College of Communication, Architecture + The Arts
Post-Tenure Review Evaluation Metric

Policy

In compliance with the FIU Board of Trustees’ (BOT) Regulation 2508, Florida Statutes Section 1001.706(6)(b), and the Florida
Board of Governors’ (BOG) Regulation 10.003, the Post-Tenure Review (PTR) process will replace the sustained performance
review policy of the College’s tenured faculty.

Purpose of Post-Tenure Review

This document establishes the process by which each tenured faculty member will undergo a comprehensive post-tenure review in
compliance with Florida Statutes Section 1001.706(6)(b), the Florida Board of Governors (BOG) Regulation 10.003, BPT Regulation
2508, and the Post-Tenure Review Procedures put forward by the Post-Tenure Review Workgroup, comprised of representatives
from the Faculty Senate, UFF-FIU, and the Administration.

Each tenured faculty member will undergo a comprehensive post-tenure review to accomplish the following:

. Ensure high standards of quality and productivity among tenured faculty at FIU.

. Determine whether a faculty member is meeting the responsibilities and expectations associated with the assigned duties in
research/creative activities, teaching, and service, including compliance with federal and state laws, BOG and BOT regulations
and policies.

. Recggnize and honor exceptional achievement and provide an incentive for retention as appropriate.

. Refocus academic and professional efforts and take appropriate employment action when appropriate.

. Collectively, these four items together are referred to as “the post-tenure review file.”

Assessment Requirements of Post-Tenure Review

Per BOG Regulation 10.003, the comprehensive post-tenure review shall include consideration of the following:

o  The level of accomplishment and productivity relative to a faculty member’s assigned duties in research/creative activities,
teaching, and service, including extension, clinical, and administrative assignments. The University shall specify the guiding
documents. Such documents shall include quantifiable university, college, and department criteria for tenure, promotion, and
merit as appropriate.

e  The faculty member’s history of professional conduct and performance of academic responsibilities to the university and

its students.

The faculty member’s non-compliance with state law, Board of Governors’ regulations, and university regulations and policies.

Unapproved absences from teaching assigned courses.

Substantial student complaints.

Other relevant measures of faculty conduct as appropriate following the Post-Tenure Review Procedures put forward by the Post-

Tenure Review Workgroup, comprised of representatives from the Faculty Senate, UFF-FIU, and university Administration.

. It is recognized that no rubric can guarantee that it adequately captures all faculty accomplishments, and that some faculty with very

high-quality work might not meet the rubrics that are quantity based.

. For those whose scores are below these thresholds, the evaluator may take other factors in the “post tenure review file” into
account, that are not well-represented quantitatively, such as unusually high quality of publication venues, lack of access to travel
funding, or high citations for lower quantity of papers, large externally funded grants, or above average scholar index to assign
“meets expectations.”

o  The 2024-2027 UFF-FIU Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) indicates that “Sabbaticals are granted to increase tenured faculty

members’ value to the University through enhanced opportunities for planned travel, research, writing, professional renewal, study,
formal education or other experiences of professional value” (p.153). In the event that a sabbatical is awarded for activities not
normally considered research, the research assignment for that year, for the purposes of PTR, may be shifted.

o  Additional considerations exist to recognize the differences in sub-discipline area practices and expectations. These additional

considerations listed under each domain are examples, not exhaustive lists. Points could be awarded for considerations that are not
listed here. It is the responsibility of each faculty member and the evaluators to explicitly detail the relevance, quality, and quantity of

additional considerations in each domain.

Performance Evaluation Ratings Criteria
As required and defined by BOG Regulation 10.003 and BOT Regulation 2508 and approved by the Provost, the following rating
categories must be used to evaluate colleagues’ post-tenure performance:

Exceeds Expectations Meets Expectations Does Not Meet Expectations Unsatisfactory

A clear and significant Expected level of Performance falls below the Performance falls well below the expected

level of accomplishment
beyond the average
performance of the faculty
across the faculty
member’s discipline and
unit as quantified in the
university approved rubric.

Evidence of at least a
“very good” performance
rating in each annual
evaluation during the
review period.

accomplishment compared to
the faculty across the faculty
member’s discipline and unit as
quantified in the university
approved rubric.

