





BOSTON UNIVERSITY
Promotion Application
Part VI - UAPT Committee Report


	Candidate’s Name:
	
	Present Rank: 
	

	

	School/Department:
	

	(In the case of a formal joint appointment, indicate each school and department at which the candidate holds an appointment.)




THIS REPORT WILL BE RELEASED TO THE CANDIDATE UPON REQUEST, AFTER VOTES, SCORES, AND INDICIA OF AUTHORSHIP HAVE BEEN DELETED.



	UAPT        
	Yes:
	X
	No:
	X
	Recuse:
	X
	Absent:
	X

	
	Score:
	X
	Score:
	X
	
	
	
	

	Dean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	APT       
	Yes:
	
	No:
	
	Abstain:
	
	Absent:
	

	Chair
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dept           
	Yes:
	
	No:
	
	Abstain:
	
	Absent:
	





The UAPT Report describes the basis for the Committee’s judgment with respect to the candidate’s teaching, research, and service.  The report summarizes the deliberations of the UAPT and highlights key points from prior levels’ deliberations (i.e., Department Chair, School APT, and Dean Reports).












Background:
Professor XXX is seeking promotion to [rank] in [department, unit]. Their PhD was awarded in [year] from [institution].


Date of Last Promotion:	[date]	[rank promoted to]

[bookmark: _Hlk87614096]Areas of Interest: [describe candidate’s areas of interest]

I. UAPT Consideration of External Evaluator Letters:

Letter Return Rate:  
 	Total number of requested external letters:		[insert n]
            Total number of received external letters:		[insert n (%)] 
The primary reasons identified for declining:		[insert response]

External Letter Writers’ Objectivity:
	Number of reviewers judged as arm’s length: 	[insert n]
            Number of reviewers judged as non-arm’s length: 	[insert n]

[For each identified non-arm’s length reviewer, provide the individual’s name and the reason for this classification in the table below.  If NA, delete table.]  
	Evaluator Name
	Non-Arm’s Length Designation Rationale

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Alignment of UAPT and Prior Levels’ Designations of Reviewers’ as Arm’s/Non-Arm’s Length The UAPT’s classification of external evaluators as “arm’s length” or “non-arm’s length” is [the same/different] from prior level(s) assessments. 
 [If differences exist, briefly explain the nature of the differences.]

Core Letters:  
The department identifies X of the X letters as “core.” (designated with an * in the table below). 
[If there are additional letters that are “non-core,” explain the rationale for this status.]

Ranking of External Reviewers’ Departments:
BU’s department/program is ranked #X according to the latest USNWR [or name other ranking consulted].   

 [Comment on the rankings of the programs from which letters were obtained relative to BU’s ranking] 
 



[Complete the external evaluator letters table below]

External Evaluation Letters. (* next to name indicates a core letter)
	Name
(list alphabetically)
	Faculty Title
	Institution/
Department

	Ranking
#
Peer Status
+, =, -
	Appoint at
requested rank at BU?
YES/NO/NR
	Appoint at requested rank at own institution?
YES/NO/NR

	Qualifies as Arm’s Length
YES/NO


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	




External Evaluators’ Identified Peer Comparisons: 

Candidate’s research/scholarship impact indices:  
[Insert information below on the Candidate’s impact metrics and the source (i.e., h-index, number of citations]

[Complete the peer comparison table with information from the evaluators’ letters and/or easily accessible from Google Scholar.]

External Evaluators’ Peer Comparisons
	Peer Name
	Date of PhD
	Current Rank
	Dept/Institution
	Relevant Index/Indices
	Identifying Reviewer(s)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	






External Evaluators’ Support for Candidate’s Promotion

Promotion at BU?: 
Yes, support: [insert n]   No, oppose: [insert n]   No response [insert n]

Primary Rationale:
· [Briefly identify the key themes in evaluators’ responses.  If negative response(s), cite evaluator(s)’ primary rationale for this recommendation.]


Promotion at Own Institution?: 
Yes, support: [insert n]   No, oppose: [insert n]  
N/A-not relevant to their institution:    [insert n]     No response [insert n]

Primary Rationale:
· [Briefly identify key themes in evaluators’ responses.  If negative response(s), cite evaluator(s)’ primary rationale for this recommendation.]


Overall impressions from the evaluator letters: 
[Summarize evaluators’ positive and negative ( if applicable) assessments of the candidate, with a particular focus on the importance, quality, innovations and impact of the research/scholarship/creative work as well as the candidate’s stature/leadership in the field at this stage of their career.]





Example external evaluator quotes that support overall impressions:  
[Please cite briefly no more than 4 letters]















II. UAPT ANALYSIS 

A. [bookmark: _Hlk84512556]An Integrated Analysis of the Prior Levels’ Assessments of the Candidate’s Teaching, Research/Scholarship/Creative Work, Service, and Additional Relevant Factors.

[For each of the four categories below, use bullet points and narrative where necessary to expand, to identify: (1) the degree of concurrence and/or disagreement in prior levels’ assessment of the case’s key metrics informing their decisions;  and (2) degree to which prior levels have integrated the dossier’s data (i.e., external letters, teaching evaluations) into their analyses]. 
      
1. Teaching (Instruction, Mentorship, Curriculum Development):
· [bullets]
2. Research/Scholarship/Creative Work: (Work Productivity, Quality, Funding, Impact)
· [bullets]
3. Service: (Distinguish Internal and External Service)
· [bullets]
4. Additional Comments (including Quality of Earlier Reports)
· [bookmark: _Hlk84512521][bullets]

B. The UAPT’s Independent Review of the Case

Case Strengths:
· [bullets]

Case Weaknesses:
· [bullets]



[UAPT Chair’s signature]


						Date: 
UAPT Committee Chair

			
