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Introduction 
 
The faculty RPT committee at the academic unit level is the cornerstone of the dossier 
review process. The academic unit RPT committee’s recommendation, grounded in the 
unit’s RPT document, represents the review of the candidate’s peers, colleagues who 
are experts in their discipline. It is for that reason that the CBA accords it particular 
weight:  
 

7.5.6 The recommendation from the Academic Unit RPT Committee shall be 
given serious consideration, and no committee or administrator shall make a 
different recommendation except for substantial reasons stated in writing. 

 
Academic unit level RPT committee members, in our experience and observation, take 
this responsibility very seriously. Both the Provost’s office and the Chapter office receive 
frequent calls from RPT Committee members asking for clarification and guidance on 
proper procedure for conducting dossier reviews for reappointment, promotion, and 
tenure (RPT).  This attention to procedural detail is vitally important at the first level of 
review: if a procedural error is made at the unit level, there is a risk that that error will be 
replicated as the dossier proceeds along the review line, forming the basis of a 
grievance. Similarly, it is important that academic units establish clear internal 
procedures, which should be codified in the unit’s RPT document and which should be 
informed, in relevant part, by Article 7, so that RPT committee members are comfortable 
in performing their roles. 
 
This document reviews those sections of Article 7 that address RPT committee 
procedure, and discusses particular areas which provoke frequent questions. It also 
gives recommendations for best practices for RPT committees. While the majority of our 
comments address procedures and recommended best practices for unit-level RPT 
committees, we will also address some questions that have arisen regarding College 
RPT committees, and most of the comments would apply to them as well. 
 
 
2. RPT Committee Composition & Voting Eligibility 
 
The CBA provides very few rules for RPT committee composition and operation, and 
purposely so. The University of Cincinnati is composed of 13 colleges and the UC 
Libraries system, altogether consisting of dozens of academic units; it would be 
impractical if not impossible to establish contractual rules that would fit UC’s diversity in 
colleges and academic units.  
 
a. CBA procedures.  
The few procedural rules that do exist for RPT committees in the CBA are contained in 
Article 7.6.1 – 7.6.4. 
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7.6.4 Academic Unit RPT Committee 
 

7.6.1 All RPT committees shall be standing committees. 
 

7.6.2 Only full-time University Faculty Members, and those AAUP-
represented Adjunct Faculty Members whose Academic Units’ RPT 
procedures permit, shall serve on the RPT committees. 
 
7.6.3 The quorum necessary for voting shall be two-thirds of the members 
of a RPT committee. Each member of a RPT committee shall have one 
vote.  

 
7.6.4.1 Composition. Each Academic Unit's RPT Committee shall be 
composed of members as defined in 7.6.2 above. Deans, associate 
Deans, assistant Deans, assistants to the Dean, and Academic Unit 
Heads may not serve on the Committee. The chairperson shall be 
selected by the Committee from its members. If an Academic Unit has 
fewer than four full-time tenured Faculty Members, it must select by 
democratic means at least one additional Committee member who is 
tenured from full-time Faculty of the college, or from related disciplines in 
other colleges of the University. If the committee membership has been 
supplemented, the chairperson must be a member of the Academic Unit. 
Except for these requirements, the Faculty of the Academic Unit shall 
decide by democratic means the Committee's structure, size, and method 
of selection. 
 
7.6.4.2 Committee Responsibilities. The Academic Unit RPT Committee 
shall forward to the Academic Unit Head the candidate's file and the 
Academic Unit RPT Committee’s recommendation regarding 
reappointment, promotion, or tenure. 

 
b. How large should an RPT committee be?  
Except for occasional inquiries into the proper procedure for electing faculty members to 
the RPT committee, these paragraphs in the CBA do not elicit many questions. 
Academic units generally have well-established procedures or practices defining the 
method of selecting RPT committee members. One question that has arisen with some 
frequency, however, concerns the issue of “structure [and] size” of the committee.  How 
big should a committee be? Is there a minimum number of committee members 
required? 
 
There are basically two options for constituting an academic unit RPT committee: a 
standing committee whose members are elected or selected by a method determined 
democratically by the faculty in the academic unit; or a committee of the whole, meaning 
that all faculty members in the academic unit (as defined in 7.6.2) constitute a standing 
RPT committee. Which type of committee structure an academic unit chooses has 
implications for voting eligibility and the potential size of the RPT committee. 
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In smaller academic units, a committee of the whole may not be much bigger than 
electing a subset to serve. In larger academic units, a committee of the whole could 
results in dozens of eligible voting faculty members for each dossier. 
 
 
c. Voting eligibility in committees of the whole vs. standing committees 
The academic unit’s Bylaws and/or RPT Criteria document should make it clear which 
structure will be utilized and, in the case of an elected or selected committee that is a 
sub-set of the department’s faculty, how those committee members are to be chosen. 
There is no “best” structure. Each academic unit should consider what works best for it 
and periodically review the system as the unit changes and grows.  
 