Evidence of a satisfactory
performance rating in each
annual evaluation during the
review period and satisfactory
or greater assessment in each
area of their assignment.

normal range of annual variation in
performance compared to faculty
across the faculty member’s
discipline and unit as quantified in
the university approved rubric.

Evidence of an overall
unsatisfactory annual evaluation
during one (1) of the previous four
(4) years and unsatisfactory
performance in any single area of
assignment over two (2) of the last
(4) years of the review period may
be deemed does not meet
expectations.

level of accomplishment compared to faculty
across the faculty member’s discipline and
unit as quantified in the university approved
rubric, and the faculty member is deemed
incapable of improvement.

Performance reflects disregard or failure to
follow previous advice or other efforts to
provide correction or assistance, or
performance involves incompetence or
misconduct subject to termination under the
BOT-UFF Policy on Disciplinary Action and
Job Abandonment.

Evidence of an overall unsatisfactory annual
evaluation during two (2) or more of the
previous four (4) years; or unsatisfactory
performance in any two (2) areas of
assignment over two (2) of the last four (4)
years of the review period and has not been
determined in their final review to be capable
of improvement.

As required BOG Regulation 10.003 and described above in Assessment Requirements of Post-Tenure Review sub-section (a),
colleagues’ level of accomplishment and productivity will be evaluated in relationship to assigned duties and in accordance with the

University Differential Assignment Procedures the CARTA Differential Annual Assignment Policies, and approved Department Differential

Assignment Policies


https://provost.fiu.edu/_assets/docs/university-differential-assignment-procedures-updated-11.26.191.pdf
https://carta.fiu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CARTA-Faculty-Differential-Annual-Assignment-Policy_Feb_2016.pdf

3 -
Annual Assignment % of Re:;?\:ﬁ:zgreatwe % of Teaching % of Professional Service
Intensive Research/ Creative
Activities .62 -.90 A7-.28 10
Enhanced Research / Creative
Activities 40 - 61 .40 - .50 10
Standard Research / Creative
Activities 29 - .39 51 - .61 10
Enhanced Teaching .18 - .28 52-.72 .10

For colleagues undergoing PTR from 2023-2027, the colleagues’ immediate supervisors (Department Chair / School Director) and
the College Dean will consider, in their respective assessments of teaching, creative activities/ research, and professional/

academic service, the University’s COVID policy that recognized extenuating circumstances of the pandemic on all performance areas for
inclusive years (AY 2020-21 and AY 2021-22).

ASSESSMENT RUBRIC

FOR TEACHING

In assessing colleagues’ productivity for Post-Tenure Review, the Department Chair/School Director and the Dean will use the
following rubric of representative examples to inform their evaluations of Teaching. Each academic unit director or chair within the
College has produced an approved list of discipline-specific impact factors (high and highest) for Teaching.

EVALUATION OF TEACHING

The FIU Center For the Advancement of Teaching (CAT) recognizes the centrality of teaching in student learning and success as

well as the importance of developing effective and comprehensive systems for evaluating and rewarding teaching. In 2017, the
Office of the Provost launched the Evaluating and Rewarding Teaching (ET) project—a university-wide initiative aimed at refining
guidelines for evaluating and rewarding excellence in teaching at FIU.

PTR TEACHING

The College evaluated our colleagues’ teaching effectiveness based upon CAT’s methodology: The Pillars of Teaching and Effective
Pedagogy, which are learning-centered, evidence-based, and inclusive; and our colleagues’ use of student data, peer data, and self-
data to enhance teaching and learning.

. The table below is a non-exhaustive list of examples to guide the review process.
. The Cumulative Workload Assignments and Corresponding PTR Expectations immediately below the table should be
consulted for determining the performance evaluation ratings for Teaching.

productivity toward thetotal.

MEETS
EXPECTATIONS
(Standard and Noteworthy Examples of Productivity)

To meet expectations a colleague will have Standard
Examples of productivity and Noteworthy Examples of
productivity over the 4-year review period.

In the Standard and Noteworthy examples of the Teaching
category, colleagues may count multiple instances of

EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS
(Exemplary Examples of
Productivity)

To exceed expectations a
colleague must have
Standard Examples,
Noteworthy Examples and
an (1) Exemplary Example
over the 4-year review
period.

