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Faculty who conduct community-engaged scholarship (CES) are often 
evaluated for promotion using “traditional” metrics of success. In this one-year 
project, we established a space to focus on the contributions of, and evaluation 
metrics for, CES. Goals included creating sense-giving opportunities to 
articulate terms, grapple with traditional metrics of faculty promotion criteria, 
and encourage better alignment with the university mission, values, and faculty 
work. We describe how we used Participatory Research Methods (PRM) to 
engage our campus community in a four-phased project designed to identify 
and define the issue and then co-create tangible solutions related to CES 
promotion processes. Five transformational action items were identified and 
implemented as a result of the project : a) the addition of “holistic” promotion 
criteria to include community and institution building in 11 departments; b) a 
standing committee to encourage the revision of evaluation criteria to be more 
inclusive of multiple forms of scholarship; c) a revised faculty success web-based 
tool to assist faculty with tracking their impacts; d) a dossier repository and 
sample CES vita template; and e) reviewer resources, templates, and instructions 
for how to review CES. Results of our partner survey as well as our campus-
wide survey suggest a positive view of the PRM we employed and benefits 
associated with supporting CES including greater job satisfaction, feelings of 
belonging, and retention intentions. Details and results of the year-long project 
are described and all of the materials are shared to inspire, support, and provide 
a blueprint on how to facilitate the career progression of community-engaged 
scholars. 

Introduction  
Equitable peer assessment of faculty productivity is hindered by 

unexamined institutional values and practices that systemically discount 
community-engaged scholarship. Community-engaged scholarship (CES) is 
defined as a highly interactive, time-intensive, relationship-oriented approach 
to collaboratively working with communities to research areas of critical 
importance to that community (e.g., Austin, 2021; Collins et al., 2018; 
Marrone et al., 2022; Vangeepuram et al., 2023). Unlike “traditional” 
discovery forms of research, in CES, decision making is collaborative, and 
data and dissemination are co-generated. The outcomes are often long-term 
in nature, can be intangible, and ideally create significant positive changes to 
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the community of interest (e.g., Hyland & Bennett, 2013; Rink et al., 2020; 
Salimi et al., 2012). Indeed, CES “makes scholarship meaningful by ensuring 
it is directly and immediately useful for community ends” (Kajner, 2015). 
Whereas peer-reviewed publications and conference presentations can and 
do result from community-engaged scholarship, often the primary outcomes 
are more holistic in scope and may not result in “peer reviewed” products. 
For example, this can include the construction of new processes or policies, 
building trust in a community program, or participation in an important 
activity. Other examples include toolkits and reports, website and social media 
development, as well as innovative coursework, curriculum, and programs. 
Community engaged scholarship makes a big impact, but how to measure 
that impact often perplexes university evaluation committees who are more 
accustomed to more easily quantifiable metrics. 

Traditional discovery research metrics often include citation counts, 
impact scores of the journal, authorship order of the article, the h-index, 
the publication press, etc. (e.g. Hirsch, 2005; Kumar, 2009). Such metrics 
disadvantage community-engaged scholars (e.g., Austin, 2021; Blanchard & 
Furco, 2021; O’Meara, 2016). CES is often touted as important by the 
university, but also undermined by faculty evaluation processes that do not 
recognize, regard, and reward CES (Bell & Lewis, 2023; Gelmon et al., 2013; 
Robinson & Hawthorne, 2018). 

Given the liminal status of CES in many universities, our work leverages 
the Boyer Model (Boyer, 1990; Boyer et al., 2015) of scholarship reconsidered 
to expand the narrow view of scholarship to a more holistic “scholarship of 
engagement” that can be embedded within faculty promotion criteria and 
processes. Our participatory research methods (PRM) allowed for expanding 
the definitions of scholarship to include CES and our co-created results 
present concrete ways for community-engaged scholars to be rewarded and 
regarded in the full professor promotion process. 

Starting with the full promotion process was a deliberate decision. While 
overhauling the entire promotion and tenure process is the ultimate goal, 
starting with one point in the process is an important part of our PRM 
to build trust, demonstrate feasibility, and create tangible successes that 
lay the groundwork for future scalable changes (e.g., Jagosh et al., 2012). 
Moreover, within academic equity work, there is often more attention on 
tenure processes and less attention to the move from associate to full 
professor, with some declaring a “dearth of scholarship on the topic of 
advancement to full professor positions” (Freeman et al., 2020, p. 2). Unlike 
tenure and promotion to associate professor, promotion to full professor 
is voluntary and not typically on a specific timeline, rendering clarity in 
process and policy critically important (Britton, 2010). Promotion to full 
professor often affords institutional influence and signals full membership in 
the academy (Britton, 2010) and, as such, our goal was to focus on pathways 
to reward and regard CES at the promotion to full professor stage of career 
progression. 
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Context  
The university is a mid-sized R2 institution in the Mountain West. It is the 

smallest of four campuses in a system of public institutions and is the only 
research university serving the southern portion of the state. It is comprised 
of six colleges, as well as the Library and the Graduate School, serving 
approximately 11,000 undergraduate students. As of fall 2024, there were 
approximately 500 faculty with 288 of these being tenured or tenure-track 
faculty members (women-identified = 130, men-identified = 157, 66% white). 
There was an even distribution of assistant (n=97), associate (n=97), and 
full professors (n=94). The institution is a rising Hispanic-serving institution, 
though the tenured and tenure-track faculty make-up is still predominately 
white as of 2023 (white = 78% vs. Faculty of color = 22%). 

Participatory Research Methods    
Over the course of one year, we created multiple spaces for faculty and 

administrators to discuss Boyer’s (1990) conceptualization of multiple forms 
of scholarship, with a particular focus on the “scholarship of engagement.” 
As Boyer writes “the scholarship of engagement means connecting the rich 
resources of the university to our most pressing social, civic and ethical 
problems, to our children, to our schools, to our teachers and to our cities.” 
(p. 6). We also drew upon the updated and expanded vision of Boyer’s 
conceptualization to further articulate the “priorities of the professoriate” 
(Boyer et al., 2015). 

The goal was to create sense-making and sense-giving opportunities (Kezar 
& Eckel, 2002) to define terms, grapple with traditional measures and metrics 
of faculty promotion criteria, and discuss the alignment of CES with the 
university mission, values, and faculty work within every college on campus. 
Unit criteria for reappointment, promotion, and tenure, while adhering to 
the Board of Regent policy, are unique to campus units. Faculty within each 
unit at this institution serve as the primary creators of criteria. Thus, it was 
vital to the success of this reimagining and expansion of promotion criteria to 
garner support from many constituents, including faculty and administrators 
from different units on campus. Note that because our project focused on 
the full professor promotion process primarily, we intentionally reached out 
to those individuals with more social and political capital to invest in and 
lead transformational change at the institution. We also included a few CES 
scholars early in their careers to draw on their expertise and engage them 
as potential change agents in possible efforts to reshape the tenure process 
in the future. We leveraged the unique perspectives and knowledge of both 
administrators and faculty to create a holistic picture of where promotion 
evaluation structures are currently and how they hoped to reshape them for 
the future. 