With regard to setting up elected RPT committees: If an academic unit opts to elect a 
standing RPT committee (as opposed to a committee of the whole), we recommend it 
have an odd number of members so as to avoid tie votes.  Ideally, we believe an RPT 
committee should have at least five members, in order to ensure a diversity of 
perspectives. There are no contractual rules as to terms of office for committee 
members, but we recommend staggered two-year terms. This allows for some 
continuity within the committee to allow for a better understanding of RPT procedures, 
the RPT document, and how the criteria are to be applied (issues continuity are further 
address below in section 3). 
 
The other option is a committee of the whole which includes all the faculty in a 
department—rather than an elected or selected sub-set—who are deemed eligible per 
the Bylaws or RPT Criteria document to vote on a particular type of dossier (e.g., in 
some departments or schools only those with the rank of Professor are eligible to vote 
on promotion to Professor). For small departments in which there are only a few 
dossiers to be reviewed each year, a committee of the whole may make sense. The 
advantage of this system for small departments is that it saves them from having to form 
a committee which may not be that much smaller than the faculty body itself. 
 
Adopting a committee-of-the-whole system for large academic units can be problematic, 
however. In large units a committee-of-the-whole system brings into question the depth 
of each faculty member’s review of candidate dossiers. In other words, in a department 
of, say, 60 full-time faculty members, is it realistic to expect that all of the eligible voters 
can engage in the time-consuming process of (re)familiarizing themselves with the RPT 
criteria, and the contractual rules for appropriate procedure in RPT reviews, and 
performing a careful review of 5 or 10 or 15 dossiers? Is it realistic to expect that faculty 
will be able to set aside the time or modify their schedules to make it possible to form 
the two-thirds quorum required for voting under Article 7.6.3?  Will all of the voting 
members be able to review and suggest changes to a draft recommendation letter 
before signing off on it?   
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Because of these logistical difficulties, a committee –of-the-whole system in a large 
department carries a higher risk of potential procedural errors which could form the 
basis of a grievance. 
 
With a standing RPT committee system in a large department, it may be more feasible 
that each dossier will receive close attention by those faculty members who are elected 
to serve on it, thus avoiding the danger of having important RPT recommendations 
made on the basis of less-intensive dossier reviews or introducing standards of 
assessment that are not in conformity with the RPT criteria.  
 
However, some academic units may regard having an RPT committee as too restrictive 
or see other advantages that make the committee-of-the-whole system attractive. If so, 
large departments should consider the above-noted logistical challenges and decide the 
best way to address them. 
 
Exactly how big is "too big" for an academic unit to establish a committee of the whole? 
Obviously there is a continuum of size and the answer is subjective. Faculty in each 
academic unit should consider the matter in light of these issues.  Keeping in mind that 
an RPT committee meeting must have two-thirds of its membership present in order to 
take votes,  this is our suggestion for considering which system may be best suited to 
departments of a particular size: 
 

1 – 10 full-time faculty members: a committee of the whole may be feasible and 
more efficient than an elected committee. 
 
11 – 25 full-time faculty members: either system could probably be used, but 
academic units near the top end of this range should think about the feasibility of 
meeting the two-thirds quorum rule. 
 
26 or more: an elected committee system is probably the most feasible and 
efficient method.   

 
Obviously, each academic unit will have to make its own decision as to when it has 
moved from one category to another. 
 
d. Summary of recommendations on RPT committee composition and voting: 
 

1. Describe clearly in your academic unit bylaws and/or RPT document the type of 
RPT committee in use, how members are selected for it, how long they serve, 
and which academic unit faculty are eligible to serve. 
 

2. If possible given the size of your academic unit, RPT committees should have at 
least 5 members to ensure a diversity of perspectives. 
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3. Consider the size of your academic unit and select a system (committee of the 
whole or elected committee) that best meets the unit’s needs. 
 

4. Consider carefully the feasibility of meeting the two-thirds quorum rule if your unit 
adopts the committee-of-the-whole system for RPT decisions. 
 

5. For elected committees, have the number of committee members be an odd 
number to prevent tie votes. 
 

6. For elected committees, have the terms of office of committee members be 
staggered two-year terms. 
 

7. From time to time review the feasibility of your chosen system in light of changes 
in the academic unit’s size or structure. 
 