DOES NOT MEET
EXPECTATIONS

UNSATISFACTORY

A colleague does not

> d A colleague does
have the minimum

not have any

number of Standard Standard
Examples or the Examples nor any
minimum number of Noteworthy
Noteworthy Examples Examples of

of productivity over the

productivity over
4-year period.

the 4-year period.

Standard Examples

Noteworthy Examples

Exemplary Examples

. Revised a course in
alignment with the FIU
Pillars of Teaching
and Effective
Pedagogy

. Updated teaching
philosophy via self-
reflection, peer data,
and student data

. Invited peer experts
into class/lab/studio

. Earned a minimum of 3
average on SPOTS or the
equivalent internal unit

evaluation over the 4-
year review period

. Earned a minimum of
“Good” for Teaching on
Annual Evaluation for
the 4-year review period
Incorporated  innovative
approaches, experiential
learning, and technology
into course pedagogy

Earned a minimum of

4 on SPOTS or the
equivalent internal unit
evaluation over the
review period

Earned between very
good and excellent for
Teaching on Annual
Evaluations for all 4 years
Received a grant in
support of teaching /
learning

Invited as a guest
subject-matter expert

or juror/curator to

teach at an institution
outside of FIU (ex:
master class, guest
lecture, critique, etc.)
Received a teaching
award

Published teaching /
pedagogy article in a
peer-reviewed

journal

. Earned a national
teaching award from a
highest-impact
institution

. Delivered the keynote
at a highest impact
conference on
teaching and learning

. Invited to advise state,
national or
international education
policy makers on
teaching/learning

. Won a prize or award
from a highest-impact
organization for a
publication on teaching
/ learning

. Received a grant in
support of teaching /
learning from a
highest-impact agency.



https://cat.fiu.edu/principal-projects/evaluating-teaching/index.html

. Incorporated the . Incorporated publication,

publication, performance, or
performance, exhibition of student
and/or exhibition of learning outcomes in a
student learning noteworthy venue
outcomes. . Led a minimum of 2
. Participated in a study abroad
teaching and learning programs over the
forum, such as a review period.
discussion forum, blog, . Student(s) received
syllabus exchange, high-impact award
self- reflection, teaching from an organization
seminar or workshop outside the university
for professional for
development, etc. work they completed in a
. Participated in student class/studio under the
reviews, juries, faculty member’s direct
recitals, auditions, supervision
panels, conferences, . Applied/applying to a

teaching grant

graduate theses or . Serve as member of a

projects, etc.

. Mentored student in doctoral committee each
) . year.
directed/ independent . Earned new QM
projects when not part certification
of the annual teaching . Chaired a Doctoral
assignment Committee

. Carried out regular
mid-semester student
feedback, pre- and
post-exam
assessments, syllabus
exchanges, self-
reflections, and
journaling/blogs.

CUMULATIVE DIFFERENTIAL WORKLOAD ASSIGNMENTS AND CORRESPONDING PTR EXPECTATIONS

Intensive Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose Teaching Assignments are 17-28% for the review period.
o  Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 2 Standard Examples, 1 Noteworthy, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
o  Meets Expectations: A minimum of 2 Standard Examples and 1 Noteworthy Example.

Enhanced Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose Teaching Assignments are 40-50% for the review period.
o  Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 3 Standard Examples, 1 Noteworthy Example, and 1 Exemplary Example.
o  Meets Expectations: A minimum of 3 Standard Example and 1 Noteworthy Example.

Standard Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose Teaching Assignments are 51-61% for the review period.
o  Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Examples, 1 Noteworthy Example, and 1 Exemplary Example.
o  Meets Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Example and 1 Noteworthy Example.

Enhanced Teaching Assignment: Faculty whose Teaching Assignments are 52-72% for the review period.
o  Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 5 Standard Examples, 2 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
o  Meets Expectations: A minimum of 5 Standard Examples and 2 Noteworthy Examples.

ASSESSMENT RUBRIC FOR RESEARCH
AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES

In assessing colleagues’ productivity for Post-Tenure Review, the Department Chair/School Director and the Dean will use the
following rubric of representative examples to inform their evaluations of Research and Creative Activities. Each academic unit
director or chair within the College has produced an approved list of discipline-specific impact factors (high and highest) for
Research and Creative Activities.

