Academic Faculty Evaluation Process


Annual Evaluation of Research, Scholarly, and Creative Work.
III. 
Evidence and Relevant Considerations
a. Publications that have gone through the normal refereed process include but not limited to:

· books, monographs, articles, book chapters, reviews, poems, musical compositions and other reviewed or juried publications such as fact sheets, bulletins and curriculum

· recordings, such as CDs, videotapes, and films; 

· other scholarly and creative works published or produced by academic journals or scholarly presses

b. Exhibitions of art or design works at galleries

c. Performances in recitals or productions

d. Presentations of research or scholarly papers at scholarly meetings 

e. Scholarly reviews of the faculty member's publications or critical reviews of art works and performances 

f. Reprinting or quoting of publications, reproductions of art or design works, and descriptions of interpretations in the performing arts appearing in venues in the discipline 

g. Contracts and competitive grants to support scholarly ideas or performance and demonstrable benefit to the department/college/unit.

h. Development of processes, instruments, software, computer programs, or technology useful in solving important problems, and where appropriate obtaining patents or copyrights for them to enable technology transfer

i. Awards of fellowships for research or artistic activities or selection for assignment at special institutes for advanced study

j. Other scholarly, creative, and/or professional activities demonstrably related to the discipline

k. Quality and impact of scholarship/presentations versus the number completed

1. The quality, impact, and significance of the work should be evaluated by peers within the discipline or administrative unit, whichever is most appropriate.  Criteria for evaluating quality might include circulation, acceptance rates, and prestige of journals; reputation of scholarly presses; prestige of performance venues; the extent of the peer review process; the competitiveness of grants; the prestige and competitiveness of awards and fellowships; prizes and awards for excellence of previous research or artistry,  and so on..  

2. When written reviews are available (e.g., for journal articles or grant proposals), copies of the peer-reviews might be submitted along with the evaluation form.  For grant reviews, overviews of the review process (e.g., indication of the overall success rate should be submitted along with the evaluation).

3. Faculty members involved in multi-authored publications or other collaborative work should indicate the nature and extent of their contribution.  

4. Units should agree on the use of terms such as “under contract,” “in press,” and “forthcoming.”

5. Units should determine how to count multi-year grants and whether no-cost extensions will be credited.  They should determine how to weight grants or contracts that run for part of the year versus the entire year.  

6. Units should provide guidelines as to the relative importance of different types of scholarly and creative activities (e.g., do publications count more than presentations).

7. Units should decide whether certain publications should be credited for more than one year (e.g., books) and when publications should be credited (e.g., at acceptance or appearance of the work). Units may want to consider the appropriateness of a three- or four-year rolling average in scholarship/creative activities to minimize the effect of the erratic publication cycles of journals, the time-frame for book publication, and the fluctuation in state funding for merit increases.
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