Copies of the annual evaluations and pre-tenure reviews of P&T candidates are required to be a 
part of P&T packages. Of course, there should be some consistency between the results of these processes 
and P&T committee decisions. While face-to-face verbal feedback between the evaluator and faculty 
member is always expected in annual evaluations, the UAB Faculty Handbook also requires that there be 
written documentation of the evaluations. Faculty members are entitled to respond in writing and if this 
occurs, that response is to be made part of the faculty member’s department activity file. For both annual 
evaluations and pre-tenure reviews, there should be evidence of the faculty member’s receipt of the 
evaluation or review, and that should be included in P&T packages as part of the history of evaluations 
and reviews. 

External Review Letters 

 I would like to see robust external reviews, both in terms of the qualifications of the reviewers as 
well as the contents of their review letters. In all circumstances, external reviewers should 

• have recognized achievements within the candidate’s declared area(s) of expertise, or 
closely aligned with such area(s); 

• when employed in a university setting, be at a rank equal to or higher than the rank to 
which the candidate is applying;  

• address the candidate’s academic attributes;  
• have no conflict of interest; and 
• be from an institution of appropriate quality. 

 

As with conflicts of interest for purposes of internal P&T committee members, “conflict of 
interest” for purposes of external review letters is open to interpretation. As a general rule, an outside 
reviewer should be someone who is not:  

• affiliated with UAB; 
• a close personal friend, relative, or colleague of the candidate 
• in a financial relationship with the candidate 
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• a current or recent student or mentor of the candidate 
• a current or recent co-author, collaborator, or co-investigator of the candidate 
 
As to the content of review letters, chairs and others requesting such letters should request that 

they be more than a recitation of the candidate’s CV, and instead contain a qualitative assessment of the 
candidate’s professional accomplishments, and in the case of tenure decisions, prospects for future 
professional accomplishments.  

 
Thank you for your attention to this guidance. As always, I am happy to discuss any particular 

concerns or questions you might have.  

cc: Suzanne E. Austin 



SCHOOL OF MEDICINE/DENTISTRY  
2019 PROJECTED CALENDAR FOR SUBMISSION OF PROMOTION AND TENURE AWARD PROPOSALS 

 
 
NOVEMBER/DECEMBER - The Dean will distribute written notification and projected calendar to department 
chairs/administrators, and Faculty Council members regarding the 2019 promotion/tenure award cycle.    
 
DECEMBER/JANUARY/FEBRUARY - Departments/divisions prepare promotion and/or tenure award proposals as outlined in the 
School of Medicine instructions.  These proposals require review and approval or denial by the Department Appointment, Promotion 
and Tenure committee prior to submission for review and consideration by the Faculty Council. 
 
MARCH 1, 2019 - Deadline for submitting initial promotion/tenure award proposals from Departments to SOM 
Faculty must consult their individual Departments to determine Departmental and Divisional deadlines for promotion/tenure award 
proposals.  As packets are approved by Department Appointment, Promotion and Tenure committee, PDF files must be bookmarked 
(per instructions) and uploaded to the SOM Faculty Promotion and Tenure Management website. The deadline for the initial upload is  
Friday, March 1, 2019; however, we encourage departments to submit completed packets as early as possible. The documents 
must include the appropriate approval signatures. The Dean’s Office HR Team will review packets and notify departments about 
necessary revisions.   
 
MARCH 29, 2019 - Deadline for submitting final promotion/tenure award proposals 
All revisions should be made and the final PDF file uploaded to the SOM Faculty Promotion and Tenure website by March 29, 2019.   
 
APRIL - The SOM Faculty Council reviews the promotion and tenure packets that have been uploaded into the SOM Faculty Promotion 
and Tenure Management website. 
 
MAY 1 and 2, 2019 - Faculty Council will meet Wednesday, May 1 and Thursday, May 2, 2019 to review the promotion and tenure 
award proposals as submitted by the departments 
 
MAY (Third week) - Letters will be sent to department chairs with recommendations for approval/denial of promotion and/or tenure 
award 
 
MAY 23, 2019 - Requests for appeals for denied promotion and/or awards of tenure are due to the SOM 
 
JUNE 4 and 5, 2019 - Meeting(s) of the Faculty Council to hear appeals for denied promotion and/or awards of tenure, if necessary 
 
JUNE (Third week) - Faculty Council will make recommendations to the Dean for approval/denial of promotion and/or awards of 
tenure 
 
JULY 1, 2019 - Dean(s) submit recommendations for approval of promotions and/or awards of tenure to the Provost 
 
JULY - The Provost submits recommendations for approval/denial of Schools of Medicine/Dentistry faculty promotion and/or tenure 
award proposals to the President. 
 
 
AUGUST 
A) The Provost and/or President’s Office provides notification to the Dean(s) regarding approval of Schools of 

Medicine/Dentistry faculty promotion and/or tenure award proposals.  Approved proposals are then forwarded to Personnel 
Records.  Proposals denied at this level are returned to the School of Medicine Dean’s Office for appropriate action and/or 
follow-up as necessary.  

B) President/Provost and/or Dean(s) will notify department chairs and faculty regarding approval of promotion and/or tenure 
award proposals.   

C) Department chairs confirm with the faculty member approval of promotion and/or tenure award or inform the faculty member 
of promotion and/or tenure award denial 

 
 
SEPTEMBER-Department administrators submit Faculty Data Form and ACT document for each faculty member reflecting the 
appropriate change in rank as approved and any associated salary increase. 