The project unfolded in four phases. First, we brought together a think 
tank with the aim to co-create a white paper (Phase One). We then engaged 
in considered conversations with additional constituents and to ensure wide 
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Figure 1. Four Phases of Participatory Research Methods to Advance Organizational Transformation 

engagement with the white paper (Phase Two). Next, we did a “member 
check” with the participants to measure their level of engagement and the 
success of our think tank, as well as an overall faculty evaluation to gauge 
campus sentiment regarding the concepts and processes outlined in the white 
paper (Phase Three). Lastly, we implemented some of the strategies proposed 
by the white paper to institutionalize some of the transformational changes 
(Phase Four). 

Throughout the project, we used the West Virgina University ADVANCE 
“Dialogues” technique, which draws upon facilitation strategies that gains 
trust, creates multiple participation opportunities to ensure input is heard 
and incorporated, and generates collective self-efficacy (e.g., Jackson et al., 
2023; Latimer et al., 2014). This approach to institutional transformation 
engages PRM to create a multi-dimensional model of organizational change. 
Figure 1 illustrates the flow diagram/timeline of the four phases of the 
project. 
Phase One: The Scholarship Reconsidered Think Tank and White Paper           

In Phase One of the project, we engaged community members in a 
think tank with the goal of creating co-learning opportunities, build on the 
strength of multiple perspectives, and generate a shared document for broad 
dissemination (similar to PRM strategies outlined by Gunn et al., 2022). 
Community Partners. To identify think tank members, our team began 

by brainstorming promising change agents from each college on campus 
representing a range of faculty ranks and disciplines. Each identified person 
was individually contacted via email with a nomination letter requesting 
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their participation in the Scholarship Reconsidered Think Tank. We also 
sent an open invitation to the faculty listserv requesting any self- or other 
nominations from interested faculty. In total, 21 faculty (67% women-
identified, 76% white, 9.5% Asian, 14.5% BIPOC) ranging from assistant 
professors (19%), associate professors (29%), full professors (48%) and two 
associate deans participated. Of these participants, 33% were from a STEM 
discipline. This process allowed us to build a self-motivated and engaged pool 
of faculty prepared to critically examine existing faculty evaluation structures 
over the course of the following year in the think tank. The 21-person faculty 
think tank committed to meeting three times over the fall term to discuss 
assigned readings, engage in critical conversations around faculty evaluation 
policies, and strategize how to reimagine the promotion to full professor 
process on our campus in ways that broaden the definitions of scholarship 
(see Appendix A for Think Tank Syllabus). Each participant was provided 
with a physical copy of Boyer’s (1990) Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities 
of the Professoriate, We modeled sessions like graduate-style seminars where 
participants were encouraged to deeply engage with the readings and critically 
examine assumptions about faculty evaluation practices; challenging often 
outdated and implicitly biased forms of recognition and regard for faculty 
work. These sessions culminated in the co-creation of a white paper outlining 
strategies and recommendations for campus to employ in the near and long 
term (described later). The sessions were organized as follows: 
First Session. The faculty were oriented to reconsidering scholarship 

evaluation in a co-hosted session with a national expert on the topic. They 
were asked to consider the following thought question, 

“A significant barrier to advancement for women and faculty 
of color is disproportionate engagement in the activities that 
contribute directly to the vibrancy of higher education, but 
which do not count toward promotion. What are some of the 
consequences of discounting this “hidden work”? For women 
and faculty of color? For student success? For the role of the 
university in a democratic society?”. 

The resulting discussion allowed each participant to share their experience 
with faculty promotion and concerns they have about making changes to this 
long-standing process. This session set the stage for intentional, participatory 
work of the next two sessions and the creation of the white paper. 
Second Session. We facilitated think tank participatory engagement in a 

brainstorming session centered on the opportunities and barriers of 
reconsidering scholarship, which in turn led to a deep conversation about 
what counts for promotion to full professor. We began the conversation with 
a thought prompt and discussion related to Boyer et al’s (p. 111) argument 
that it is “in graduate education where professional attitudes and values of the 
professoriate are most firmly shaped.” We asked the participants to do a write-
pair-share activity to explore how their own graduate experience defined their 
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views of scholarship. This helped us further explore the biases that might 
be influencing our definitions of scholarship and also helped build empathy 
and trust amongst participants. We then turned to an engagement strategy 
involving each participant individually listing possible positive and negative 
outcomes of making this shift in faculty evaluations. Each participant then 
read aloud their lists to the group to ensure each voice was heard and 
that opposing and creative viewpoints were also discussed and incorporated 
into notes. Duplicate positive and negative outcomes listed by multiple 
participants were removed from the final list generated by the think tank. To 
encourage a positive and joyful environment, this portion was gamified, with 
those having the highest number of unique positive and negative outcomes 
winning a small prize (e.g., socks). The think tank was then broken into 
smaller working groups to thematically organize the generated list of pros 
and cons. This helped to distill the essential elements of the arguments 
for and against reimagining faculty promotion processes. This also allowed 
the community partners an opportunity to anticipate and begin addressing 
pushback from the larger campus community that might occur when 
fundamental and entrenched promotion traditions of the academy are 
expanded. 
Third (and Final) Session. Here, the think tank members developed both 

short- and long-term strategies needed to begin shifting how faculty are 
evaluated on their CES during full professor review. In honor of this final 
meeting, we playfully acted out the “ground rules” for the session (e.g., by 
having two participants exaggerate not paying attention for comical effect) 
and asked participants to put a sticker on which motivational quote from a 
pop culture icon most resonated with them (e.g., Dolly Parton’s quote “If 
you don’t like the road you’re walking, start paving another one.”). Then, in 
smaller working groups within the think tank, the participants wrestled with 
the pros and cons generated in the prior session and developed creative ways 
to address the barriers and highlighting possibilities. This final session ended 
with an awards ceremony where participants received a leadership recognition 
certificate as well as an (unexpected) $125 gift card to local small businesses 
for their work in the think tank. 
White Paper Co-Creation. While the formal meetings of the think tank 

concluded, the partnership continued after that final session. Using a shared 
file system, think tank members next co-created the “Scholarship 
Reconsidered” white paper over the course of the next two months. In 
small groups (3-4 people), participants volunteered for various sections of the 
draft based on their personal interests in the think tank discussions. They 
reviewed the notes from the think tank sessions and co-wrote sections of the 
white paper based on what they learned during those collaborative seminars. 
The goal was to allow for a cyclical and iterative process of engagement 
(e.g., Gunn et al., 2022). All partners also volunteered to work on paper 
logistics, which included tasks like creating the paper template, merging and 
formatting sections, editing, and final proofreading. In this way, we ensured 
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that everyone reviewed the final product before dissemination. Still, this 
meant that the paper represents the complexities (and sometimes repetition 
and contradictions) inherent in collective work. 
White Paper Contents. The Think Tank co-created a 56 page “White 

Paper” entitled Scholarship Reconsidered: A Promotion Think Tank White 
Paper across campus (Báez et al., 2023). The white paper defined multiple 
scholarship types, shared pros/cons for reconsidering scholarship, and 
delivered both short-term and longer-term strategies for implementing 
changes to the full professor promotion process. 