 
 
3. RPT Criteria: Review and Continuity in Application 
 
It has been our observation that often the root of problems or disagreements within RPT 
committees arise from differing interpretations of the RPT criteria by faculty members 
within the academic unit itself. Over the past few years, the number of academic units 
revising RPT criteria documents seems to have increased, perhaps due to the 
restructuring process of 2008-2009 and the conversion to semesters. In the past, 
however, it has not been unusual for academic unit faculty, for many years running, to 
decline to engage in an in-depth review and discussion of potential changes to the unit’s 
RPT criteria document. (The CBA requires a review every 5 years, but that review could 
be cursory and still meet the contractual requirement.) 
There are three primary dangers involved in allowing more than 5 years to pass without 
the faculty body engaging in a substantive, in-depth discussion of their unit RPT 
document. 
 
First, when the academic unit faculty as a whole do not review carefully the RPT criteria 
document on a routine basis, it is all too easy for faculty members within the unit to lose 
a common understanding as to the meaning and proper application of the document.  
 
One might think that the more detailed and explicit the RPT criteria document, the less 
danger there is. While it may be true that vaguely written RPT documents are more 
prone to misinterpretation over time within the academic unit itself, even detailed 
documents can become the subject of differing interpretation as the years pass. There 
is always the danger – particularly acute in large departments, but certainly not limited 
to them – that as time passes and as personnel change, the “cultural understanding” of 
the unit’s RPT criteria may be lost no matter how clearly or explicitly the criteria 
document is written. 
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Second, when there are not relatively regular discussions among the faculty body as to 
the meaning and appropriate application of the RPT criteria document, candidates may 
become subject to idiosyncratic advice. 
 
Third, in the AAUP office, Chapter staff have seen numerous examples of academic 
units where the faculty do have a clear understanding of their expectations for 
reappointment, promotion, and tenure, and apply them consistently – but they have not 
taken the time to revise their “old” RPT document to reflect their current understanding. 
Allowing standards to change without updating the RPT criteria document is a receipt 
for grievances, which no one wants. 
 
While review and discussion of RPT criteria documents are sometimes difficult, we 
strongly recommend that academic unit faculty, as a body, engage in an in-depth and 
substantive way at least once every 5 years. This does not automatically mean changes 
would be needed or made; even if no changes are made, a regular in-depth review will 
help ensure that RPT committee work proceeds more smoothly and that candidates are 
best mentored on the unit’s expectations.   
 
 
4. Distinguishing Between Mentoring and Evaluating Candidates 
 
Questions about the mentoring of candidates have arisen in the context of RPT 
committee review, often but not exclusively from academic units which are small. In any 
unit – but especially in smaller ones where some professors need to serve as mentors 
to candidates and then also participate in RPT committee decisions – the question of 
how to deal with the separation of these roles is important. 
 
Mentoring of tenure-track candidates and off-tenure-track professors who are preparing 
for their first reappointment review is extremely important. This is even more true for 
those who are new to the University of Cincinnati or for whom this is their first full-time 
job in academia. Each academic unit’s culture and expectations for a successful 
reappointment or tenure bid is somewhat unique, and simply reading the unit’s RPT 
document is not sufficient guidance. Candidates need the guidance of mentors to help 
them fully understand the RPT document in cultural context and to prepare successful 
dossiers. 
 
Per Article 33.1 of the collective bargaining agreement, a new faculty member’s initial 
mentor is the academic unit head. One or more other faculty members may be involved 
in various aspects of mentoring. However, it is important that anyone who is mentoring 
a candidate cease that activity once the dossier has been completed, if that mentor is 
serving on the RPT committee in the year when the candidate’s dossier comes before 
the committee. In some cases a mentor serving on the RPT committee may need to 
recuse him/herself from the vote on that dossier, at the discretion of the committee.  
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The 2010-2013 AAUP-UC contract contains new language that addresses the question 
of when a mentor who is involved in RPT dossier review must cease to act as a mentor 
and switch to his/her role as a judge of the dossier. 
 

7.4.4   Any Faculty Members who are serving on an Academic Unit or a College 
RPT Committee, as well as an Academic Unit Head or Dean, may advise a 
candidate in his or her preparation of a dossier up to the time that the candidate 
has submitted the dossier for review by the Academic Unit RPT committee. After 
that time, such advising should cease, since the roles of the Committee 
members, the Academic Unit Head and the Dean become evaluative as part of 
the preparation of the dossier. 

 
By establishing a point in time after which colleagues who have served as mentors must 
now exclusively play their role as evaluators, and by communicating that information to 
candidates, everyone involved in the process will understand their responsibility in the 
process. 
 
Once the candidate has submitted his/her dossier to the academic unit level RPT 
committee, the only appropriate communications between the committee and the 
candidate are (1) notice of an omission of an item that is required to be included in the 
dossier, as per the RPT criteria (this is implied in Article 7.2.3) and (2) the committee’s 
letter of recommendation regarding the dossier.  Note that, with respect to the first item, 
the committee may only communicate the fact of the omission to the candidate; the 
committee may not coach the candidate about how to improve an already-submitted 
document, though the committee of course may comment upon such document within 
its  letter of recommendation.  
 
