Continuing Annual and Post-Tenure Peer Review Process and Criteria

Department of Plant Sciences
In the Department of Plant Sciences, the overall process for the Continuing (Post-Tenure) Review System will be conducted as follows.  University guidelines on annual performance reviews for faculty members can be found at http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.10.  The appendix also contains several relevant websites. 
General Procedure: Each faculty member will prepare an annual report (APROL) to cover the most recent calendar year.  The annual report will meet the deadline and follow the guidelines specified by the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences.  Reports for the most recent three years will be evaluated in view of the position description, the list of major commitments, and the evaluation criteria (see below) developed and approved by faculty members in the Department of Plant Sciences.  The Chair of the Peer Review Committee will assign one primary and one secondary reviewer of each APROL report, except for their own report. Primary and Secondary reviewers for the report of the Peer Review Committee Chair will be assigned by the Unit Head.  The primary reviewer will be appointed from the same Division or discipline/appointment category (if possible) of the person under review.  For the review of the Committee Chair, the primary reviewer will lead the review in the absence of the Chair, and submit the committee report directly to the Unit Head.  

The Peer Review Committee will prepare a written evaluation of the three-year-performance of each faculty member and submit it to the Chair of the Peer Review Committee to be transmitted to the respective Faculty members’ Division Chair for their evaluation and written comments. The Peer Review Committee report and the Division Chairs’ comments will be submitted to the Unit Head for final evaluation.  The Division Chair (and/or the Unit Head, at the request of the Faculty member) will discuss the annual performance reports and written evaluation of the Peer Review Committee with the faculty member to evaluate performance and determine expectations for the next period of review.  For tenure- and continuing-eligible faculty members the annual review process also includes a Peer Review Committee assessment of progress towards Tenure or Continuing status.   

The Peer Review Committee:  The Peer Review Committee will be selected by the Unit Head in consultation with Division Chairs.  The Chair of the Committee will be appointed by the Unit Head.  The Committee Chair must hold the rank of Full in their Appointment Category and have previously served on the committee.  The faculty members voted to have the Division Chairs select three individual from their respective Divisions to form a nine person Peer Review Committee.  The Chair of the Committee will be appointed by the Unit Head from the group of individuals selected by Division Chairs and will annually rotate among the three Divisions.  Seven members of the Committee should hold the rank of Associate or Full in their Appointment Category.  Two members of the committee should be selected from personnel that hold the rank of Assistant in their Appointment Category or from the Year-to-Year Appointed Personnel category.  Normally, the Chair and senior members will serve a three-year term.   Members representing other appointment categories will normally serve 1 to 2 years, at the discretion of the Unit Head.  The evaluation criteria presented below were developed by the Peer Review Committee, discussed at open faculty meetings, and were approved May 15, 2006 by a majority vote using a ballot distributed to all faculty undergoing peer review.  On an annual basis, the Peer Review Committee will determine if changes to the method of selecting the Peer Review Committee or the faculty evaluation criteria are needed.  If so, then such changes will be presented to the faculty for discussion and approval by written ballot.  “Significant” changes in the process or criteria will normally not be implemented until the next review cycle so that faculty members have sufficient lead time to make appropriate adjustments.
Outcomes:  All faculty members who normally submit annual performance reports will participate in the same review process and have deficiencies addressed as described in the Section 3.10.04 of the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel (http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.10).  Key features of these guidelines are included below.   

The Peer Review Committee will assign a rating to each category (Instruction, Research, Extension, and Service) that applies based upon the nature of the appointment, the position description, and performance goals agreed upon by the faculty member and the Unit Head. The Peer Review Committee evaluation need not be reported in whole numbers.

The results of the current year and the two previous years’ evaluations should be used to determine a combined rating for each three-year increment. 

The Rating Scale will be:



5=Truly Exceptional



4=Exceeds Expectations



3=Meets Expectations



2=Needs Improvement



1=Unsatisfactory

Overall “meets expectation” rating (3) or above (4 or 5), are the ratings anticipated for all productive faculty.  Those receiving a rating of “meets expectations” or higher are eligible for merit salary increases, to be determined by the Unit Head, a decision that may be made in consultation with the respective Division Chair. 