The white paper aimed to define and articulate holistic forms of 
scholarship to better align our mission and evaluation structures with the 
“very serious work that many faculty on campus do for their positions, but 
do not get evaluated or compensated for” (Báez et al., 2023). Because most 
promotion criteria at this university emphasize traditional research activities 
and the scholarship of discovery (i.e., “basic” research), the white paper 
articulated and emphasized how the institution must come to recognize and 
regard other forms of scholarship, including the scholarship of integration, 
application, teaching and learning, and creative works. Ultimately, the white 
paper outlined several immediate recommendations that have potential to 
positively impact the future of how we define and reward inclusive and 
engaged scholarship at the university. Some of the specific action items 
included: 

The white paper also offered this definition of scholarship adopted from 
Seattle University: 

“Scholarship is defined broadly to include basic research, the 
integration of knowledge, the transformation of knowledge 
through the intellectual work involved in teaching and 
facilitating learning, and the application of knowledge to solve a 
compelling problem in the community. The department values 
an inclusive view of scholarship in the recognition that 
knowledge is acquired and advanced through discovery, 
integration, application, teaching, and engagement.” 

Finally, the white paper encouraged these reconsiderations of scholarship as 
a way forward “to maintain the university as a healthy and vibrant academic 
institution” (Báez et al., 2023). 

• Collecting information on what tasks/responsibilities faculty 
are currently doing that are not easily categorized within 
current promotion criteria. 

• Being a change agent by facilitating conversations to move 
units forward to revise promotion to full professor criteria. 
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The goal was to share this community-based reflection to spark inspiration 
and discussion both amongst the participants themselves and in the broader 
community. The final white paper was released to as many campus 
constituents as possible, based on a list generated by the community partners 
to ensure a wide distribution across audiences from individual units, to 
college and university leadership, and shared governance members. 
Phase 2: Considered Conversations     

One short-term strategy generated by the think tank was to continue 
the discussions spurred in the original think tank and to share and get 
feedback on the white paper concepts from the larger campus community. 
To that end, individual think tank members signed up to share the white 
paper to targeted people, via email to the campus listserv, and ensured that 
it was included in shared governance communications. However, a more 
strategic dissemination approach was implemented the following term. First, 
we invited two different virtual presentations by national experts, and both 
received a copy of our white paper in advance. Both presentations were 
advertised widely to the campus. The first presenter focused on how the 
scholarship of engagement changes to promotion processes unfolded at their 
(research intensive) university, and the other discussed the benefits of an 
inclusive definition of scholarship of engagement to serve equity and diversity 
goals. Both presenters also explicitly discussed the white paper. 

Second, several of the original think tank members led what we called 
“Considered Conversations” where they convened small groups of their 
colleagues to read and discuss the white paper as it related to their unit. 
This included a considered conversation with the Provost and her leadership 
team of Deans and Associate Provosts. This also included a considered 
conversation with shared governance members (one member of our think 
tank was the past-president of the campus faculty assembly) as well as a 
drop-in conversation open to any who might have missed out. The informal 
gatherings took place both on- and off-campus, typically over lunch, and 
were structured on the “Considered Conversations Guide” (see Appendix 
B) developed by our team. These meetings led to rich discussion, as well 
as significant and thoughtful debate. Pushback was not the norm, but was 
certainly encountered, and our guide anticipated some of the concerns and 
offered strategies for handling (e.g., concerns that CES is less rigorous, see 
Appendix B). These meetings ensured continued community partnership 
and also set the foundation to challenge assumptions and strategize bold 
efforts to improve the full professor review process and criteria for evaluating 
community-engaged scholarship. At the conclusion of each considered 
conversation, participants were given a charge to take the white paper back 
to their departments for additional conversations. They were also encouraged 
to take a lead role in catalyzing their departments to revise their promotion 
criteria based on the white paper recommendations. 
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Phase 3: Member Checking     
We created two surveys 1) to measure think tank members’ experience 

and 2) to document faculty perceptions of the resulting new CES evaluation 
processes. While we did not have any pre-post measures, our goal was less 
about measuring change and more about measuring satisfaction. 

First, immediately following completion of the white paper, we sent an 
anonymous evaluation survey to think tank members to assess their 
perceptions of the process of partnering on reimagining the promotion 
pathway to include the scholarship of engagement and the outcomes from the 
think tank. This evaluation included items about the value of the individual 
sessions, their perceptions of positive benefits that will result from the white 
paper, and their sense of accomplishment and ability to contribute to the 
white paper. The evaluation survey was returned by all think tank members, 
with the exception of those of us on the organizing team. Results of this 
survey indicate the participants highly valued the three think tank sessions 
with 70% agreeing or strongly agreeing Session 1 was a valuable use of time 
and 100% of participants agreeing or strongly agreeing Session 2 and 3 were a 
valuable use of time. One participant noted “I thought it was well-organized, 
respectful of diversity of expertise, and a good use of time. It made me feel 
hopeful about the future of [University Name] and higher ed in a way that 
I generally am not.” Other feedback from participants included, “Good mix 
of faculty from different levels and in different colleges,” “helped bring light 
to unspoken elements of the RPT process,” and “Conversations uncovered 
barriers that some might not notice that limits others.” 

Regarding their expectations about the potential impact of the white 
paper, 79% of participants believed the White Paper they created would have 
a beneficial impact on the pathway to full professor on campus with one 
participant noting, “I think the white paper can be beneficial for motivating 
conversations about the process and how to “reconsider scholarship.” 
However, I do think that it is important to continue to find ways to 
sustain and fan motivation and interest in the topic. Keep the paper in 
front of folks.” Further, all participants agreed or strongly agreed they felt 
free to discuss their ideas about reimagining the pathway to full professor 
and all agreed or strongly agreed to feeling a sense of accomplishment in 
contributing to the creation of the white paper. One participant added, “I’ve 
never been shy in expressing my thoughts and opinions, anyway, but the way 
the think tank was run and the fabulous folks involved created a wonderful 
opportunity to freely share.” Overall, the sentiment from the think tank 
members was positive regarding the structure and activities, lending to 
participants feelings of accomplishment and optimism about the impacts of 
the white paper. 