Finally, if a candidate comes to an RPT committee member for advice in the wake of a 
negative letter of recommendation, the RPT committee member must refrain from 
discussing the committee’s deliberations or rationale for the recommendation; doing so 
would constitute a violation of Article 7.4. We recommend that the RPT committee 
member instead advise the candidate seek assistance from the AAUP Chapter office 
and/or a colleague who is not currently sitting on the RPT committee.  
 
 
5. Dossier composition and control 
 

 A. What Is – and Is Not – Supposed to Be in a Dossier? 
 
The CBA provides the following guidance regarding a dossier’s contents: 
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 Each Academic Unit, college, or library jurisdiction shall publish the 
responsibilities of the Academic Unit, college, or library jurisdiction and the 
responsibilities of the candidate for developing dossiers. (7.4.1) 

 

 The candidate has primary responsibility for the development of the 
dossier submitted for review according to the procedures established by 
the RPT Criteria and this [CBA]. Each dossier shall be accompanied by 
the Provost’s “File Checklist” or, in the College of Medicine, by the “COM 
Checklist.” (7.4.2) 

 
The contents of a dossier are typically prescribed by the academic unit’s RPT criteria, 
although the “File Checklists” referenced in Article 7.4.2 also provide general guidance 
as to what basic elements a dossier should contain.  
 
The questions we receive most frequently about a dossier’s contents concern material 
submitted or added by persons other than the candidate. For example, in detailing what 
elements the academic unit requires as part of the dossier, we often receive questions 
concerning the selection of persons to provide recommendation or evaluation letters, 
and how those letters should be solicited:  
 

Who are the appropriate persons to submit internal (academic unit, college, or 
university) letters of recommendation or evaluation?  
 
By what method should those persons be selected?  
 
Whose job is it to ask those persons to submit letters of recommendation or 
evaluation?  
 
Can persons serving on an RPT committee in that particular year submit such a 
letter? 

 
There are no universally appropriate answers to these questions. The faculty in each 
academic unit should consider the logistical and ethical issues involved, and ensure that 
their unit RPT criteria document makes it very clear which faculty members or other 
persons at the University of Cincinnati have a formal role in evaluating teaching, 
research, and service.  The RPT criteria should also clearly differentiate between the 
roles of, and procedures for selecting, internal reviewers (those within the candidate’s 
academic unit) and external reviewers (those outside the academic unit, college, or 
University). 
 
The RPT document should establish how those persons are to be chosen and whose 
responsibility it is to invite them to submit letters.  The RPT document should also make 
clear what role, if any, the candidate is to play in the selection of external reviewers and, 
if the candidate does not have such a role, whether there will be a procedure by which 
the candidate can object to the selection of a particular external reviewer.  See 
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Appendix 1, Provostal Guidelines for External Reviewers, for further guidance regarding 
procedures for selecting and obtaining letters of recommendation from external 
reviewers.  (This document is also available on-line at 
http://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/provost/docs/facultyaffairs/extrptdossier.pdf.) 
 
We recommend that the RPT document provide a procedure for external reviewer 
selection that allows the candidate to play some role. Providing the candidate with some 
role in the process helps prevent the inclusion of reviewers who may have a conflict of 
interest, and helps ensure that some persons with expertise in the candidate’s discipline 
are included on the list.  
 
There are various ways to select external reviewers. We have included in the 
appendices a number of examples currently in use by UC academic units. 
 
However the selection is done, we recommend that RPT committee members not be 
involved in the selection of the external reviewers, or in soliciting the external reviews. 
We believe the best practice is to have the academic unit head be the person who 
contacts external reviewers and to whom external reviews are directed. Upon receipt, 
the unit head may then place them in the dossier and provide copies to all appropriate 
parties.   
 
The main point is that an RPT document should include a clear and consistent system, 
year after year, for determining what materials are to be included in the dossier and who 
the appropriate persons are who will provide this material.  Clarity in this regard will help 
prevent confusion and arguments over these issues. 
 
 

B. Control of the Dossier After It Leaves the Candidate’s Hands 
 
While it is clear that the candidate for reappointment, promotion and/or tenure (RPT) 
has primary responsibility for the development 
of the dossier (see Section 7.4.1), there are often misunderstandings about what 
happens to the dossier once the candidate has submitted it to the first level of review.  
Common questions are:  
 

Once the candidate has submitted the dossier to the RPT committee for review, 
whose responsibility is it to maintain control of the dossier (whether in paper or 
electronic format)?  
 
