THE EXTERNAL EVALUATION 

Instructions and sample letters for initial appointments on a Q contract in the RT or CT tracks

In evaluating a candidate's scholarship, the Unit Executive Officer or paper preparer should obtain a written evaluation from no fewer than 5 but no more than 8 members of the relevant profession(s) or discipline(s) who have NOT had a close association or academic collaboration with the candidate.  All letters received, along with first and second stage communications between the unit executive officer/preparer, must be included in the dossier.  The letters in this section are to be solicited by the unit executive officer or paper preparer designee, not by the candidate. Candidates are allowed to suggest names, institutions, or departments from which external evaluators may be selected; final decision on the solicitation of external referees is made by the UEO.
Selection of Referees for the External Evaluation: 

Because the choice of outside references is critical to evaluating the candidates, the following guidelines should be observed:
· Referees should demonstrate significant scholarly accomplishments in the candidate’s field and be from strong departments at major research institutions, such as those typically found among Research 1, AAU, or premier foreign institutions. All referees from universities must be at or above the proposed rank of promotion, with a preference, whenever possible, for full professors in all cases.
· If referees are from industry or government, they should be of a similar stature to an associate or full professor (as appropriate) at a major research institution, and this should be justified in the biographical paragraph about the reviews.
Deviations from the above guidelines are permissible if a proper evaluation of the candidate’s work would not otherwise be possible.  For example, if a candidate’s field is so small that it will not be possible to find at least 5 referees satisfying the above criteria who have the expertise necessary to evaluate a candidate’s work; or in situations where a faculty member is well known in the professor, it may be difficult to find leading scholars who do not have a substantial collaboration with the candidate.   Such deviations must be explained in detail. Simply saying “the field is too small” does not constitute an adequate justification.

Objectivity and Conflicts of Interest

The University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) wishes to ensure that the referees are as impartial as possible. Therefore, unit executive officers should ask referees if they have a past or current relationship with the candidate that may influence the extent to which the referee can be impartial, or which may give the perception of an influence, or that gives referee a stake in the outcome of the case.  Such relationships may include but are not limited to:
· Serving as the candidate’s Mentor (e.g. Ph.D. supervisor; dissertation committee member; postdoctoral advisor; clinical supervisor)

·  Serving as the candidate’s Trainee (e.g. student; post-doctoral; resident )

· Referees who have had a substantial collaboration with the candidate (non-substantive collaborations include providing and/or sharing supplies, equipment, facilities; co-organizing professional meetings, etc.) 

· Basic knowledge of the candidate (e.g., having heard the candidate speak at conferences, or simply being familiar with the candidate's work) does not constitute a conflict of interest, and indeed is evidence of the candidate's visibility and impact.

Candidates may submit a list of referees whom they believe are inappropriate along with the reasons for their proposed exclusion.  Though such a list is not binding, the unit officer making the final choice should take the proposed exclusions into account.  
In view of the importance of objectivity in evaluating a candidate’s work, deviations from the guidelines on conflicts will not be permitted.  

The Solicitation of Referees 

 It is recommended that this be done in two stages: 
Information that should be sent to referees in the first stage

The first contact, which may be by e-mail, should inquire about the availability of the potential referee and willingness to serve, and must ask specifically whether the referee has been an advisor or collaborator with the candidate, or for any other reason might be seen as less than impartial.  More than 8 potential referees may need to be contacted until a pool of at least 5 willing, objective, referees is assembled.  A list of all such contacts, with the requests and responses (or lack thereof) is to be included in the dossier.   
Your solicitation letter must include the language seen in Sample A on the following page.

Q Contract

Initial Appointment  (RT) and (CT) Track

Solicitation Letter - Sample A TC \l2 "
Dear Dr. ___________:

The Promotion and Tenure Committee of the Department of _______ is preparing to consider Dr. _______ for 
an initial, probationary, non-tenured appointment on UIC”s tenure system Clinical and Teaching (CT)  OR  Research and Teaching (RT) track, at the rank of Associate Professor.  To assist us in evaluating their work, we would very much like to have your appraisal of their scholarship. 

The University of Illinois at Chicago wishes to be sure that referees be as impartial as possible. Therefore, University guidelines require us to ask if you have a past or current relationship with the candidate that may give the perception of an influence, or gives you a stake in the outcome of the case.  
Such relationships may include but are not limited to:

· You have served as the candidate’s Mentor (e.g. Ph.D. supervisor; dissertation committee member; post-doctoral advisor; clinical supervisor)

· You have served as the candidate’s Trainee (e.g. student; post-doctoral; resident)

· You have had a substantial collaboration with the candidate in the relatively recent past (non-substantive collaborations include providing and/or sharing supplies, equipment, facilities, co-organizing professional meetings, etc.)