Second, to assess faculty perceptions of scholarship following the think 
tank and Considered Conversations, we conducted a campus-wide climate 
survey of tenured and tenure-track faculty. The survey aimed to document 
how well multiple ways of knowing, including Community-Engaged 
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Scholarship (CES), are currently recognized and rewarded at the university. 
A total of 147 faculty members responded. Of these, 54.4% identified as 
women, 40.1% as men, 1.4% as gender-nonconforming or another identity, 
and 4.1% did not disclose their gender identity. The sample was 
predominantly white (61.2%), with 9.5% identifying with historically 
marginalized racial or ethnic groups (e.g., Black, Hispanic, Pacific Islander), 
8.2% identifying as Asian, and 21.1% opting not to report race or ethnicity. 
The respondents represented a balanced range of faculty ranks: 34% were 
assistant professors, 30.6% associate professors, and 31.3% full professors. The 
remainder either held distinguished titles or chose not to disclose their rank. 
On average, respondents had been at the university for 12.3 years (median = 
8 years, range = 1–45 years). 

While the climate survey was part of a broader evaluation effort, it included 
targeted items to assess the influence of our team’s initiatives to elevate 
CES within faculty evaluation processes. Notably, faculty who felt greater 
institutional support for engaged scholarship also reported higher job 
satisfaction (r = .22, p < .001) and stronger intentions to remain at the 
university (r = .18, p < .001); these reflect important indicators of a positive 
organizational climate. 

The activities of our catalyst team and those set forth in the white paper 
(i.e., developing resources, workshops, and community-building efforts for 
faculty pursuing promotion to full professor) also showed measurable impact. 
Faculty who perceived greater support from these efforts reported a greater 
sense of belonging (r = .28, p < .001), higher job satisfaction (r = .20, p < 
.001), and greater stated likelihood of staying at the university over the next 
five years (r = .20, p < .001). 

Importantly, faculty with historically minoritized identities (M = 4.36, 
SD = 1.55) reported feeling more supported in their engaged scholarship 
than their white colleagues (M = 3.68, SD = 1.70; t(107) = -1.89, p = .03). 
This finding is particularly significant, as research consistently shows that 
minoritized faculty are more likely to engage in CES-related work (Settles et 
al., 2021). These results suggest that our intentional focus on campus-wide 
conversations and structural support for CES is resonating with those who 
have historically been underrecognized for this type of scholarship. 

Though these results are descriptive, they serve as a meaningful form 
of member checking, validating the relevance and impact of our efforts. 
Taken together, the survey findings reinforce the value of the think tank 
and associated programming in shifting campus culture toward broader 
recognition of engaged scholarship and strengthening support systems for 
faculty committed to CES. 
Phase 4: Action Items     

Following the considered conversations, the final phase of our project was 
to partner with change agents at the campus level and adapt exemplars from 
other institutions who had successfully addressed the issue of promotion in 
CES (including Purdue University, Seattle University, and Iowa State). It was 
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Figure 2. Five Action Items Resulting from Faculty-Led Think Tank. 

Note. CES = Community Engaged Scholarship 

important that the action items were not just cut and paste from the work 
done in other places, and instead reflected the needs and issues raised by 
our campus community. As part of our PRM process, it was important to 
adopt materials to our university’s context and allow for the generation of 
new resources and structures. Ultimately, we focused on and implemented 
five action items as noted in Figure 2: a) the addition of “holistic” promotion 
criteria to include community and institution building in (as of this writing 
n = 11) different departments; b) a standing committee to encourage the 
revision of full promotion evaluation criteria to be more inclusive of multiple 
forms of scholarship; c) a revised faculty success web-based tool to assist 
faculty with tracking their impacts; d) a dossier repository and sample CES 
vita template; and e) reviewer resources, templates, and instructions for how 
to review CES. The resources are listed in Table 2 and most are publicly 
available. Unless otherwise noted, the resources were also made available on 
the Provost’s website to ensure easy access for candidates, department chairs, 
and reviewers. We were careful to review the templates with Deans and HR 
liaisons of each college to member-check before posting the final templates. 

We focused on these items as a first step in positively impacting how the 
university defined and rewarded inclusive and engaged scholarship. While 
these five strategies were initially geared toward reforming the promotion 
to full professor evaluation, they can also inform earlier stages of career 
progression. 
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Table 1. Resources for Faculty-Driven Reform and Implementation of Full Professor CES Promotion Criteria 

Activity Associated tool/resource Appendix 

PRM PRM 
Co-Learning and Co-Creation Process 

Think tank syllabus Appendix A 

Larger Community Engagement Considered Conversations guide Appendix B 

Action Items Action Items 
Support Holistic Promotion Criteria 

New standing committee bylaws Appendix C 

Broadening Scholarship Definitions Adapted ACE rubric to evaluate criteria Appendix D 

Documenting CES in Dossiers Sample curriculum vita Appendix E 

Reviewer guidance for evaluating CES Template request letters Appendix F 

Note. Not all the created resources are publicly available, and those are not shown in the table (i.e., the digital measures web-based software and the dossier 
repository). 

Action Item #1: Revise Departmental Promotion Criteria        
Several white paper authors and several department leaders (who were not 

part of the think tank) felt empowered by recommendations in the white 
paper to become change agents and lead their departments to revise their 
promotion to full professor criteria (n = 11 departments as of this writing). 
They added criteria that highlights community-engaged scholarship, public 
impact, and other identified forms of scholarship, including the scholarship 
of teaching and learning and integrated scholarship. For example, one unit’s 
criteria now reads: 

“The department seeks to expand, qualify, and clarify what 
is meant by the terms “substantial, significant, and continued 
growth, development, and accomplishment” to be in 
conversation with, considerate of, and in response to what 
the department considers inclusive scholarship (including the 
scholarship of discovery, integration, application, engagement, 
teaching and learning, and creative works). This broadly 
conceived conceptualization of faculty work takes into account 
the various impacts of faculty work inside and outside of the 
university (e.g., within communities where many of us work) to 
better align with our institutional vision. Moreover, given the 
breadth and depth of the discipline of geography, it is critical 
that our criteria encapsulate the broad scope of geographic 
teaching, scholarship, and leadership and service.” 