DEFINITION OF RESEARCH AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES
Research items/activities are generally publications or public-facing works that undergo the review of scholarly peers, appearing with
recognized academic or trade presses, with the understanding that some public-facing works and new fields and methods are
disseminated on new or emergent platforms. Creative items consist of forms of communication and media generated by faculty (or in
partnership with other individuals) for a public audience. Research constitutes published or accepted items for publication: journal
articles, chapters in edited volumes, conference proceedings, scholarly monographs; editorship of volumes of scholarly works or primary
documents; synthetic works and textbooks, non-print products including digital resources, or other non-print forms of scholarship;
successful application and management of a grant or fellowship, short form non print products such as exhibits or digital research that
likewise undergo peer review or a similar process. Creative work constitutes, but is not limited to: the creation, presentation and/or
recording of songs, paintings, installations, theater plays, art, museum exhibitions, documentaries, videos, performances and other
creative expression designed for a public audience.

EVALUATION OF RESEARCH | CREATIVE ACTIVITIES
The College addresses the merit, recognition and dissemination of research / creative work, including the number and significance
of work products, the venues and level of review of their dissemination, and as appropriate, the level and venue of the external
contracts and grants secured to fund that work.

PTR RESEARCH AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES



The College evaluates the effectiveness of our colleagues’ research/ creative work based upon University, College and
Departmental published and approved guidelines for excellence in research and creative work.
The table below is a non-exhaustive list of examples to guide the review process.
The Cumulative Workload Assignments and Corresponding PTR Expectations immediately below the table should be
consulted for determining the performance evaluation ratings for Research and Creative Activities.

.

.

MEETS

EXPECTATIONS
(Standard and Noteworthy Examples of Productivity)

To meet expectations a colleague will have Standard
Examples of productivity and Noteworthy Examples of
productivity over the 4-year review period.

In the Standard and Noteworthy examples of Research and
Creative Activities category, colleagues may count multiple
instances of productivity toward the total.

EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS
(Exemplary Examples of
Productivity)

To exceed expectations a
colleague must have
Standard Examples,
Noteworthy Examples and
an Exemplary Example.

DOES NOT MEET
EXPECTATIONS

A colleague does not
have a minimum
number of Standard
Examples or a
minimum number

of Noteworthy
Examples of
productivity in the 4-
year review period.

UNSATISFACTORY

A colleague does
not have any
Standard Examples
nor any Noteworthy
Examples of
productivity over
the 4-year review
period.

Standard Examples

Noteworthy Examples

Exemplary Examples

Demonstrated and/or
under external review
curated, and / or
exhibited discipline-
enhancing creative work
Demonstrated and/or
under external review
discipline enhancing
research

Nominated for an
award for creative
work/ research
Demonstrated

and/or under

external review
research / creative
work at discipline-
enhancing

conference
Demonstrated and/or
under external review
proposal as Pl or co-Pl,
to fund research /
creative work
Research cited and / or
creative work critically
reviewed
Demonstrated and/or
under external review
application for a
competitively selected
discipline-specific
residency
Demonstrated and/or
under external review
creative work,
acquired or
commissioned by
public or private entity
Demonstrated

and/or under

external review

patent for creative
work

Produced, curated, and /
or exhibited peer-
reviewed creative work in
a high-impact venue
Completed discipline
enhancing research
project

Produced peer-reviewed
research publication or
proceedings (or
accepted for publication)
Invited for an original
keynote presentation at
conference

Received high impact
award for research/
creative work

Presented research/
creative work at a
high-impact

conference,

workshop, exhibition,

or venue

Received funding as P,
or co-PI from high-
Impact agency in
support of research /
creative work

Awarded a competitively
selected discipline
specific residency
Research cited and / or
creative work reviewed in
a high-impact publication
Creative work acquired
or commissioned by
public or private entity
Received patent for
creative work

Edited a journal or book
series

. Received prestigious
award for research and
/ or creative work from
highest-impact entity

. Received substantial
funding as PI from
highest-impact agency
in support of research /
creative work