SCHOOLS OF MEDICINE/DENTISTRY INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBMITTING 
PROMOTION/TENURE AWARD PROPOSALS 

 
Faculty promotion and award of tenure are based on a faculty member’s training, experience, 
activities, and the potential for continued growth in teaching, research and service, as well as 
scholarly and other creative activities.  A faculty member’s achievements will be evaluated 
using these criteria in proportion to their relative importance for the academic rank held by the 
faculty member and the program priorities of the appointing unit.  Colleagues within UAB, as 
well as colleagues outside of the institution shall evaluate the faculty member in these areas. 
 
Promotion and/or tenure award proposals requiring review by the Faculty Council are to be 
submitted by the established deadline of March 1, 2019.  Please see the projected calendar for an 
overview of the entire promotion and tenure cycle. 
 
Proposals should be submitted as follows: 

 Each proposal packet should be uploaded as a PDF file to the School of Medicine 
Promotion and Tenure Management Site.  

 The sections in the PDF must be in a specific order and properly bookmarked (e.g., 
Promotion/Tenure Action Summary Form, SOM Promotion and Tenure Guidelines, etc.). 
  

DETAILED OVERVIEW FOR ASSEMBLING THE PROPOSAL: 
 
1)   Promotion/Tenure Action Summary Form          

Complete all applicable fields. The form must be signed and dated by the candidate who is 
up for promotion and/or award of tenure. This form must be the first page of packet. Please 
do not insert a cover sheet.  

 
2)  SOM Promotion and Tenure Guidelines   

Attached.  Do not include departmental guidelines. 
 

3) Curriculum Vitae      
Must be current and in standardized SOM format. 

 
4) Recommendation Reports/Letters    

This section should include a signed and dated report or letter from the following, clearly 
indicating the title/role of individual(s) making the recommendation: Department Review 
Committee, Department Chair, School Committee and Dean. If there are votes against a 
candidate at any stage of the process, or if the chair or dean disagree with a majority vote, 
these must be addressed in reports/letters. 

 
NOTE:  Letter of support from the Department Chair and/or Division Director should include: 

a) An introductory paragraph that explicitly states the candidate’s current faculty rank, 
the proposed action (Promotion and/or Award of Tenure), role in the department, and 
his/her area(s) of excellence (2 for tenure earning or 1 for non-tenure earning 
appointment) for which he/she should be evaluated. 



b) A brief professional biographic summary of the candidate’s educational and 
professional experience. 

c) Separate paragraphs describing why the candidate has achieved excellence in the 
designated area(s), and significant accomplishments in the remaining area(s). 

d) A summary, which includes an explicit statement of support (or non-support) for the 
proposed action(s). If candidate is up for promotion and award of tenure, the letters 
needs to clearly show support for both actions.   
   

5) Teaching Portfolio – Evidence of Teaching Effectiveness    
Summarize teaching reviews, including student ratings and other assessment methods used 
by the School (i.e., peer evaluation, reviews of course materials, teaching portfolio 
summaries).  A summary table documenting all courses taught with summary scores is one 
way to present information.  If IDEA student ratings are used, include scores for:  progress 
on relevant objectives, overall ratings for excellent teacher, overall ratings for excellent 
course and summary evaluation.  Do not include individual student forms. 

 
6) Research Portfolio – Evidence of Research Productivity 

This section should include any additional evidence that is not reflected in the vitae.  
Reprints should not be included in this section. Reprints should be added to section 11 
below.  

 
7) Service Portfolio – Summary of Service Activities 

This section should include any additional evidence that is not reflected in the vitae. See 
“Portfolio” section attached.  Each section should be limited to two pages, single spaced and 
11 point font.  

 
8) Annual Reviews       

Include annual performance reviews from department chairs, as well as pre-tenure and/or 
pre-promotion reviews from departmental and school review committees.  Arrange in 
chronological order within this section and make sure that evaluations are signed by the 
chair/evaluators and the faculty member. 

 
9) External Reviewer Letters      

Letters by references external to UAB (min=3; max=5). External reviewers should state in 
their letters the candidate’s stated area(s) of excellence, and the current and proposed 
academic rank (and/or tenure, as appropriate). The external reviewers must be at a rank equal 
to or higher than the rank to which the candidate is applying. Letter writers should have 
recognized achievements within the candidate’s declared area(s) of expertise, or closely 
aligned with such area(s), address the candidate’s academic attributes, have no conflict of 
interest; and be from an institution of appropriate quality.  As a general rule, an outside 
reviewer should be someone who is not: 

• affiliated with UAB; 
• a close personal friend, relative, or colleague of the candidate 
• in a financial relationship with the candidate 
• a current or recent student or mentor of the candidate 
• a current or recent co-author, collaborator, or co-investigator of the candidate 



 
10) Internal Reviewer Letters     

Letters by references internal to UAB (min=3; max=5). The Provost Office will not receive 
the internal reviewer letters behind this tab unless they are also included in the appropriate 
section(s) related to teaching, research and/or service, depending on the focus of the letter.  
The internal reviewers must be at a rank equal to or higher than the rank to which the 
candidate is applying. 

 
11) Reprints         

Copies of publication/reprints or other evidence of scholarship/research productivity. 
(Associate Professor = 3 major reprints; Professor = 5 major reprints).  

 
If the proper format and/or forms are not used, the proposal will be returned to the 
department to be resubmitted with the correct, revised forms and/or format. 
 
Please see the example below for bookmarking and naming each section of the PDF file. 
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