And another unit’s criteria now reads: 

“The department recognizes that scholarship can take many 
forms. Our department emphasizes fundamental discovery, 
scholarly work that integrates existing knowledge, and applied 
research. We recognize scholarly study of teaching and learning 
issues in our field as a form of research.” 
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Action Item #2: Forming a Faculty Assembly Criteria-Review Advisory          
Committee  

To further develop the infrastructure needed to sustain units in revising 
their promotion to full evaluation criteria, the white paper recommended the 
creation of a newly formed Faculty Assembly committee (see Appendix C 
for committee bylaws). Working together with the shared governance leaders, 
the white paper authors and the catalyst team, they finalized a charge for the 
committee: 

1. Establish bylaws, to be voted on by the Faculty Assembly, 
including how members will be recruited to ensure diverse 
representation. 
2. Establish procedures for reviewing the promotion process for 
units and providing recommendations back to the unit. 
3. Establish processes for soliciting feedback and 
recommendations for constant improvement. 
4. Provide a general timeline for collecting promotion 
documents and providing comments and recommendations 
back to an academic unit. 
5. Provide a recommended timeline for administrative review/
approval, including review/approval by the Dean and the 
Provost, and posting to the Provost’s website. 
6. Develop mechanisms for publishing data about the outcomes 
of promotion decisions and demographic data of faculty ranks 
and make this information more accessible to the campus 
community. 
7. The Committee will work with the Faculty Records 
Coordinator to receive criteria documents for any unit that is 
seeking feedback on their promotion process. 

Ultimately, this review committee would commit to raising awareness 
about the types of scholarship to consider in annual merit and/or promotion 
criteria and offer guidance sessions and feedback to departments updating 
their criteria (the committee is currently awaiting a final vote of approval 
from Faculty Assembly). Academic units seeking input and review of their 
annual merit and/or promotion criteria could reach out to this committee for 
recommendations as well, and those recommendations would be based on a 
rubric designed to ensure transparency, clarity, equity, and holistic evaluation 
in relation to the annual review and tenure and promotion processes (see 
Appendix D for the evaluation criteria scoring rubric, which was adapted 
from O’Meara et al., 2021). 
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Action Item #3: Assisting faculty with tracking their impacts using a            
revised web-based tool    

To support the tracking of CES impacts, the team led the revision of the 
dossier management system used for annual merit evaluations and promotion 
processes to incorporate new ways for faculty to track the impacts of their 
scholarship. This web-based tool formerly included a section titled “Service”. 
Working together with the Office of Research and the Provost’s Office, we 
updated this category to “Service and Leadership”, better capturing more 
of the work faculty do to run the university, including institution-building 
activities. In the area of “Scholarship and Research,” we added a new section 
for “Public Scholarship Engagement” which lists activities directly related 
to community-based participatory research, including: information sharing, 
consulting/advisory efforts, policy work, presentations, collaboration, 
problem solving, co-creating definitions and outputs, assessment/evaluation, 
demonstrations, and media projects, as well as a fill-in-the-blank other 
category for endeavors not captured by these activities. 
Action Item #4: Sharing a dossier repository and sample community-         
engaged scholarship vita template     

One way to expose the hidden, unwritten rules of promotion is to create 
examples that model successful presentation of faculty evaluation criteria 
(Matthew, 2016; Niemann et al., 2020). As such, one recommendation in 
the white paper was to create a repository with (voluntarily shared) examples 
of promotion dossiers, including examples of dossiers that feature CES. The 
dossiers are maintained by the Office of Research and are only shared by 
invitation and only after acknowledging confidentiality requirements. While 
these dossiers are not available publicly, we would encourage other campuses 
to create an internal sharing system. 

In addition to the dossiers, we also made available a sample curriculum 
vitae template (see Appendix E) that offers categories for faculty to draw 
upon when conveying their community-engaged scholarship. This template 
is posted on the Office of the Provost website so that it is accessible to 
candidates. 
Action Item #5: Reviewer Resources and Invitation Template         

Once a CES scholar provides their CV and dossier to their department 
committee, the process leaves the candidate’s hands and enters the review 
process. As such, we designed template invitation letters and instructions for 
reviewers to refer to when writing their recommendation for CES promotion 
candidates (Appendix F). Language in the templates clearly outlines the 
purpose of external reviews in the request letter, including providing explicit 
information about holistic evaluation criteria, institutional policies, and 
names the different type of scholarship. Reviewers are also provided a link 
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to a copy of The Guide: Documenting, Evaluating, and Recognizing Engaged 
Scholarship (Able & Williams, 2019) to inform their recommendation 
writing. 

In Closing   
Traditional metrics of success used in the faculty promotion evaluation 

process undervalue the vital work of CES and community-based participatory 
research practices. Our PRM approach and results highlight one possible 
way to effectively and equitably evaluate CES without forcing epistemological 
assimilation of “common” traditional measures of impact (e.g., citation 
counts). Too often community-engaged scholars are asked to “fit in” with 
traditional discovery performance standards to gain legitimacy. Our goal 
was to use participatory research methods to create both rapid short-term 
solutions (e.g., templates for CVs, resources for reviewers, rubrics for 
evaluating criteria, and sample dossiers) and long-term strategies (e.g., revised 
promotion criteria, new shared governance structures) to support 
community-engaged scholars in their career progression. Our results 
demonstrate meaningful change at one university and, we hope, inspire 
solutions to support the career progression of community-engaged scholars 
elsewhere. In doing so, we contribute to the literature on participatory 
research methods by demonstrating how PRM can be applied not only to 
knowledge production and community engagement, but also to institutional 
change. Our work expands the scope of PRM by showing its utility in 
reshaping academic structures and policies through collaborative, faculty-
driven processes. 
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Appendixes  

Appendix A. Scholarship Reconsidered Think Tank Syllabus        

Overview  
Welcome to the Scholarship Reconsidered: A UCCS Promotion Think       

Tank in Fall 2022. You are joining others from a variety of departments 
on campus to engage in deep conversations about the most systematically 
entrenched issue in higher education: faculty promotion and tenure. We are 
delighted that you have agreed to participate and look forward to working 
with you in the Think Tank! 
Goals  

The goal of the Think Tank is to facilitate a unique collaboration among 
selected attendees to learn together, share knowledge, and be inspired to 
consider bold actions and unconventional approaches to transform the future 
of promotion to full professor reviews. We are creating an intentional space 
that allows for discussing and sharing of visions, definitions, and values, as 
well as to strategize possible change efforts. We will actively challenge each 
other on the assumptions, implications, and future directions for promotion 
to full professor processes at UCCS. 

We will create a White Paper  that outlines our Think Tank 
recommendations for broad dissemination to campus in Spring 2023. With 
your participation, there is great potential to positively impact the future of 
how we define and reward inclusive and integrated scholarship at UCCS. We 
look forward to learning with you. 
Expectations  

The Think Tank includes three, 2.5 hour, face-to-face sessions between 
October and December. Each session also includes readings, discussions, and 
design thinking sessions. In agreeing to participate you agree to attend all 
three sessions, prepare for the session with up to one hour of “pre-work” and 
to contribute to the White Paper. 