Can the dossier be altered by removing material or adding material, and if so, who is 
authorized to do so, and under what circumstances? 

http://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/provost/docs/facultyaffairs/extrptdossier.pdf
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i. Who can remove material? 
The easiest question to answer is that of removing material: No one has the right 
to remove any material from the dossier except, in rare cases and as ordered by 
the Provost’s office in order to correct a procedural error. For example, if a 
recommendation letter reflects a procedural error, the Provost can remand the 
dossier back to the level of review which produced that letter (as per Article 
7.2.3) and order the removal of the erroneous recommendation letter from the 
dossier.  [Note that while Article 7.2.2 allows any level of review to remand the 
dossier to a previous level in order to correct a procedural error, only the Provost 
has the authority to allow a document to be removed from a dossier.] 

 
ii. Who maintains control of the dossier? 
Once the dossier has been submitted, the candidate no longer has possession of 
it and the dossier should not be returned to the candidate until the process has 
been completed or the candidate has formally withdrawn, in writing, from 
candidacy. The academic unit head, unit level or college level RPT committee 
chair, appropriate dean or administrator, and then the Provost’s office have the 
responsibility for maintaining control and the integrity of the dossier once it leaves 
the candidate’s hands.  
It is important to maintain this chain of control in order to accurately follow what 
has been added to the dossier, by whom, and when. As noted in Article 7.5.5, 
whenever any material – including letters of recommendation – is added to a 
dossier, all prior levels of review should be provided with a copy of that material 
(see below).  

 
iii. How is “new material” incorporated into the dossier? 
Article 7.4.3 contains what is probably the most misunderstand provision on RPT 
dossiers. Article 7.4.3 provides that if new material becomes available, “the 
candidate, academic unit head, Dean, or appropriate administrator may add such 
material to the dossier until the appropriate Provost renders his or her 
recommendation.” This section allows the candidate, department head, and dean 
(or library director or other administrator at that level) to add material to the 
dossier, but it does not allow others to do so. RPT committees (academic unit or 
college level) do not have the right to add material to the dossier, other than their 
letters of recommendation. 
 
However, Article 7.4.3 does not mean that candidates themselves should directly 
be adding material to the dossier. Candidates should not be in possession of the 
dossier once it has been submitted. Rather, any material added to the dossier 
should be added by the level of review in possession of the dossier at the time 
upon request of the candidate, academic unit head, or dean. If the candidate 
wishes to add material after the point that the dossier has been submitted to the 
RPT committee, he/she can submit it to his/her academic unit head or dean and 
request that it be added to the dossier.  (Of course, the unit head and the dean 
can add material when the dossier is in their possession.) In all cases, the 
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individual requesting the addition should enclose a cover letter stating the 
request or, if the dossier is in the academic unit head’s or dean’s possession, 
indicating the addition so that it is documented. Again, as per Article 7.5.5, any 
added material must be copied to the candidate and to all levels of review 
“below” (those that have already made recommendations).  

 
iv. What constitutes “new material”? 
Although the contract does not define the concept of “new material,” our 
consistent interpretation of this concept is material documenting events or 
achievements since the submission of the dossier to the academic unit RPT 
committee.  For example, if a journal accepts a candidate’s article for publication, 
and this article was referenced as “under review” in the candidate’s dossier, then 
it would be perfectly appropriate (and strongly recommended) for the candidate 
to add documentation of this acceptance to his/her dossier.  

 
v. How and when may the candidate inspect the dossier as it is reviewed 
and respond to new material, including letters of recommendation? 
Although the dossier is no longer in the possession of the candidate once it has 
been submitted, the candidate does have the right to inspect the dossier “in 
accordance with University policies on access to personnel files and must be 
given the opportunity to review and respond in writing to any material in or added 
to the file” (see Article 7.5.2 through 7.5.5. 
 
Committees and candidates should bear in mind the difference between a 
response to a recommendation (Article 7.5.2 – 7.5.5) and a request for 
reconsideration. A request for reconsideration is a request for the reviewer or 
committee to reconsider the decision itself. The candidate may request 
reconsideration of an RPT recommendation as described in Article 7.5.8. In the 
case of a request for reconsideration, the candidate only has the right to a 
reconsideration at the first level at which there is a negative recommendation 
made.  
 
A response letter, however, does not ask for a change in the recommendation. 
Rather, it asks the next level of review to consider the candidate’s response to 
the commentary included in the prior recommendation letter, and/or alerts the 
reviewer to material added to the dossier as a consequence of the prior 
recommendation letter.   
  