A rating of “needs improvement,” overall or in any single area, will be addressed at the department level through the development of a Plan for Improvement agreed to by the Unit Head and the faculty member.

Overall unsatisfactory performance or satisfactory performance with a teaching deficiency (if applicable) will trigger a further review process as described in “Procedures for Continuing Review, University of Arizona” (as approved by the Faculty Senate on October 14, 1996 and distributed to the faculty on March 3, 1997).  An overall unsatisfactory rating will require a “Performance Improvement Plan” (and an overall satisfactory rating with an unsatisfactory designation in an area such as teaching) will require corrective action outlined in a “Faculty Development Plan.” The University of Arizona Guidelines will be followed for preparing and carrying out the plan for the Annual Review and Post-Tenure Review process. 

Department of Plant Sciences

Peer Review Evaluation Criteria for Tenure-Track, Continuing Appointment, and Non-Tenure Track Faculty

Evaluation of a faculty member’s performance will be based upon the nature of the appointment as outlined in the Position Description, performance goals agreed upon by the faculty member and the Unit Head, and the faculty member’s achievements as documented in the annual report.  Annual peer evaluation of performance in research, teaching, extension, and service activities will be based on the nature of a faculty member’s accomplishments as specified in the following guidelines. 

Peer Review Evaluation Criteria for Tenure-Track 

Peer evaluation of faculty with Tenure is based on the performance expectations with which these appointments were granted. 

Peer Review Evaluation Criteria for Non-Tenure Track Faculty in the Research Professor Series

Similar criteria are applied to faculty with year-to-year appointments in the Non-Tenure Track Research Professor series. 

Peer Review Evaluation Criteria for Continuing-Track Faculty  

The Extension function of the University requires faculty members who can identify and prioritize problems, involve clientele in program planning, provide program leadership, obtain relevant scientific knowledge, and implement programs to solve local and regional problems.  Extension faculty must be able to effectively communicate knowledge and the latest research results in a variety of learning environments through individual contact with clientele, through meetings, seminars, workshops, field days and demonstrations, and through publication and presentations in diverse media.  Extension is to be interpreted in the broadest possible sense consistent with the local problem solving and educational missions of the University.

I.  SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE OF ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR/ASSOCIATE RESEARCH PROFESSOR


Promotion to the rank of Associate Professor or Associate Research Professor is based on significant accomplishment in instructional (as appropriate), research and outreach programs and evidence of an emerging reputation for excellence at the regional, national and international levels in the individual’s research specialty.  The individual’s performance in research should reflect independent and productive scholarly activity.  The quality of the teaching should be evident from student and peer evaluations; the quality of research should be documented by the nature and scope of peer-reviewed publications, external support, presentations at professional meetings and symposia, and technology development and transfer.  There should be clear evidence for prospects of sustained, long-term productivity and participation in interdisciplinary, college, university and community activities. 

II. SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE OF PROFESSOR/RESEARCH PROFESSOR 


Promotion to the rank of Professor or Research Professor is based on excellence in instructional (as appropriate), research and outreach programs, resulting in regional, national and international recognition.  A high level of productivity and leadership in research, teaching and professional activities is expected, as evidenced by publications in leading peer-reviewed journals, generation of external research support, technology development and transfer, service on research or instructional committees, service to professional organizations and peer recognition as reflected by participation in meetings and symposia.  The quality of the teaching should be evident from student and peer evaluations, and formal and informal instruction should reflect high standards of scholarship and creativity and effective skills in communication.  Instructional activities should effectively address the mission of the department and the needs of students.  Outreach and service activities should be appropriately targeted at the college, university and national and international levels.

III. SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE OF ASSOCIATE EXTENSION SPECIALIST AND ASSOCIATE RESEARCH SCIENTISTS

Promotion to the rank of Associate Specialist is based on several examples of program accomplishments that demonstrate innovation, initiative, a high level of professional expertise, and working relationships with colleagues and clientele.  Programs must address clientele needs and show evidence of adaptation to changing needs and priorities.  These efforts must show evidence of obtaining research funds and materials.  They must be recognized and accepted by peers and clientele at the local, regional, and statewide levels, and must provide evidence of a growing reputation at the national and international (if appropriate) level.  Evidence must exist of continued professional growth and development of professional competence.  An Associate Specialist should have a consistent record of publications of various types in the assigned subject area, and should display leadership in the specific program area.

Promotion to the rank of Associate Research Scientist is based on accomplishments in research in the individual’s field of endeavor, as well as appropriate extension education, resident instruction and/or service activities.  A reputation among peers for excellence in research should be documented by publications, grants, presentations at national meetings and invited seminars.  If a substantial portion of the appointment is in Cooperative extension, there is an expectation of proportionately fewer journal publications and more research reports and articles that convey research results to clientele.  However, the research program should attract attention and respect of professional peers as well as clientele groups.  The individual may have acquired some teaching experience, served on graduate student committees and supervised graduate students.   

IV. SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE OF FULL EXTENSION SPECIALIST OR RESEARCH SCIENTIST

Promotion to the rank of Full Specialist is based on sustained, high quality accomplishment in research and extension education and outreach activities with an established reputation for excellence at the local, regional, national, and international (if appropriate) levels within the Specialist’s field.  The Specialist’s record in research must exhibit productive scholarly activity in an independent line of inquiry, evidence of funding for research through grants and contracts, and leadership at the national and international (if appropriate) levels.  The accomplishments in research and extension education should be documented by evaluations, peer-reviewed publications, generation of external support, technology development and transfer, attendance and presentations at local, regional and nation/international meetings, and invited participation in interdisciplinary programs.  The Specialist’s extension education program must reflect high standards in scholarship, effective skills in communication, and leadership in program improvement/development.  The faculty member’s activities should be recognized for excellence by peers, individual clientele, and by organized commodity groups. 

Promotion to the rank of Research Scientist is based on sustained, high quality accomplishment in research and (as appropriate) extension education and outreach activities with an established reputation for excellence at the local, regional, national, and international (if appropriate) levels within the Research Scientist’s field.  The record in research must exhibit productive scholarly activity in an independent line of inquiry, evidence of funding for research through grants and contracts, and leadership at the state, national, and international (if appropriate) levels.  Accomplishments in research and extension education (as appropriate) should be documented by evaluations, peer-reviewed publications, generation of external support, technology development and transfer, attendance and presentations at local, regional and national/international meetings, and invited participation in interdisciplinary programs.  The extension education program (if appropriate) must reflect high standards of scholarship, effective skills in communication, and leadership in program improvement/development.  These activities should be recognized for excellence by peers, individual clientele, and by organized commodity groups.

GUIDELINES FOR ACTIVITIES IN RESEARCH, TEACHING, EXTENSION, and SERVICE

The following guidelines for activities in the categories of research, teaching, extension, and service are based on examples of activities listed at the CALS website for Promotion and Tenure & Promotion and Continuing (http://ag.arizona.edu/dean/ptcappendixa.html).  This list is not intended to be exhaustive, inclusive, or ordered by rank of importance.  
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
Activities considered positive contributions to the research mission of the university may include, but are not limited to:

Research Publications

Peer-reviewed research articles published in high quality journals.  (Quality of journals is distinguished based on perceived reputation for significance and impact of research, with consideration of the faculty member’s specialty area.)