Required Reading : (Provided by Project Team) Ernest Boyer’s (1990/
2016) Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities for the Professoriate and the 2007 
Report by the UCCS Reappointment, Tenure, and Promotion Task Force. 
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Think Tank Schedule    
Session 1: Thursday October 27 2:30-5:00pm in Room 204          

Session 2: Thursday November 17 2:30-5:00pm in Room 204          

Session 3: Thursday December 15 2:30-5:00pm in Room 204          

January 9 to January 30      

Ground Rules for an Inclusive Discussion       

Questions: Please reach out to XXXXX 

• Introductions, orientation and ground rules 

• Guest Host 

• Pre-session reading: Part Two: Scholarship Reconsidered by 
Ernest Boyer (pages 53-122) 

• Pre-session readings: Part One: Scholarship Reconsidered by 
Ernest Boyer (pages 3-48) 

• Pre-session readings: UCCS 2007 Task Force Report and the 
UCCS RPT Promotion Criteria 

• Jointly co-author White Paper. 

• Listen actively – respect others when they are talking. 

• “Land the Plane” – speak clearly and concisely so we all have 
time to discuss the topics at hand. 

• Speak from your own experience. 

• Challenge ideas, not people. 

• Be conscious of body language/nonverbal responses. 

• Be present - participate fully with honesty and authenticity. 
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Appendix B. Scholarship Reconsidered Considered Conversations Guide        
Aim: To create a space for people to learn, discuss, and be inspired to 

reconsider scholarship at [University Name]. The aim is to continue to raise 
awareness about scholarship criteria. Be clear that we are driven by curiosity 
to examine our own practices around the full professor promotion process. 
These considered conversations aim to further the conversation and build 
momentum for reconsidering scholarship. 

Pre-Conversation Logistics : Use the below checklist to coordinate your 
considered conversation: 

Ground Rules : We recommend using the same ground rules that we used 
during our think tank sessions, and asking the conversationalists if any other 
rules should be added: 

Conversation Openers : Treat the conversation like a mini-version of what 
we did in our Think Tank last fall. Emphasize there is a lot of scholarship 
on this topic, that UCCS has received funding through the National Science 
Foundation to support this transformation, and that other universities have 
done this work. 

• Pair up with a fellow Think Tanker to co-host your 
conversation together with each of your selected groups. 

• Identify a total of 6-8 of your [UNIVERSITY NAME] 
faculty friends and colleagues to bring together for a 1 hour 
and 15-minute discussion on the white paper (each co-leader 
should invite 3-4 others, total group should be 8-10 folks). 

• Select and confirm a date and location. A team member is 
available for scheduling support, calendar invites, location 
selection, room reservations, food orders, & other logistics). 
Remember that each group has a small budget ($75) for 
snacks and non-alcoholic drinks whether the discussion is 
held on or off campus. 

• Share the date/location with the team so that we can also join 
in the considered conversation for added support (we can also 
just be a fly on the wall if you prefer). 

• Email the conversationalists a copy of the white paper (final 
version is still accessible via Teams) to read ahead of time. 

• Review the conversation openers, prompts, and closers, as 
well as the common responses listed below before the 
gathering to help you in your preparation. 
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Conversation Prompts:  Consider using the following question prompts 
to move along the conversation. We drew these directly from our think tank 
sessions; feel free to come up with your own questions too! Be sure to keep 
track of the time – it will go quickly! 

Conversation Closers:  End with a sincere thank you to the 
conversationalists for their contributions and their commitment to inclusive 
excellence. Let them know that the team may follow-up with additional 
questions, and that they are welcome to reach out to our team if they have 
additional thoughts/questions. Also, please remind them about upcoming 
events on the topic of community engaged scholarship. 

Common Responses:  There are likely to be some common responses 
as the conversation unfolds. Again, our goal is to craft a space for people 
to learn, discuss and be inspired. Do not feel like you have to have all 
the answers. Rather, encourage participants to share their thoughts, we are 
not trying to convince anyone. Ask them to follow-up, with active listening 
techniques like, “Can you tell us more about that?” or “What I heard you 
say…” 

1. A significant barrier to advancement for women and faculty 
of color is disproportionate engagement in the activities that 
contribute directly to the vibrancy of higher education, but 
which do not count toward promotion. What are some of the 
consequences of discounting this “hidden work”? For women 
and faculty of color? For student success? For the role of the 
university in a democratic society? 

2. Boyer (pg. 111) argues that it is “in graduate education where 
professional attitudes and values of the professoriate are most 
firmly shaped.” How did your own graduate experience 
define your views of scholarship? 

3. What do we think are the pros/cons for adopting 
recommendations for redefining scholarship and considering 
multiple forms of scholarship? 

4. What are some of the immediate unit-level actions and 
longer-term strategies included in the white paper? Are there 
others you would include? 

5. Is there something that anyone has to discuss that is 
completely different or is anyone thinking about something 
that hasn’t come up that we want to add? (leave several 
minutes towards the end of the conversation for this 
question, as it often yields really good information). 
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Rigor: aka: “is this going to dumb down scholarship?” This comes up a 
lot, there is no evidence and if anything this enhances and elevates activities 
that make our scholarship relevant, inclusive and more closely tied to our 
institutional mission. 

Bias: aka: “But I had to do this, why are we lowering our standards and 
making it too easy to be full professor – it will dilute my own achievements.” 
We can decide whether to maintain an entrenched competitive hierarchy that 
we all learned in graduate school and in the RPT process or we can decide 
to embrace transformation and become more inclusive of current values, 
contributions, and activities. 

Impact: aka: “But we can’t measure other types of scholarship” Emphasize 
we only started caring about citation counts once we had the technology and 
that what “counts” is always a moving target. As more and more institutions 
of higher education take on this reworking of criteria, there are great examples 
for documenting and demonstrating scholarly impacts. 

