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benefit from it, is subjected to reflective critique and evaluation by others, and 

supports the fulfillment of the mission of the University. 

 

Scholarly work may be derived from or demonstrated through one’s teaching, academic research, 

and service, and can take any of five forms: discovery, integration, application, engagement, and 

transformation/interpretation. 

 

Justice Center faculty members are expected to engage in scholarly work in all aspects of their 

assigned workload. While all forms of scholarship are valued, the Justice Center places special 

emphasis on scholarly activity with community partners, as this form of scholarly work is 

fundamental to the achievement of the Justice Center’s mission to lead Alaska toward a safer, 

healthier, and more just society. Community-engaged scholarship by Justice Center faculty 

members aligns with the University’s strategic emphasis on community engagement and its 

Carnegie classification as a “Community Engaged University in Curricular Engagement and 

Outreach & Partnerships.” 
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Candidates for appointment or promotion to the rank of Professor must hold a Ph.D., J.D., or an 

equivalent post-graduate degree in law.  They must also show clear and convincing evidence of an 

extensive record of high-quality and significant scholarly accomplishments in the responsibilities 

appropriate to their work assignments and the missions of the Justice Center, the College of Health, 

and the University of Alaska Anchorage.  Candidates must have gained recognition in their 

professional or academic field by professional peers or community members external to the 

institution and demonstrate the likelihood of maintaining that stature.  

 

At the rank of Professor, faculty members must demonstrate the following: a sustained record of 

excellence in teaching; contributions of high-quality and significance to the professional or 

academic field that have gained the recognition of peers or constituencies outside the institution; 

demonstrated record of effective leadership in university affairs and in a range of professional 

service activities; and a record of sustained professional growth with the promise for continuing 

high-quality and significant scholarly achievements.  In addition, candidates must demonstrate a 

marked strength in at least one of the components of faculty responsibilities.  This will usually be 

in the area of their primary responsibility, or through their integration of scholarly 

accomplishments across these components.  A candidate’s area of marked strength is one that 

draws on his or her unique talents to significantly advance the missions or reputation of the Justice 

Center, the College of Health, and the University of Alaska Anchorage. 

 

Candidates for promotion to Professor must have been previously awarded tenure, or must 

simultaneously stand for tenure.  

 

4. APPOINTMENT TO PROFESSOR EMERITUS 

 

Appointment as Professor Emeritus or Emerita is an honor conferred upon a retiree in recognition 

of a sustained record of outstanding scholarly accomplishments that has contributed to the mission, 

reputation, and quality of the University.  Candidates for Emeritus appointment must be full-time 

faculty members who have attained the rank of full professor and who have retired after a minimum 

of 10 years at the University of Alaska immediately prior to retirement. In exceptional 

circumstances, other faculty members who have achieved the highest academic rank available to 

them based on their professional or academic credentials and position may also be nominated. 

Following the consideration and recommendation of the faculty review process, the Chancellor 

will make the final appointment.  

 

5. APPOINTMENT TO DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR 

 

The tenured appointment of Distinguished Teaching Professor, Distinguished Research Professor, 

Distinguished Service Professor, or University Professor may be given by action of the Board of 

Regents on recommendation of unit members and concurrence of the Chancellor and the President. 

The title of Distinguished Professor or University Professor is considered to be a rare and special 

achievement. Candidates to be considered for award of the title must be nominated by their 
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Comprehensive Post-Tenure Reviews 

Comprehensive post-tenure reviews are conducted by the College of Health Peer Review 

Committee 
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(4) Feedback from appropriate designated administrators in response to the Annual Activity 

Reports for the period under review when applicable; and 

(5) Optional selected documentation to support the self-evaluation. 

 

In addition to this list, please note required items as per the relevant collective bargaining 

agreement and the UAA Faculty Evaluation Guidelines. 

   

The self-evaluation must provide a clear summary of the faculty member’s contributions to 

scholarship.  In addition, it may provide a summary of the faculty member’s scholarly agenda.  

The faculty member may, at his or her discretion, opt to include selected evidence to support the 

self-evaluation.  Selected documentation should be kept to a minimum, and focus on providing 

supporting evidence only in those cases where the curriculum vitae and/or the annual activity 

reports cannot fully reflect the quality or significance of the scholarship. 

 

If the University has provided an appropriate system for consistently creating and managing 

electronic files, it is strongly encouraged that files be submitted in digital or electronic format. 

 

Full Files 

Faculty members shall submit a full file for comprehensive fourth year reviews, tenure reviews, 

and promotion reviews.   