A letter can be written by the candidate at any time in response to any new 
material, including but not limited to letters of recommendation. Such response 
letters should be incorporated into the dossier as quickly as possible. A response 
letter is one in which the candidate responds to issues raised by new material 
added to the dossier. The most typical case is one in which the candidate 
receives a negative recommendation letter and responds to its content; however, 
on rare occasion there may be good reason for the candidate to address issues 
raised in a positive recommendation.   
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For both the request for reconsideration and the response letter, the candidate 
has 14 days from the receipt of the letter of recommendation to deliver the 
request or response to the appropriate party. In the case of a request for 
reconsideration, we recommend the candidate notify the committee chair or 
reviewer immediately of his/her intent to exercise this right. This signals the chair 
or reviewer to hold the dossier until the reconsideration request and any 
accompanying documents have been received. 
 
We also advise candidates to immediately notify the appropriate reviewer or 
committee chair that s/he intends submit a response letter. Response letters are 
addressed and delivered to the next level of review. (For example, if it is a 
response to the recommendation letter issued by the Academic Unit Head, then 
the letter is addressed and delivered to the College RPT Committee, with a copy 
to the Unit Head and the academic unit RPT committee.) While it is not a 
requirement of the contract, we recommend that the reviewer or committee chair 
who receives such notice from a candidate not complete the review, or pass the 
dossier on to the next level of review, before receiving and giving careful 
consideration to the candidate’s response. Completing the review of the dossier 
before receiving the response letter defeats the intent of the letter.  
 
We recognize that if a candidate exercises his/her right to submit a request for 
reconsideration or response letter, the dossier may need to be held past an 
internal academic unit or college deadline. Faculty and administrators should 
keep in mind that internal academic unit or college deadlines cannot “trump” the 
contractual right to request reconsideration, or frustrate the reviewers’ ability to 
consider the candidate’s response letter.  Reviewers at other levels understand 
this reality and will not penalize the level holding the dossier because of the need 
to wait for a response letter or request for reconsideration. 
 

 
vi. How is the dossier returned to the candidate? 
Once the RPT process is complete (i.e., the Provost’s office has issued its 
decision), the dossier will be returned to the candidate. This is usually done 
indirectly, through the college office.  
 
The main point to keep in mind is that the dossier cannot be altered except 
through established contractual procedures, and the dossier should follow an 
established path that allows everyone – at all levels of review – to see what has 
happened to it throughout the process. 
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6. RPT Committee Deliberations  
 
While all of Article 7 of the CBA is relevant for RPT committee members, and we 
recommend that all those involved in the RPT process read Article 7 carefully, in this 
section  we will focus on those sections which are of particular relevance to RPT 
committees and about which we frequently receive questions.  
 
The most common questions concerning RPT committee deliberations are:  

 
What is the proper procedure for making judgments that lead to a 
recommendation for or against reappointment, promotion, or tenure? 
 
What are we, as RPT committee members, supposed to consider when making 
that judgment? What are we supposed to ignore? 
 

We consider these questions together, as they are closely related. The sections of the 
contract most relevant to these issues are as follows: 
 

 At each level, the review committee or administrator shall assess the 
sufficiency of the dossier and the conformity of the review process to 
approved RPT criteria and procedures. (7.2.3) 
 

 Each review level shall make an independent determination based on the 
same RPT criteria. Reviewers shall not otherwise consult on pending RPT 
cases with other levels of review. (7.2.4) 

 

 RPT recommendations shall be based upon criteria related to the 
responsibilities and functions of the candidate’s Academic Unit or library 
jurisdiction. (7.3.1) 

 

 If a reasonable time has not elapsed since a change in RPT criteria, due 
consideration shall be given to the former criteria. (7.3.4) 

 
Articles 7.2.3, 7.2.4, and 7.3.1 each articulate a fundamental principle of dossier review, 
a theme woven throughout Article 7: RPT recommendations are to be based solely on a 
comparison of the contents of the dossier with the RPT Criteria.  This principle applies 
throughout the RPT review process; every level of review must make its 
recommendation on the basis of a comparison of the contents of the dossier with the 
RPT Criteria.  
 
A common question posed by RPT committees is whether or not committee members 
may interject their own direct personal knowledge or anecdotal knowledge into the 
Committee’s deliberations and assessment of a candidate and his/her dossier.  The 
simple answer is: “No.”  
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Article 7.2 is clear that committee recommendations must be based upon a review of 
the contents of the dossier in comparison with the unit’s RPT criteria. This means that 
one or more RPT committee member’s personal knowledge, or anecdotal knowledge 
passed along to a committee member, cannot play a role in the committee’s decision on 
a recommendation for or against reappointment, promotion, or tenure.  Only information 
about the candidate’s record which is evidenced within the dossier may figure into the 
committee’s deliberations. 
 