. Led on creative work
acquired, exhibited,
and / or commissioned
by highest-impact
public or private entity

. Elected Member of a
National Academy
or Fellow in highest-
impact professional
entity

. Selected as Chief-
Curator of a
highest- impact
exhibition

Intensive Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose research assignments are 62-90% for the review period.
Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Examples, 8 Noteworthy Examples, plus 2 Exemplary Examples.
Meets Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Examples and 2 Noteworthy Examples

Enhanced Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose research assignments average between 40-61% for the review period
Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 3 Standard Examples, 6 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
Meets Expectations: A minimum of 3 Standard Examples and 1 Noteworthy Example

Standard Research/Creative Assignment: Faculty whose research assignments average between 29-39% for the review period
Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 3 Standard Examples, 3 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
Meets Expectations: A minimum of 2 Standard Examples and 1 Noteworthy Example

Enhanced Teaching Assignment: Faculty whose research assignments average between 18-28% for the review period.
Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 2 Standard Examples, 2 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
Meets Expectations: A minimum of 1 Standard Example and 1 Noteworthy Example.




ASSESSMENT RUBRIC
EOR SERVICE

In assessing colleagues’ productivity for Post-Tenure Review, the Department Chair/School Director and the Dean will use the
following rubric of representative examples to inform their evaluations of Service. Each academic unit director or chair within the
College has produced an approved list of discipline-specific impact factors (high and highest) for Service.

EVALUATION OF SERVICE
The College addresses the merit and recognition of our colleagues' service, including participation in collegial governance;
institutional service to the Department, School, College, and University; and the extent and significance of their professional
service to the community and to their discipline or profession.

PTR SERVICE
The College evaluates the effectiveness of our colleagues’ service work based upon University, College and
Departmental published and approved guidelines for Service.
. The table below is a non-exhaustive list of examples to guide the review process.
. The Cumulative Workload Assignments and Corresponding PTR Expectations immediately below the table should be
consulted for determining the performance evaluation ratings for Service.

MEETS
EXPECTATIONS
(Standard and Noteworthy Examples of Productivity)

EXCEEDS EXPECTATIONS
(Exemplary Examples of
Productivity)

DOES NOT MEET
EXPECTATIONS

UNSATISFACTORY

A colleague does not

A colleague does have any Standard

To meet expectations a colleague will have Standard To exceed expectations a not have a Examples nor any
Examples of productivity and Noteworthy Examples of colleague must have fulfilled minimum number Noteworthy
productivity over the 4-year review period. the requirement of Meets of Standard Examples of

Examples or a
minimum number

Expectations (Standard
Examples and Noteworthy

productivity over the

In the Standard and Noteworthy examples of the Service 4-year review period.

category, colleagues may count multiple instances of Examples) and must have of Noteworthy
productivity toward the total. an (1) Exemplary Example. Examples of
productivity over the

4-year period

Standard Examples

Noteworthy Examples

Exemplary Examples

Participated in
departmental
governance, eg:
Member of academic
unit committees, etc.

Regularly attended
faculty meetings

Participated in college
governance

Participated in
university governance

Participated in a local,
regional or national
professional

organization

Organized an external
outreach event/workshop.
Active member of an
organizing committee for a
national or international
conference

Active member of a
government, non-
governmental, or
community board of
directors, standing
committee or task force in
a capacity related to your
field of expertise (including
your expertise as an
instructor).

Reviewed a book
manuscript, article
submission, or grant
proposal

Attended graduation or
an FIU signature event
Organized and/or
participated in one FIU
summer camp if paid for
working in the summer/
given a summer contract
Served on admission /
scholarship, recruitment
committee or portfolio
review within the
Department.