 

Full files must include the following four sections: 

(1) A table of contents; 

(2) Introductory materials, including: 

a. The initial letter of appointment (if necessary for documenting prior years of 

service); 

b. A curriculum vitae;  

c. Verification of certificates, licenses, and degrees;  

d. All annual workload agreements for the period under review;  

e. All annual activity reports for the period under review, signed by the candidate and 

the appropriate designated administrator;  

f. Feedback in response to the Annual Activity Reports for the period under review, 

and 

g. All previous evaluations for the period under review; 

(3) A self-evaluation;  

(4) Documentation of scholarship in teaching, academic research (if applicable), and service; 

and, 

(5) Letters of recommendation from both internal (UAA) and external peers when seeking 

tenure or promotion. 

 

In addition to this list, please note required items as per the relevant collective bargaining 

agreement and the UAA Faculty Evaluation Guidelines. 
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The self-evaluation must provide a clear summary of the faculty member’s contributions to 

scholarship.  In addition, it may provide a summary of the faculty member’s scholarly agenda.  

Documentation of scholarship should be limited to the period under review (including prior years 

of service, if applicable).   

 

For teaching, documentation must include all student evaluations for the period under review.  In 

addition, documentation must include a selected example of syllabi from each course the faculty 

member has taught. In the case of faculty members who have taught more than eight (8) different 

and separate courses during the review period, selected representational examples should be 

included to reflect the scope of content and/or disciplinary areas.  

 

For academic research and service, documentation should only include a selective sample of the 

faculty’s scholarship, with narrative sections that provide context and continuity for the selected 

materials.   

 

If the University has provided an appropriate system for consistently creating and managing 

electronic files, it is strongly encouraged that files be submitted in digital or electronic 

format[MKB2].  

 

5.  PREPARATION OF FILE 

 

It is the responsibility of each individual Justice Center faculty member to submit a complete and 

well-organized file for review. The purpose of the file is to provide evidence that the faculty 

member’s scholarly productivity is consistent with the expectations of their workload type 

(bipartite/tripartite), workload unit allocation (e.g., 3:1:1, 2:2:1, 4:1), and current or desired rank.   

Put simply, the preparation of the file is time-consuming. Consequently, faculty members 

submitting a file for review should initiate assembly of their file well in advance of its submission 

date. 

Reviewers are dependent upon materials submitted by each candidate for reaching conclusions 

about tenure, promotion, or periodic review. Reviewers do not solicit additional information and 

should not draw on their independent knowledge of a candidate’s work. Additional materials may 

not be added to the file once submitted unless it was not available at the time of submission and 

there is a placeholder for it in the file.  Faculty members should keep this in mind when making 

decisions about the materials to include in their file. 

In general, candidates should select examples of their most accomplished scholarly work. 

Evidence of professional development over time should also be documented. Therefore, items that 

the candidate does not think demonstrate their most accomplished scholarly work, but which help 

to demonstrate change or responsiveness to feedback may also be included. Although specific 

elements are required for all review files, faculty members are urged to include additional items to 

support their claims of achievement and contribution. Submission of only the required elements 
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may not be persuasive at all levels of review. Additional items are most likely to be helpful in the 

full files submitted for promotion and/or tenure.   

The self-evaluation is a crucial component of the file. A candidate’s self-evaluation provides each 

faculty member with the opportunity to express how their work fits into their scholarly agenda and 

explain how their scholarly achievements contribute to, and align with, the mission of the Justice 

Center, as well as the missions of the College of Health and the University more generally. 

 

6. SCHOLARLY AGENDA (OPTIONAL) 

 

A scholarly agenda is a faculty member’s proposed program of scholarly work, outlining his or 

her professional and discipline-based foci, goals, and proposed contributions to scholarship over a 

three- to five-year period. Establishing a scholarly agenda provides a faculty member the 

opportunity to identify and define his or her professional goals and focus of scholarly efforts within 

the framework of unit, College, and University goals and mission. The scholarly agenda, therefore, 

should include specific aspirations, goals, priorities, and scholarly activities, rather than a list of 

tasks or expected outcomes. It is not designed to limit or inhibit a faculty member’s academic 

freedom nor constrain his or her scholarship. It allows the faculty member to articulate how to 

direct and develop his or her unique array of talents and expertise. 

 

Primarily, the scholarly agenda is developmental, not evaluative.  In the faculty evaluation and 

review process, an individual’s contributions to scholarship should be evaluated in the context of 

the quality and significance of the work presented for evaluation. If the scholarly agenda is 

included in the evaluation review file, it is included to provide insight into and context for the 

individual member’s goals, intellectual interests, and connections to unit, College, and University 

missions and needs. 

 

Faculty members may find a scholarly agenda to be a useful tool for planning and explaining their 

work as a complement to their workload, activity report, and self-evaluation. The scholarly agenda 

differs from the self-evaluation in that the self-evaluation is specific to the review period, whereas 

the scholarly agenda addresses the broader vision of the work, and provides a context for activities 

during the review period with a particular eye toward the future. While the use of a scholarly 

agenda is not required, faculty members who find it useful are encouraged to include it in their 

review file. 