If any of these circumstances apply, kindly let us know, and we shall discontinue the process of asking you for an evaluation. If you have any questions about the University’s standards for conflict of interest, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Please be aware that, according to UIC policies, all correspondence connected with a promotion and tenure case becomes part of the record, including responses to a letter such as this one. Therefore, I ask you, please to confine your response to the two issues of (a) your willingness to serve as a referee and (b) any possible conflict of interest.  If you have any past or current relationship with the candidate, please describe this in your letter, even if you believe it does not pose a conflict of interest.   

If you agree to provide an appraisal, every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of your report. Dr. ______ will not see even an edited version of your letter. The members of our unit’s promotion and tenure committee will have access to your letter, as will University committees and administrative officers involved in the promotion process. However, I must add that in light of a Supreme Court decision (EEOC vs. University of Pennsylvania), such reports may be subject to involuntary disclosure in legal proceedings.

Please let me know at your earliest convenience if you are willing and able to prepare an evaluation. I shall then send to you copies of Dr. __________ _s work, published or accepted for publication, or if it is convenient for you, the URL’s for the copies of this work that are archived or published on the World Wide Web.  The material that we shall ask you to review comprises __________________________________________.  We shall need your report by ____________________.
We expect to be able to mail the documents for review by ______.  Therefore, please provide us with a mailing address at which we shall be able to reach you at that time.  In addition, I will appreciate your sending me a recent curriculum vitae, which will allow us to fulfill our requirement to submit a biographical sketch of each referee. The members of our institutional review committees represent diverse interests, and this information is useful to them.  Information of the sort needed is not always easy to acquire from standard sources.

I realize that requests of this kind impose a burden on people who have attained a position of leadership in their field, as you have, but we are very eager to have your evaluation and hope that you will be able to help us reach a decision.

We appreciate your help in this regard.
Sincerely,
U.E.O./Paper Preparer
 TC \l1 "
Information that should be sent to referees in the second stage

The second contact is the official letter.  Please see Sample B on the following page.
All referees must be sent the candidate's updated curriculum vitae, statement of current and planned research, and a sample of recent publications or equivalent scholarly works since the last personnel action, any work(s) in press, and a copy of the unit/department norms and standards for appointment/promotion in the tenure system (RT)/(CT) track. Where appropriate to the discipline, URL's for submissions to an electronic archive or online journal may be used instead of physical copies of the papers, if this is acceptable to the referee. The list of materials being sent should be included in the official letter from the unit executive officer. Copies of this letter must be included in the dossier.

Solicitation of Letters: The solicitation of letters of evaluation must come from the unit executive officer or paper preparer designee, never from the candidate. It should be clear that the purpose of the letter is to obtain a candid assessment of the candidate's scholarly accomplishments and standing in the field. Letters should indicate the rank for which the candidate is being considered and whether or not the award of tenure is involved. The tone of the letter should be neutral and should not indicate the desired outcome of the process. Solicitation letters to referees should not include language to suggest that the candidate can see the letters with the name and institution removed. Referees should be strongly encouraged to provide a critical evaluation of the candidate’s body of work since the last personnel action period and not merely summarize the candidate's curriculum vitae.

It is important to give adequate time for the referees to write their letters. Ideally, requests should be sent out as early as possible (.e.g., by the end of May). All external evaluations, including a copy of the UEO/Preparer’s request for the referee’s evaluation, their acceptance (or statement of inability/unwillingness), and the second communication, after acceptance, from the UEO/Preparer, which includes the list of materials that were sent to the referee by the unit for the review, must be included in the candidate's dossier.

In a situation where a letter that has been solicited in a timely fashion is received after the requested date and the dossier has moved on to the next level of review, the unit executive officer must forward the letter to the appropriate level of review.
E-Mailed Letters of Reference:  Since external letters of evaluation must be signed by the author, reviewers should be encouraged to submit their evaluations in letter format with their ink signature.  However, there are times when this is not possible.  For communications sent electronically, three types of signatures are acceptable:

a)
A scanned letter on letterhead with evidence of a previous wet signature sent as an attachment in PDF format.

b)
A scanned letter on letterhead with evidence of an electronically embedded signature, sent as an attachment in PDF format.

c)
If the referee chooses to send an email with the evaluation/comments embedded within the email, the email must contain an electronic signature along with the referee’s title and institutional information (name of institution, address, phone number, etc.). This should be sent from an institutional email account.
Protecting the Identify of External Referees: Since all letters of invitation for external referees should state that the identity of the referee will be kept confidential, the identity and/or institutional affiliation of the referees must never be disclosed to the candidate.  Similarly, the identify and/or institutional affiliation should not be disclosed in any associate letters of evaluation from Unit Executive Officers, paper preparer designees, voting committee representatives, or within any other administrative correspondence.  If it is necessary to refer to an external letter of evaluation in a dossier, then language such as “one referee noted…” and “in the opinion of referee #1” should be used.  Letters soliciting external reviews should state that the University shall maintain confidentiality of the identity of review, subject only to involuntary disclosure in legal proceedings.