To allow personal or anecdotal knowledge to have a role in a committee’s decision 
undermines the academic unit’s RPT document by privileging that knowledge over 
democratically established principles for assessment of a candidate’s performance. It 
also introduces a strong element of sheer luck into the RPT process: how well a 
candidate does in the process becomes at least partially dependent on who happens to 
be sitting on the RPT committee in a given year, and the knowledge they happen to 
possess. 
 
Committee members should also keep in mind that Article 7 only allows an RPT 
committee to issue one recommendation letter; it does not permit dissenting members 
to provide a “minority report.”  However, the RPT committee could report the vote count 
in its recommendation. The letter could also reflect the essence of why members 
differed in their opinions, if the committee wishes to include such detail.  But in the end, 
there can only be one official recommendation from the committee.    
 
Finally, if anecdotal or personal knowledge has formed part of the basis of a 
committee’s decision, but has not been explicitly acknowledged as such in the 
recommendation letter, this constitutes a serious violation of the candidate’s right, under 
Article 7.5.2, to respond to the committee’s assessment through rebuttal or provision of 
additional material. 
 
This does not mean, however, that knowledge of the candidate, through direct 
observation or assessment, that is held individually or collectively in the unit should not 
figure into the RPT process. The academic unit’s RPT criteria should establish 
procedures through which such knowledge and assessments can be incorporated, in 
writing, into the dossier material. Below, we offer several suggestions for incorporating 
such information into the dossier. In this way, all committee members – no matter who 
they happen to be in a given year – are operating on the basis of the same documented 
information. This means establishing in the RPT criteria document exactly how 
teaching, research and service will be evaluated and documented. 
There are a variety of means by which such information can be properly incorporated 
into a dossier. For example, the RPT document can require that all dossiers contain: 
 

(1)  Peer reviews of teaching through means and methods established in the RPT 
document. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

18 

(2)  Internal (academic unit) peer assessments of the quality of research production 
by those determined to best make such assessments. 
 

(3)  Letters describing the nature and quality of service from committee chairs or 
others qualified to offer observations. 
 

We recommend that all of these types of evidence be included in reappointment, 
promotion, and tenure dossiers. Another piece of evidence that academic units may 
wish to include on the list of required documents is the annual performance review. In 
April 2009, the UC Chapter AAUP approved a White Paper, “Recommendations for 
Best Practices: Annual Performance Reviews for Faculty Members and Academic Unit 
Heads,” (available online at http://www.aaupuc.org/advisory-letters-reviews/ and the 
Provost’s Office website at http://www.uc.edu/provost/units/academic_personnel 
/faculty_guides.html) which offers suggestions for conducting substantive and effective 
annual performance reviews. Annual performance reviews, conducted in accordance 
with the White Paper’s recommended best practices, can be valuable sources of 
information to RPT committees.   
 
A particularly difficult and delicate question is that of “personal behavior” or collegiality. 
If a candidate exhibits a serious lack of collegiality – obstructive or disruptive behavior 
that impacts the candidate’s performance in the areas identified by the unit’s RPT 
document – that behavior should be documented and discussed in the Annual 
Performance Review. If severe enough and if it continues over time, such behavior can 
be dealt with through the disciplinary process outlined in Article 9. It is not something 
that should be directly addressed by colleagues in the RPT process. This the job of the 
academic unit head, the Dean, and the Provost’s office.  
 
 
7.  Addressing potential academic misconduct 
 
On rare occasions, a question of a candidate’s (suspected or perceived) academic 
misconduct arises in an RPT committee’s review of a dossier. These questions most 
frequently concern potential plagiarism, misrepresentation of the publication record, or 
misrepresentation of service performed. 
 
This is an extremely problematic area. RPT committees are not designed to, and should 
never attempt to become, investigatory bodies. On the other hand, RPT committee 
members may be those most able to identify those rare instances of academic 
misconduct, since higher levels of review may not be familiar enough with the academic 
discipline or the ground-level work of the candidate to spot discrepancies or potentially 
fraudulent material in the dossier. 

 
If the academic unit faculty want to establish a system for “cross-checks” of dossier 
material, this is permissible within common sense limits. We recommend that the faculty 
establish a system in the RPT document that defines the role of RPT committee 
members in verification of documents in the dossier, and explains how RPT committee 

http://www.aaupuc.org/advisory-letters-reviews/
http://www.uc.edu/provost/units/academic_personnel%0b/faculty_guides.html
http://www.uc.edu/provost/units/academic_personnel%0b/faculty_guides.html
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members should perform that task. Documents or activities which could be routinely 
verified back to the point of the previous dossier review (or since arrival at UC in the 
case of a new faculty member) include publications, publishers, professional association 
membership, service on committees, etc. Whatever system is put into place, it must be 
routinely done for all candidates to ensure equal application of the procedure. 
 