Co-author of peer reviewed research article (as above) arising from a significant collaboration

Co-author of peer-reviewed publication in support of other laboratory’s research

Author of invited research review article 

Author of invited book chapter 
Book author
Monograph

Author of chapter in published research symposium or other non-refereed publication

Technical reports

Non-refereed publications (including electronic material)

Author of research abstract or poster presented at a national or international meeting

Editing or Reviewing

Editing of books and special issues of journals

Reviewing journal articles or on-line articles or short communications

Reviewing grant proposals

Producing deliverable systems

Websites or web-based media presentation

Media

Software/media

Refereed electronic material

One-person exhibit

Commissions received

Patent or Royalties

Author on patent that was issued

Ph.D. or M.S. students who have completed the degree

Research Awards

National or international research award

University or college research award

Invited/contributed presentations

Plenary speaker at national or international research symposium

Invited Seminar invitation at The University of Arizona, or other University, Research Institution or Research Branch in Industry

Research Support and Grants

Principal investigator or co-principal investigator on peer-reviewed research grant

Principal investigator or co-principal investigator on research training grant

Principal investigator or co-principal investigator on research equipment grant

Generation of research support through gifts and non-peer reviewed grants

Ongoing Research/Work In Progress

Basic investigations (theoretical/applied) in progress

Investigations of educationally relevant problems

Obtaining outside support for projects, especially through peer-reviewed proposals

Patents and technology transfer

Grants, contracts, in-kind donations

Clinical research in progress

Needs assessment and prioritization.

Sources of Evaluation Input

Faculty review committees

External peer reviews of activities

Department/unit head and Division Chair assessment

Agencies supporting the activity

Collaborators

Awards/honors

Achieving advanced degree/certifications, etc.

Special recognitions for professional accomplishments

Prizes for juried competitions

Awards for compositions

Self-evaluation

Criteria for Rating Research Activities

The criteria for rating of “meets expectation” in research/scholarly activity are that faculty members should produce a yearly average of participation in at least one sponsored research project (as PI, Co-PI), OR exhibit a major role in a collaborative research, AND author or co-author one peer-reviewed document (acceptable publication for the discipline) or during a three year period, publication of at least one major research article in a major international peer reviewed journal.  It is important to note that the faculty member may need improvement in one area of research, but may still “meet expectations” with sufficient contributions in another area (e.g. deficiencies in publications may be offset by research grant support). A rating of “exceeds expectations” requires additional contributions in several of the activities described above, consistent with the faculty member’s job description and with the performance levels of other faculty in the Division and/or Department. A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in research, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved. 


1.  UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE.  A rating of “Unsatisfactory” is given when neither of the criteria listed under “Meets Expectations” have been met.


2. NEEDS IMPROVEMENT. A rating of “Needs Improvement” is given when faculty performance does not meet both criteria listed under “Meets Expectations.” 


3. MEETS EXPECTATIONS.  To achieve a rating of “Meet Expectations,” two criteria must be met. Produce a yearly average of participation in at least one sponsored research project (as PI, Co-PI), OR exhibit a major role in collaborative research, AND annually author or co-author one peer-reviewed document (acceptable publication for the discipline) or during a three year period, publication of at least one major research article in a major international peer reviewed journal.

4. EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS. To achieve a rating of “Exceeds Expectations” faculty activities must exceed what is required to “Meet Expectations.”

5. TRULY EXCEPTIONAL.  A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in research, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved, in addition to meeting the criteria listed under “Meets Expectations.”

TEACHING ACTIVITIES

Activities considered positive contributions to the teaching mission of the unit may include, but are not limited to:
Formal Teaching 

Teaching regular course offerings: the number of credit hours lecturing, coordinating, homework and exam preparation, and course grading is relevant to appointment 

Teaching in non formal venues, including workshops, seminars and field days

Teaching in campus Interdisciplinary Programs (IDPs)

PI or co-PI on training grant

Coordinating committee for a training grant

Providing professional development to community groups

Writing/Editing Textbooks

Developing course materials 

Developing replicable systems of instruction (e.g., designing TA-assisted courses)

Developing new courses/labs

Developing distributed education offerings

Coordinating a multi-faceted course

Clinical teaching/independent study/tutorials, developing curricula

Supervising independent study, graduate and undergraduate research

Implementing innovative technology for instruction

Developing and applying educational innovations in and out of the classroom

Providing meaningful feedback to students and volunteers on their work

Supervising interns and internships

Teaching laboratory and/or field based courses or sections of courses

Principal investigator or co-principal investigator on grant awarded in support of teaching