Appeared in local media
as an expert

Served as Area
Coordinator for a
minimum of two years
Chaired department
committee

Chaired college
committee

Chaired university
committee

Chaired professional
committee/meeting
Chaired community
committee or organization
Appointed to an
international professional
organization

Invited to judge
international competition
Elected to Faculty Senate
or similar service
organization

Served on an editorial
board

Participated in external
review of a
department/ program
at other institution
Received signature
college / university
award for service
Earned membership in
professional guild /
organization

Appeared in national /
international media as
an expert

Participated in a
leading role in
securing significant
philanthropic

funding (100K+) for
department, college,
or university

Served as an external
reviewer of tenure/
promotion file for an
outside institution.
Advised a student
Organization

Mentored a faculty

Elected as Chair
Faculty Senate or
similar service
organization

Elected to leadership
role for highest-impact
national/international
professional
organization

Served as editor-in-
chief of a highest-
impact
journal/publication
Received a service
award for excellence
from a highest-impact
organization
Participated in a
leading role in securing
substantial
philanthropic funding
($1M+) for department,
college, or university




colleague through formal

. Invited to judge national mentorship structure
event/ competition

. Ongoing or under review
application for funding
for department/ college /
university

Intensive Service Assignment: Faculty whose service assignments are 75-100% for the review period.
° Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 7 Standard Examples, 2 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Examples.
° Meets Expectations: A minimum of 7 Standard Examples and 2 Noteworthy Examples

Enhanced Service Assignment: Faculty whose service assignments average between 50-74% for the review period
° Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 6 Standard Examples, 2 Noteworthy Examples, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
° Meets Expectations: A minimum: 6 Standard Examples and 1 Noteworthy Example

Above Average Service Assignment: Faculty whose service assignments average between 25-49% for the period
« Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 5 Standard Examples, 1 Noteworthy Example, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
« Meets Expectations: A minimum of 5 Standard Examples and at least 1 Noteworthy Example.

Typical Service Assignment: Faculty whose service assignments average between 10-24% for the review period.
° Exceeds Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Examples, 1 Noteworthy Example, plus 1 Exemplary Example.
° Meets Expectations: A minimum of 4 Standard Example and 1 Noteworthy Example.

PROCESS FOR CALCULATING THE OVERALL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

First, the College inputs our colleagues’ average assigned efforts for teaching, research / creative activities, and service as specified
in their annual assignments for the 4-year review period.

Then we input the qualitative ranking.

The colleagues’ annual assigned efforts are multiplied by the ranking score: Unsatisfactory=0; Does Not Meet=0.5; Meets=1;
Exceeds=5. This results in weighted scores for Teaching, Research/Creative Activities, and Service.

The individual weighted scores are then totaled into an overall weighted score.
The minimum overall weighted score required for Meets=1. The minimum overall weighted score for Exceeds=2.8

Note: Evidence of an overall unsatisfactory annual evaluation during one (1) of the previous four (4) years and unsatisfactory
performance in any single area of assignment over two (2) of the last (4) years of the review period may be deemed does not meet
expectations.

Note: Evidence of an overall unsatisfactory annual evaluation during two (2) or more of the previous four (4) years; or unsatisfactory
performance in any two (2) areas of assignment over two (2) of the last four (4) years of the review period and has not been
determined in their final review to be capable of improvement.

EXAMPLE 1: College Faculty Evaluation: Example of Enhanced Research / Creative Activities Assignment

. Qualitative .
Area Average Assigned Effort % Ranking Ranking Score Weighted Score
Teaching 0.45 Meets 0.45
Research / Creative Work 0.45 Meets 0.45
Service 0.10 Exceeds .50
Overall Meets 1.40

(The minimum overall weighted score required for Meets=1.0. The minimum overall weighted score for Exceeds=2.8.)




EXAMPLE 2: College Faculty Evaluation: Example Standard Research / Creative Activities Assignment

Area Average Assigned Effort % Q;::E:‘i;e Ranking Score Weighted Score

Teaching 0.56 Exceeds 2.80
Research / Creative Work 0.34 Meets 0.34
Service 0.10 Meets 0.10
Overall Exceeds 3.24

(The minimum overall weighted score required for Meets=1.0. The minimum overall weighted score for Exceeds=2.8.)

EXAMPLE 3: College Faculty Evaluation: Example of Enhanced Teaching Assignment

. Qualitative .
0,
Area Average Assigned Effort % Ranking Ranking Score Weighted Score
Teaching 0.67 Meets 0.67
Research / Creative Work 0.23 Exceeds 1.15
Service 0.10 Meets 0.10
Overall Meets 1.92

(The minimum overall weighted score required for Meets=1.0. The minimum overall weighted score for Exceeds=2.8.)