Final Thoughts:  As we move ahead, have fun! Also recall the impact 
of this work. The professoriate needs you. As the poet June Jordan (1978) 
wrote “we are the ones we have been waiting for.” If you have any additional 
questions, please reach out to a team member. 
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Appendix C. Criteria Review Committee Bylaws       
Faculty Promotion & Evaluation Criteria Review (FPECR) Committee         
Bylaws  
Article 1. Introduction    

These Bylaws are established pursuant to the Constitution and Bylaws of 
the Faculty Assembly of the University of Colorado, Colorado Springs. The 
Faculty Promotion & Evaluation Criteria Review (FPECR) Committee is a 
Regular Standing Committee of the UCCS Faculty Assembly. 
Article 2. Membership and Organization      

The Faculty Promotion & Evaluation Criteria Review (FPECR) 
Committee shall consist of members appointed by the Faculty Assembly. The 
membership will include representation from each college, full-time faculty, 
with at least one tenure-track and one Instructor, Research, and Clinical 
(IRC) faculty member. Additionally, there will be at least one member at 
each rank (assistant, associate, and full). Members of the FPECR shall serve 
staggered three-year terms. There is no limit to the number of terms a 
member may serve. If a member is replaced before the end of a regular three-
year term, the replacement will serve the remainder of the current term. 
Article 3. Purpose    

In its 2023 white paper, Scholarship Reconsidered: A UCCS Promotion 
Think Tank White Paper, authors recommended the establishment of an 
ongoing committee by the Faculty Assembly to review the promotion 
processes within academic units. The purpose of the FPECR Committee is to 
provide recommendations to academic units seeking a review of their annual 
merit and/or promotion criteria. The academic unit can choose whether to 
implement the committee’s recommendations. If any recommended changes 
are policy alignment requirements, the academic unit must incorporate these 
into their criteria. The committee is also tasked with developing processes 
for soliciting feedback and ideas for constant improvement. Additionally, the 
committee may share data about the outcomes of promotion decisions and 
work to improve the accessibility of demographic data about faculty members 
at different ranks. The overall goal of the committee is to ensure transparency, 
clarity, equity, and holistic evaluation in relation to the annual review and 
promotion and tenure (PT) processes. 
Article 4. Officers and Committee Members       

A. Committee members  are responsible for communicating with their 
units, stakeholders, and the committee regarding committee business to 
support faculty governance, and for regularly updating the faculty assembly 
on relevant matters. 
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B. Committee members  will be appointed by the Faculty Assembly and 
will consist of representation from each college, full-time faculty, with at least 
one tenure-track and one Instructor, Research, and Clinical (IRC) faculty 
member. There will also be at least one member at each rank (assistant, 
associate, and full). Members of the FPECR shall be appointed for staggered 
three-year terms. Members are not limited in the number of terms they may 
serve. If a member is replaced before the end of a regular three-year term, the 
replacement will serve the remainder of the current term. 

C. The officers of the FPECR Committee      shall consist of Chair, Chair-
Elect (who will be Chair the following year), and Past Chair. The Chair-Elect 
shall be elected every year from the committee and shall assume office on the 
first of July. 

D. The Chairs of the FPECR Committee      are responsible for: 

Article 5. Meetings    
The FPECR Committee shall meet regularly during the academic year. 

Quorum at the meetings shall be 50% of the members present. 
Article 6. Voting    

Only current members of the FPECR Committee can cast votes. A voting 
member can only cast one vote per item per meeting. COR members may 
participate in any FPECR discussions but cannot cast votes. 

1. Ensuring that the committee meets regularly (chair). 

2. Notifying committee members of agenda and meeting times 
(chair). 

3. Taking meeting minutes (chair elect). 

4. Submitting reports to Faculty Assembly and sending a 
representative to the regular meetings of the Faculty 
Representative Assembly (chair and chair elect). 

5. Informing the Faculty Assembly President of any vacancies 
that should be filled (chair). 

6. Assigning departmental reviews to members as they come in 
and completing additional reviews as needed (chair). 
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Appendix D. Reappointment, Promotion, and Tenure Coding Rubric         

Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure Coding Rubric Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure Coding Rubric 

Guiding Principles of Equity and Inclusivity Guiding Principles of Equity and Inclusivity 

Score (0 - Absent, 1 - Addressed but room for improvement, 2 - Fully addressed, or N/A) Score (0 - Absent, 1 - Addressed but room for improvement, 2 - Fully addressed, or N/A) 

Transparency and Clarity Transparency and Clarity 

Are the criteria easily understood (i.e., there is no ambiguity that could invite bias or misinterpretation)? 

Are the criteria well organized such that it is clear what meets expectations, exceeds expectations, and is 
outstanding? 

Do the criteria identify an appeal process? 

Context Context 

Do the criteria provide ways to bring relevant life contexts (e.g., significant transitions/disruptions) into the 
review? 

Do the criteria provide ways to bring relevant work contexts (e.g., leave of absence, sabbatical, differentiated 
workloads) into the review? 

Do the criteria account for expected professional and collegial behavior? 

Do the criteria consider faculty rank in determining what it means to meet and/or exceed teaching/research/
service categories? 

Do the criteria include processes for faculty to explain the significance of their work? 

Holistic and comprehensive assessment Holistic and comprehensive assessment 

Is the criteria welcoming and open to a variety of ways of conducting and engaging in teaching/research/service? 

Do the criteria promote a holistic assessment of teaching/research/service or is there an overreliance on numeric 
metrics (e.g., FCQs, impact factor of journals, amount of grant dollars)? 

Do the criteria consider the ways in which faculty work contributes to the overall mission and goals of the 
department/college/or university across teaching/research/service outcomes? 

Do the criteria recognize the different demands of a faculty's type of teaching/research/service (e.g., 
interdisciplinary, collaborative, international, community-based)? 

Do the criteria clearly value and recognize diversity, equity, and inclusion work within teaching/research/service? 

Do the criteria clearly acknowledge that an achievement award is optional, but not necessary, to receive 
outstanding in teaching/research/service? 

Teaching considerations Teaching considerations 

Do the criteria outline clear expectations for faculty engaged in different modes of instruction such as in-person, 
online, and hybrid? 

Do the criteria recognize innovation in teaching (e.g., development of new courses, use of innovative teaching 
methods)? 

Do the criteria account for the availability of a teaching assistant, size of the class, class level, and the number of 
new preps in a given year? 

Do the criteria recognize faculty engaged in student advising/mentorship informally and formally (e.g., lab 
supervision, independent study, thesis/dissertation membership)? 

Do the criteria indicate the evaluation of teaching will also include a peer-review process and is the peer-review 
process articulated? 

Do the criteria seek student input to evaluate mentoring/advising quality? 

Do the criteria consider writing student reference and recommendation letters as a valued activity? 

Research and creative works considerations Research and creative works considerations 

Do the criteria provide a broad definition of research and creative works? 

Do the criteria recognize a broad set of research products over specific types? 

Do the criteria recognize faculty who publish on pedagogy-related topics as research? 

With the expansion of pay-to-publish outlets and predatory journals, do the criteria clearly state peer-reviewed 
publications are expected? 

Do the criteria recognize alternative products and venues for dissemination of scholarship (e.g., podcasts, blogs, 
social media, webinars)? 

Do the criteria recognize the value of varied publication outlets, venues, and presses to reach a broad audience? 

Do the criteria define authorship expectations (e.g., author order, number of co-authors, publishing with a former 
advisor)? 
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Reappointment, Promotion and TReappointment, Promotion and Tenure Coding Rubric enure Coding Rubric 

Do the criteria explicitly value collaborative work with fellow faculty? 