National, university-wide, or college teaching award

Teaching of a seminar, journal club, or other 1-hour credit course

Development of new course or new teaching materials

Occasional teaching or guest lecture in support of other’s course

Advising and Mentoring

Mentoring undergraduate students

Advising undergraduate students on programs of study

Undergraduate independent research project

Advising undergraduate student groups

Advising about career planning

Advising about clinical training programs

Advising/mentoring graduate (MS or Ph.D.) students (Main advisor)

Advising/mentoring graduate students (Rotation)

Serving on advisory committee for M.S. or Ph.D. degree

Graduate advising about clinical training programs

Graduate advising about career planning 

Designing/developing courses to be taught using distributed techniques

Participating in student recruitment, orientation and retention activities

Supporting, advising, mentoring Cooperative Extension volunteers

Advising community groups

Sources of Evaluation Input for formal and informal activities

Student Evaluations 

Peer Review

Self-Evaluation

Department/unit head and Division Chair assessment

Administrative support personnel

Teaching assistants

Input from Extension Advisory Boards

Input from Clientele

Specialists' evaluation requires input from Agents

Adoption of curricular or teaching materials at other institutions

Special honors or recognition for teaching excellence or innovation

Criteria for Rating Teaching Activities

The criteria for rating of “meets expectation” or better in teaching are that the faculty member carries out their teaching assignments and that the preponderance of evidence from student, faculty peer, and/or administrative assessments indicates satisfactory or better performance of these duties (see University Guidelines for Assessment of Teaching in Section 3.10.01 of the Faculty Handbook). The inability to teach a class over multiple years because of poor enrollment should not be construed as ‘not meeting expectation’, but should be indicated by the Peer Review Committee in their report, such that the teaching assignment may be addressed by the Unit Head. A rating of “exceeds expectations” requires additional contributions in several of the activities described above, consistent with the faculty member’s job description and with the performance levels of other faculty in the Division and/or Department. A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in teaching, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved.

 1.  UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE.  Two consecutive “teaching-years” of unsatisfactory performance, as determined by the preponderance of evidence from student, peer, and administrative assessments, and/or evidence of unsatisfactory supervision and mentoring of graduate or undergraduate students and inferior performance in other teaching activities.


2.  NEEDS IMPROVEMENT.  Most recent year of activity judged as unsatisfactory, as determined by the preponderance of evidence from student, peer, and administrative assessments, and/or evidence of unsatisfactory supervision and mentoring of graduate or undergraduate students and evidence of inferior performance in other teaching activities


3. MEETS EXPECTATIONS.  Annual student and/or peer teaching evaluations that are satisfactory, as determined by the preponderance of evidence from student, peer, and administrative assessments, evidence of effective supervision and mentoring of graduate and undergraduate students, and satisfactory performance in other teaching activities.


4. EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS.  Annual student and/or peer teaching evaluations that demonstrate excellence in teaching, as determined by the preponderance of evidence from student, peer, and administrative assessments, in addition to a continuous record of excellence in supervision and mentoring of graduate and undergraduate students, and excellence in performance of other teaching activities.


5.  TRULY EXCEPTIONAL.  Consistent evaluation as “Exceeds Expectations”, in addition to recognition for teaching excellence through a college, university or national teaching award or other exemplary recognition.
EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

Activities considered be positive contributions to the extension mission of the unit may include, but are not limited to:
Outreach 

Successful integration of clientele needs with funding sources for applied research and demonstration projects that result in the generation and dissemination of information.  

Evidence of effective communication and education of clientele groups characterized by multiple instances of written information and speaking engagements before clientele groups as well as communication through other means.