 

If a faculty member decides to include a scholarly agenda in their file, it shall not be considered, 

nor be construed, as establishing an evidentiary base for evaluation purposes.  
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7. TEACHING 

 

The work of teaching is a challenging and dynamic enterprise that includes curriculum writing, 

developing course materials, developing community engaged learning opportunities for students, 

including service learning as part of classes, developing community internships for students, 

mentoring, planning and conducting workshops for colleagues, and other activities. Justice Center 

faculty members are expected to be reflective educational practitioners who continuously examine 

their effectiveness. 
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The teaching activities and accomplishments listed below fall into three tiers. The lists are not 

intended to be exhaustive. If candidates think other activities demonstrate accomplishment in this 

workload area, they are encouraged to identify them. However, it is their responsibility to explain 

what tier the activity belongs to.  Similarly, if candidates think some of their teaching activities 

demonstrate accomplishment in a higher tier, it is their responsibility to explain why those items 

belong in a higher tier.  These guidelines should not be construed as rigid requirements; the 

candidate has the responsibility and opportunity to demonstrate how a particular constellation of 

activities evinces teaching effectiveness commensurate with rank and the distribution of workload 

components. 

 

Tier 1: Examples of Extensive Teaching Activities and Accomplishments 

 Pedagogical innovation in course structure/content/delivery 

 Development and delivery of new or revised program options (e.g., substantial 

restructuring of 
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Effectiveness in academic research may be demonstrated2 through some combination of (1) 

conducting and disseminating academic research3, and (2) leading and managing funded research 

projects or contracts3. The significance of a faculty member’s academic research accomplishments 

will be assessed according to the quality of the product, the degree of independent research effort, 

and their contributions to the missions of the Justice Center, the College of Health, and the 

University of Alaska Anchorage. The significance of funded research accomplishments will be 

determined according to the locus of funding (internal or external), whether or not the research 

proposal was submitted in response to a competitive solicitation, the funding source, the scope and 
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 Original work published as a book manuscript by a scholarly press 

 Original work published as a manuscript in a refereed journal that has high quality or 

extensive impact 

 Award4 and successful execution of a competitive externally-funded research proposal, 

regardless of award amount, complexity, or scope 

 

Tier 2: Examples of 



February 2014 – Not yet approved by Provost and Unions 

May 2014 – comments per OAA 

July 2014 – Revisions by Justice Center to comply with UNAC/UAFT CBAs 

August 2014 – Approved by Provost Elisha Baker IV to use criteria for reviews 
  
 

 21 

The faculty member should provide an orienting statement about her/his research agenda, area(s) 

of expertise, and reflect on the activities and products engaged in during the review period. This 

statement should complement the scholarly agenda and overall self-evaluation, guiding reviewers 

as they interpret the evidence items. The statement should address, for example: how academic 

research activities during the review period contributed to the candidate’s scholarly agenda, as 

well as the strategic priorities of the Justice Center, the College of Health, and the University. 

Interdisciplinary and collaborative work should be highlighted, as should work that has had an 

impact on justice policy and/or practice development on the local, state, or national levels. When 

the faculty member is engaged in academic research with one or more collaborators, the faculty 

member’s specific contribution should be delineated. 

 

Academic research products that have been disseminated or are currently under review for 

publication should be included.  

 

9. SERVICE 
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 Proposal reviewer for local, state, national, or international research organizations/ 

agencies (e.g., National Institute of Justice) 
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evaluations of all types, faculty members must demonstrate the minimal activities and 

accomplishments of Tier 3. There is no expectation that any faculty member’s service will fall 

uniformly into Tier 1. As a general guideline, candidates for tenure and/or promotion to Associate 

Professor shall provide evidence of significant accomplishment in at least two of the service 

categories and standard accomplishment in the third.  Their files should demonstrate a level of 

contribution commensurate with the types of activities identified in Tier 2.  Candidates for 

promotion to Professor shall provide evidence of significant accomplishment in two of the three 

service categories, and extensive accomplishment in the third.  Their files should fall solidly into 

Tier 2, with some aspects of their service qualifying as Tier 1.   

 

The faculty member should provide an orienting statement about her or his service. This statement 

should complement the overall self-evaluation and guide reviewers as they interpret the evidence 

items. For example, the statement could address: how activities during the review period contribute 

to the candidate’s scholarly agenda and/or to Justice Center and College of Health priorities, 

thematic linkages to other workload areas, and how activities serve the University, the profession, 

or the public. 

 

All service activities should be detailed in the candidate’s activity reports. The Service section of 

the self-evaluation 
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E. REVIEWER TRAINING 

 

The Director of the Justice Center and faculty serving on peer review committees shall attend a 

training session prior to the first time they review faculty files, or if four years or more have passed 

since the last time they attended training.  They must also attend a training session if there have 

been substantive changes in policy since their last training. 

 

 

 

 