Q Contract

Initial Appointment - (RT) Track

Solicitation Letter - Sample B-1
Dear Dr. ___________:

Thank you for your willingness to evaluate the work of Dr. _______, and for sending us a copy of your curriculum vitae.  We enclose with this letter, copies of Dr. __________ _s work, published or accepted for publication, together with the URL’s for the copies of his work that are archived or published on the World Wide Web, and his/her statement of current and planned research.  Additionally, we have included the candidate's updated curriculum vitae and the unit and college norms for promotion.   Dr. __________ is being considered for an initial, probationary, non-tenured appointment on UIC”s tenure system Research and Teaching (RT) track, at the rank of Associate Professor.  In our College of Medicine, tenure track faculty are in one of two subtracks.  The Research/Teaching (RT) subtrack, in which Dr. ________’s promotion is being considered, emphasizes a significant research commitment in addition to teaching, service, and patient care where applicable. 
In your letter would you please:
· Note that you are evaluating the scholarship since the previous personnel action and not necessarily on the number of calendar years.  For cases being reviewed for promotion to Associate Professor, our university has a tenure rollback policy that is granted on a case-by-case basis after review. Tenure rollbacks, as they affect time-to-tenure should not be considered in your evaluation. Equally, the number of years taken to advance from Associate to full Professor should not be considered a criterion for evaluation. Cases should be evaluated on the basis of impact and merit, as defined by the norms established by the unit(s) and college(s) to which the candidate is appointed.
· Discuss the candidate’s work in a critical fashion, commenting on the quality and impact of the candidate’s scholarship.

· Comment on the volume of the candidate's scholarly activities relative to the standards in the field.
· Remark on the quality of the publishing outlets and the source of funding when such is not obvious.

· Estimate his/her standing in the field, and compare him/her with other faculty of roughly the same cohort.
· When providing your evaluation, please consider the potential broad impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the candidate's recent activities, which may include (but not be limited to) reduced or delayed publications, canceled speaking invitations and conferences, extensive coursework revisions, and/or reduced work hours.
Please note that we do not ask you to make a recommendation regarding promotion itself, since that decision will be based partly on considerations such as teaching and service.  Nor are we asking for a summary of the c.v.   What we seek is a substantive evaluation of the scholarly component of Dr. __________ ‘s qualifications for promotion to the rank of __________.  However, if you are in a position to comment on his/her teaching or other pertinent aspects of his/her professional activities, please feel free to do so.

As I mentioned in my previous letter, we need the report itself by_________________________(date).  

We appreciate your help with this important task.

Sincerely,
U.E.O./Paper Preparer
Q Contract

Initial Appointment - (CT) Track

Solicitation Letter - Sample B-2
Dear Dr. ___________:

Thank you for your willingness to evaluate the work of Dr. _______, and for sending us a copy of your curriculum vitae.  We enclose with this letter, copies of Dr. __________ _s work, published or accepted for publication, together with the URL’s for the copies of his work that are archived or published on the World Wide Web, and his/her statement of current and planned research.  Additionally, we have included the candidate's updated curriculum vitae and the unit and college norms for promotion.   Dr. __________ is being considered for an initial, probationary, non-tenured appointment on UIC”s tenure system Clinical and Teaching (CT) track, at the rank of Associate Professor.  In our College of Medicine, tenure track faculty are in one of two subtracks.  The Clinical and Teaching (CT) subtrack, in which Dr. ________’s appointment is being considered, emphasizes a significant commitment to teaching and service including patient care.  In addition, scholarly activity leading to publications is required.  

In your letter would you please:

· Note that you are evaluating the scholarship since the previous personnel action and not necessarily on the number of calendar years.  Cases should be evaluated on the basis of impact and merit, as defined by the norms established by the unit(s) and college(s) to which the candidate is appointed.
· Discuss the candidate’s work in a critical fashion, commenting on the quality and impact of the candidate’s scholarship.

· Comment on the volume of the candidate's scholarly activities relative to the standards in the field.

· Remark on the quality of the publishing outlets and the source of funding when such is not obvious.

· Estimate his/her standing in the field, and compare him/her with other faculty of roughly the same cohort.
· When providing your evaluation, please consider the potential broad impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the candidate's recent activities, which may include (but not be limited to) reduced or delayed publications, canceled speaking invitations and conferences, extensive coursework revisions, and/or reduced work hours.
Please note that we do not ask you to make a recommendation regarding promotion itself, since that decision will be based partly on considerations such as teaching and service.  Nor are we asking for a summary of the c.v.   What we seek is a substantive evaluation of the scholarly component of Dr. __________ ‘s qualifications for promotion to the rank of __________.  However, if you are in a position to comment on his/her teaching or other pertinent aspects of his/her professional activities, please feel free to do so.

As I mentioned in my previous letter, we need the report itself by_________________________(date).  

We appreciate your help with this important task.

Sincerely,
U.E.O./Paper Preparer