Service as a liaison between the university and commodity or industry groups

Invitations to speak at meetings, conferences, and workshops, and requests for non-profit consultation for the development and implementation of national and international programs

Involvement of clientele in program planning that includes reviews of scientific literature and surveys of local experiences and practices, and that identifies problems and establishes priorities

Maintaining good public relations and liaisons with peers, commodity groups and organizations, and relevant interest groups

Participation and leadership in cooperative extension programs and teams

Attending scientific and technical conferences, workshops, and meetings for professional improvement

Service on commodity, industry, state government, and federal government boards, committees, and work groups

Applied Research 

Conducting applied/problem-solving research including collaborative projects

Pursuit of financial support for extension programs, demonstrations and applied research that addresses the needs of clientele

Development of effective methods for evaluating program results

Developing or conducting diagnostic services

Communicating Information and Results
Speaking engagements

Individual contacts

Seminars

Field days

Demonstrations

Poster presentations

Oral or poster presentations at regional, national, or international meetings

Video teleconferencing

Workshops

TV/radio interviews and programs

Publications

Peer-reviewed journals

Extension bulletins

Newsletters 

Conference proceedings

Abstracts

Book chapters

Research reports

Video programs

Slide sets

Compact discs

Computer programs

Training manuals

Commodity progress reports

Popular/trade magazine articles

Newspaper articles or columns

Sources of Evaluation Input

Faculty review committees

External peer reviews of activities

Department/unit head and Division Chair assessment

Agencies supporting the activity

Collaborators

Awards/honors

Achieving advanced degree/certifications, etc.

Special recognitions for professional accomplishments

Group Awards 

Self-evaluation

Criteria for Rating Extension Activities

The criteria for rating of “meets expectation” in extension are that the faculty member show evidence of applied research and outreach activities, as listed above, and dissemination of information in an Extension program through activities listed under Communication of Information and Results, as listed above.  Participation annually in at least one sponsored grant, contract, or gift (as PI, co-PI, or major collaborative involvement), AND evidence of at least one peer-reviewed publication (scientific journal, Extension bulletin, conference proceeding) acceptable as publications for the discipline as author or co-author.  A rating of “exceeds expectations” requires additional contributions in several of the activities described above, consistent with the faculty member’s job description and with the performance levels of other faculty in the Division and/or Department. A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in extension, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved.

1.  UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE.  A rating of “Unsatisfactory” is given when neither of the criteria listed under “Meets Expectations” have been met.


2. NEEDS IMPROVEMENT. A rating of “Needs Improvement” is given when faculty performance does not meet both criteria listed under “Meets Expectations.” 


3. MEETS EXPECTATIONS.  To achieve a rating of “meets expectation” in extension a faculty member must show evidence of applied research and outreach activities, as listed above, and dissemination of information in an Extension program through activities listed under Communication of Information and Results, as listed above.  Participation annually in at least one sponsored grant, contract, or gift (as PI, co-PI, or major collaborative involvement), AND evidence of at least one peer-reviewed publication as author or co-author (scientific journal, Extension bulletins, conference proceedings (acceptable as publications for the discipline). [Combined total of six from both categories of activity over a three year period.]  


4. EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS. To achieve a rating of “Exceeds Expectations” faculty activities must exceed what is required to “Meet Expectations.”

5. TRULY EXCEPTIONAL.  A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in extension, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved, in addition to meeting the criteria listed under “Meets Expectations.”

SERVICE ACTIVITIES

Activities considered positive contributions to the service mission of the unit may include, but are not limited to:
Faculty Service

Unit Chair

Chair of any Unit, College, University, or State committee (student, faculty, etc.)

Chair or Service on elected academic university committees (P&T, Faculty Senate, Academic Freedom & Tenure, Millennium Oversight, IDPs, etc.)