When designing a verification system, we strongly recommend that faculty take care not 
to establish a verification system that essentially converts the RPT committee into an 
investigatory body. The RPT committee is not a tribunal or a disciplinary committee; it is 
charged only with reviewing the contents of the dossier and determining whether a 
candidate has satisfied the RPT criteria for reappointment, promotion or tenure. Unit 
head or RPT committee letters of recommendation should only address the evidence of 
performance as documented in the dossier. 
 
If an RPT committee (at the unit or college level) or an academic unit head has good 
reason to believe that there is a potential instance of academic misconduct in a 
candidate’s dossier, that issue should be reported to the Dean of the College. If the 
Dean believes there is sufficient cause for concern, s/he can initiate an investigation 
under Article 9 of the AAUP-UC contract.  
 
 
8.  In Conclusion 
 
Faculty and administrators involved in RPT decisions have a weighty responsibilities 
and it has always been our observations that they take this decision seriously. It is our 
hope that this document will be useful to all faculty and administrators involved in the 
RPT process. In individual cases where questions arise, however, faculty and 
administrators should always feel free to call the AAUP office or the Vice Provost for 
Academic Personnel for advice. Asking questions early in the process, before the 
dossier goes to the next level of review, is always the best course of action. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

 PROVOSTAL EXPECTATIONS FOR EXTERNAL REVIEW LETTERS  
 

University of Cincinnati  
 

The research and creative work of all faculty members under consideration for tenure or 
promotion should be subjected to review by scholars in the discipline who are external 
to the University. The following procedural guidelines are not rules; they do not override 
or supplant any provost-approved procedures that are already in place. They are 
intended to guide academic units in revising RPT procedures to assure that the external 
review process is consistent with the provost’s expectation that it be rigorous and 
meaningful.  
 

1. The candidate and the academic unit head should each submit a list of names to 
the unit’s RPT committee or, if that committee is not to be so involved, the 
candidate may submit a list of names to the unit head, who will draw up a 
separate list of names. The committee’s or head’s list should be prepared before 
receiving the suggestions of the candidate.  
 

a. The lists should be made up of scholars who have the expertise to evaluate 
the candidate’s research or creative productivity.  
 

b. Generally, these scholars will hold senior rank in a comparable academic 
department.*  
 

c. The persons on each list should not have a close association with the 
candidate or the unit head, such as former teacher, mentor, dissertation 
advisor, or post-doctoral advisor. If any are co-authors or collaborators 
with the candidate, their comments should focus on the candidate’s 
contribution to joint effort.  
 

2. The RPT committee or unit head should select three to six names from the two 
lists, being careful to avoid selecting persons who are disqualified under I.C. 
above.  
 

3. The unit head should contact each of the persons selected. If any decline to serve 
as a reviewer, more names may be added from the original lists by the head. In 
no case should fewer than three external reviewers be used.  
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4. The unit head should send each external reviewer representative pieces of 

scholarship or creative work authored by the candidate along with the 
candidate’s vita. The candidate may choose which works will be reviewed, but 
the head may elect to send additional completed works by the candidate. It is the 
candidate’s responsibility to copy the material as well as to provide three copies 
of any book s/he may wish reviewers to evaluate. **  
 

5. The unit head should instruct the reviewers in writing to evaluate the quality of the 
work and its contribution to the field and should provide any necessary context 
about the research or publications under review. Reviewers should be informed 
that their letters will not be confidential and will be included in the dossier. A 
sample letter from the unit head to the reviewers should be included in the 
external review section of the dossier.  
 

6. The reviews should be solicited in time to receive and include them in the dossier 
prior to the unit RPT committee’s evaluation of the candidate. It is the 
responsibility of the unit head to assure the timeliness of the solicitation and to 
request postponement of the committee review if the letters are not all 
assembled.  
 

7. The candidate and/or the unit head should provide an introduction to the external 
review section of the dossier that describes, in three or four sentences each, the 
qualifications of the reviewers and that explains any past relationship or affiliation 
with the applicant.  

 
*If the comparable academic department is primarily a teaching unit and the work to be 
submitted for review is research within a discipline other than pedagogy, the external 
reviewers should be sought from faculty in research departments.  
 
**In disciplines where it is difficult to send representative pieces, such as in music or 
theatre performance, it is appropriate to send copies of the entire dossier to each 
reviewer.  
 
Provost Office, 2003 
 
[This document is also available on-line at 
http://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/provost/docs/facultyaffairs/extrptdossier.pdf.] 
 
 
 

 
 
(see separate PDF file for Appendix B: samples of external reviewer processes) 

http://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/provost/docs/facultyaffairs/extrptdossier.pdf