Do the criteria value collaborative work with undergraduate and/or graduate students? 

Grant considerations Grant considerations 

Do the criteria recognize grant submissions along with grant awards? 

Do the criteria recognize PI, co-PI, evaluator, and consultant roles? 

Do the criteria recognize the time and effort of administering, carrying out, and closing out grants? 

Do the criteria clearly specify the type of funding that is valued (e.g., external vs. internal, award amount, 
research vs. teaching vs. workforce development)? 

Service considerations Service considerations 

Do the criteria articulate the value of campus service, define it, and layout what is considered an appropriate 
amount of service? 

Do the criteria articulate the value of disciplinary service, define it, and layout what is considered an appropriate 
amount of service? 

Do the criteria value high levels of service to the department/college/university? 

Do the criteria value leadership over membership in service roles? 

Do the criteria value efforts related to mentoring faculty within and outside of this institution? 

Do the criteria recognize compensated service work? 

Note: Rubric adapted from O’Meara, Culpepper, Misra, & Jaeger (2021). 
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Appendix E. Curriculum Vitae (CV) Template       
1. Name   
2. Education  (list all degrees, years at each institution, and post-doc 

training 
3. Professional Experience   (list all titles, institutions, dates in reverse 

chronological order) 
4. Refereed Publications, Galleries, Performances, etc     . (in reverse 

chronological order). These could include refereed journal articles, books and 
book chapters, as well as published encyclopedia entries and reviews (books, 
articles, plays, other creative works) (Note: The words “in press” are strictly 
confined to those where the author has received a letter from the journal 
editor indicating that the paper has been accepted for publication or that 
the paper has been accepted for publication with minor revisions. Otherwise, 
the author should clarify the stage at which the publications is when the 
vita was saved and save these under a separate category (these could include 
“in preparation” (for publications yet to be submitted), “under review” 
or “publication submitted” (for publications undergoing an initial review), 
“revise and resubmit” if the author has received a letter from the editor that 
the author may wish to revise and resubmit the article for consideration. 
Categories will depend on discipline. Galleries and performances included in 
this section should be in reverse chronological order and should only be those 
where peer review or screening was involved. 

a. Author’s names or order of authors should be listed as they appear in 
publication including volume number, issue number (if appropriate), and 
page numbers. 

b. Consider putting a * next to student co-authors and indicate as such 
with the following in the heading. For example, “Refereed Publications - 
student co-authors are starred” 

c. Consider putting bullet notes under a particular publication that has 
unique impact. For example, was profiled in a news outlet or media source or 
won an award or cited in someone’s professional blog or podcast. For example 
“Featured in Science News” with a link to the story under the publication 
citation. 

5. Non-Refereed Publications, Galleries, Performances, and Other        
Outputs  

a. List in reverse chronology and include meeting abstracts, proceedings, 
etc., technical reports, workshops, popular articles, websites, blogs, social 
media and podcasts, or other galleries and performances. 

b. Provide authors names and year and links (if appropriate). 
6. Scholarship of Engagement: Community or other Partnership         

Activities and Impacts    
a. List in reverse chronological order the name of the community or 

partnership (e.g., organizations, business/industry, schools, non-profits, 
governmental agencies) 
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b. Provide team names and start/end dates of partnership activity, and your 
role 

c. Provide information on the goal or name of the initiative or project 
d. Details of activity and/or impact on community of interest. This can 

be in short narrative form or with bullet points. For example, community 
advisory board meetings, procedures or policy, training materials, courses, 
guides, toolkits, workshops, films, citizen science data, reports, jobs added, 
sales increased, equity gaps closed, etc. When possible note how the work was 
shared and how it is accessible to others 

7. Technology Transfer    
a. List in reverse chronology and list inventor names, title, date, and phases 

of the filing, disclosure, licensing, financial return. 
b. Provide information on patent, copyright, and license discoveries. This 

includes technologies used in hardware and software inventions. 
c. Provide information on product development with any businesses, 

entrepreneurs, and startups. 
8. Publications/Creative Works Submitted     
a. List in reverse chronological order and indicate whether papers are under 

review, being revised, and under second review. Cite journal, and submission 
date. Indicate scheduled galleries and performances. 

9. Invited Presentations    
a. List in reverse chronological order with name of organization and 

include any invited symposiums, colloquiums, panels, local talks or other 
speaking invitations. 

10. Professional Presentations at Conference Meetings and Seminars         
Presented  

a. List in reverse chronological order with authors, and name of 
organization. 

11. Grant Activity    
a. List the amount, date, agency, title of grant, and the role of author. 
b. List proposals submitted; indicate status (denied, under review, 

pending). Consider separate sections for “funded external grants and internal 
grants” and “grant activity” for unfunded submissions and “pending” for 
those under review. 

12. Other Scholarship Indicators     
a. Use this section for other indicators of the quality of your scholarly 

and creative work that might not fit elsewhere; citations of papers; reviews of 
your works; purchases of your works by museums, reviewer of other people’s 
scholarly works, degree of risk-taking, DEI-focused work, etc. Include other 
indicators based on primary unit evaluation criteria. 

13. Courses Taught    
a. Indicate title of course, level of course (graduate or undergraduate) 

(number of times taught is optional). 
14. Student Supervision    
a. Indicate undergraduate and graduate student supervision activities. 
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15. Recognitions   
a. List Honors and Awards 
16. Professional Organizations    
17. Service, Leadership, Institution and Community-Building       
a. List department, college/school/library, and University committees and 

activities. Also list chairing and/or serving on community organizations 
and board memberships, state, regional and national government agencies, 
accreditation and program review site visits, committees of professional 
societies or associations; session chair/organizer at professional meetings, and/
or consulting. Include other indicators based on primary unit evaluation 
criteria. 
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Appendix F. External Reviewer Invitation Letter Template:        
Recommended Section to Add for Full Professor Promotion Evaluation          
Invitation  

The promotion process is consequential for Dr. <last-name> and for 
[UNIVERSITY NAME]; we value opinions of accomplished scholars outside 
of our own Department and University to assist us in the assessment of Dr. 
<last-name>'s scholarly/creative contributions. 

For promotion to Full Professor, [UNIVERSITY NAME] and the 
Department of <department-name> requires that successful candidates {cite 
relevant criteria, policy here}. Please note that our primary unit evaluation 
criteria intentionally recognize multiple types of scholarship (including the 
scholarship of discovery, integration, application, engagement, and/or 
teaching and learning) to promote further innovation and better align with 
our institutional mission and strategic plan. Our primary unit criteria reward 
inclusive forms of scholarship that involve a variety of activities of institution- 
and/or community-building activities when it comes to promotion to Full 
Professor. We ask that you provide a holistic and inclusive review of the 
candidate’s scholarly/creative work record. 
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