Chair or member of Interdisciplinary Programs Committee (IDP)

Member of departmental, college, university or State committee 

Member of university or college grant review committee

Chair or member of search and screen committee

University outreach activity

Participation in student recruitment activities

Serving as a sponsor for student activities and/or groups, volunteer organizations affiliated with Cooperative Extension

Diagnostic Services

Administrative Assignments & Other Special Appointments

Mentoring

Mentoring other faculty
Professional Societies

Officer or administrative committee member in Professional Society

Organizer or participant in the organization of a scientific conference or symposia

Organizer or participant in a research or training workshop

Chair of a session at a scientific meeting

Activity in professional organizations
Peer Review Grant Committees

Chair or Member of Peer Review grant panel

Peer Review Journals

Journal Editor 

Associate Editor

Member of Editorial Board

Review Committees or Activities

Member of academic review committee

Member of academic scientific advisory board

Reviewer of manuscripts and grant proposals

Advisory Committees

Serving on committees for federal and state government agencies, or on boards

Consulting to organizations/corporations

Consulting to universities/colleges, etc.

Public or Community Service/Outreach

Participating in local, state or national civic activities and organizations

Applying one's academic expertise in the local, state or national community

Working with elected officials

Book reviews or preparation of public education materials

High school student training programs

Summer teachers’ training programs

Oral presentations to the public

Interviews/articles for news media

Sources of Evaluation Input

Faculty review committees

External peer reviews

Self evaluation

Department/unit head assessment

Administrative supervisor

Faculty and staff colleagues

Awards and recognitions

Statewide clientele including public agencies, grower groups, stakeholders, etc.
Criteria for Rating Service Activities

The criteria for rating of “meets expectation” in service are that the faculty should produce a yearly average of satisfactory participation in at least one faculty committee, OR one professional organization, OR one extramural activity (e.g. journal editor, grant review board, etc.), OR one outreach function or any satisfactory combination of these activities. It is important to note that the faculty may need improvement in one area of service, but may still “meet expectations” with sufficient contributions in another area.  A rating of “exceeds expectations” require additional contributions in several of the activities described above, consistent with the faculty member’s job description and with the performance levels of other faculty in the Division and/or Department. A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in service, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department,  have been achieved. 

1.  UNSATISFACTORY.  No evidence of significant service activity or evidence of failure to perform assigned service activities during a three-year increment of time. 


2.  NEEDS IMPROVEMENT.  No evidence of significant service activity or evidence of failure to perform assigned service activities during the most recent year.


3. MEETS EXPECTATIONS.  To achieve a rating of “meets expectations” in service the faculty member should produce a yearly average of satisfactory participation in at least one faculty committee, OR one professional organization, OR one extramural activity (e.g. journal editor, grant review board, etc.), OR one outreach function or any satisfactory combination of these activities.


4. EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS.  Evidence of leadership or exceptional service in activities that support the department, college and university, or appropriate local, state and national or international professional organizations or other exemplary recognition.


5. TRULY EXCEPTIONAL.  A rating of “truly exceptional” would indicate that career milestones in service, as indicated by recognition from outside the Department, have been achieved, in addition to meeting the criteria listed under “Meets Expectations.”
11-30-98 Original

6 -1-04 Provision for annual assessment of progress towards tenure- or continuing status included.

5 -15-06 Merger of the Department of Plant Pathology with the Department of Plant Sciences and subsequent creation of three divisions: Horticulture and Crop Sciences, Plant Biology, and Plant Pathology and Microbiology.

APPENDIX 

SELECTED UA WEBSITES

Appointed Personnel Handbook:  http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/
Faculty personnel policies and procedures: http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.0
Annual Performance Review: http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.10 

Outcomes of Annual Performance Review: http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.10.04
Rules and procedures regarding successive renewal, nonrenewal, promotion, and tenure of tenure-eligible and tenured faculty members.  http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap3.html#3.12
Professional staff personnel policies and procedures: http://web.arizona.edu/~uhap/chap4.html
CALS Websites: 

College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, guidelines and criteria for promotion and tenure, and promotion and continuing status. http://ag.arizona.edu/dean/ptcappendixa.html
‘College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, "collective wisdom’. http://ag.arizona.edu/dean/cwindex.html
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, "collective wisdom"; Information on Promotion and Tenure/Continuing Status Issues Updated April 2005. http://ag.arizona.edu/dean/cwevaluationprocess.html
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