SIGS Annual Evaluation Guidelines
I.

General Principles
Annual evaluations are required by the Collective Bargaining Agreement and tied to
Assigned Duties. They are independent of tenure and/or promotion evaluations, yet they
play a role in evaluating progress towards tenure and/or promotion. They also play a role
in determining raises and merit pay, when such raises are available. Following from these
roles, annual evaluations will be guided by the following principles.
First, faculty will only be evaluated in areas in which they have an annual assignment of
duties, and expectations for performance will be in proportion to the effort assigned.
Second, benchmarks for “outstanding” from year to year will be generally consistent with
department, college, and university expectations for “excellence” in teaching and
research and “substantive” or “substantial” service over the seven-year tenure period.
Third, because departmental needs and thus assigned duties can vary from year to year,
many research projects span multiple years, and funding for raises/merit pay varies from
year to year, annual evaluations will be guided by a rolling “five-year rule” intended to
keep in mind larger patterns of performance and offset the vagaries of lean year/fat-year
salary increase distributions.
The spirit of the “five-year rule” is that a colleague should not be punished for
performance that seemingly falls below their own average over a period of years. For
example, if evidence suggests that the quality of a colleague’s teaching has drastically
declined after years of strong or outstanding teaching, the teaching rating should not be
lowered by more than one category in any given year. In such a case, the rating for that
year will be accompanied by a notice that the rating will be lowered further in the future
if the decline continues.
The spirit of the rule also pertains to offsetting the vagaries of lean-year, fat-year salary
distribution. Merit increases should be retrospective to the extent that they ensure that
some colleagues are not punished for having a particularly productive year when there
are no or very small raises while similarly productive colleagues are rewarded
handsomely for the chance occurrence of having a particularly productive year when
raise pools are large. Faculty evaluations for merit raises should reflect this concern for
parity over the long term.
Annual evaluations will be conducted following the procedures for faculty evaluations
specified in the SIGS Governance Document. Annual reports will include both the
materials required for the university online reporting system and the additional materials
specified in the annual report guidelines distributed by the SIGS FEC chair. Faculty
members will be responsible for submitting accurate and complete annual reports in the
designated format by the designated deadline.
In cases of significant disruptions to normal working conditions (illnesses, emergencies,
etc.), faculty members will endeavor to provide the FEC with useful information on the

impact of the disruption on their work performance and the FEC will endeavor to take the
impact into consideration when evaluating performance for that year.
II.

Teaching
A.
Guidelines for Excellence, i.e. “Outstanding”
SIGS considers “excellence” in teaching to consist of teaching that effectively guides
students in the acquisition of disciplinary knowledge, fosters students’ critical and
creative thinking skills, and helps students to develop proficiency in oral and written
communication. It considers faculty to have demonstrated excellence in teaching to the
extent that they demonstrate:
•
•
•
•

effective course design (including the selection of course materials that are relevant to
the subject matter and appropriately current)
rigorous readings and assignments
fair evaluation of, and instructional feedback on, student work
and commitment to the ongoing development of useful teaching methods

Faculty may demonstrate excellence in teaching through a variety of teaching activities
and forms of recognition, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

teaching undergraduate and graduate courses
developing new courses or substantially revising courses
writing and evaluating student comprehensive examinations
supervising independent studies or undergraduate student research projects
supervising or serving on committees for undergraduate honors’ theses, master’s
theses, and dissertations
teaching high-impact courses that emphasize community/civic engagement or study
abroad
submitting grant proposals focused on instruction in the field; being awarded grants
publishing scholarly articles related to education in the field
peer evaluation, including written observations of teaching by faculty peers or the
School Director
winning teaching awards, such as the Outstanding Undergraduate Teaching Award or
Graduate Mentoring Award. This category may also include evidence of work with
students in community engagement activities or leadership in a Study Abroad
program

While all of the relevant activities listed above will be counted in the assessment of
whether a faculty member has demonstrated excellence in teaching, faculty are not
required to participate in all of these activities to be considered excellent.
In particular, given the significant disparity in specialties of graduate students in SIGS as
well as potential disparities in access to graduate teaching depending on campus location,
expectations for excellent teaching will vary accordingly. Excellent teaching for faculty
in subject areas with significant numbers of graduate students and access to graduate
teaching will include active participation in the graduate program, including teaching
graduate courses and sections, participating in the comprehensive exam process, and
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serving on thesis committees. Excellent teaching for faculty in subject areas with few
numbers of graduate students will be focused on their active participation in the
undergraduate program.
Faculty who demonstrate excellence in their teaching for the year under review will be
rated “outstanding” in annual evaluations.
B.
Assessing Teaching
The FEC will make use of all materials provided in the file in order to evaluate whether a
faculty member has demonstrated excellence in teaching.
Effectiveness of course design and rigor of readings and assignments will be assessed
primarily by considering teaching philosophy statements, syllabi, sample assignments,
other relevant course materials, and peer evaluations if provided.
Fairness of evaluations of student work and provision of instructional feedback will be
assessed primarily by considering course assignment instructions, evaluation rubrics or
standards, and samples of feedback provided.
Commitment to the ongoing development of useful teaching methods will be assessed
primarily by considering evidence of effort invested in updating or revising course
materials, preparing new courses, responding to student input, and learning about
teaching tools or methods through attending workshops or other means.
Although new course preparation is not required for outstanding teaching, the FEC will
take special account of the work involved in undertaking new course preparation in
evaluating teaching.
Faculty may request peer observations of their teaching to provide additional
documentation for their annual report. Peer observations will be done by an ad-hoc
committee consisting of the Director and other faculty members in the person’s area of
specialty. The committee will make use of guidelines provided by USF’s institutions that
support effective teaching for observing teaching. Peer observations may be useful but
are not required to demonstrate excellence in teaching. Peer observations must be
scheduled at least two weeks before the observation occurs.
Students’ assessments of faculty teaching will be taken into consideration, particularly
insofar as they can indicate faculty members’ dedication and effort in the classroom,
respect for students, accessibility to students, and ability to inspire interest in the material.
However, given scholarly evidence of validity problems – especially, but not only, where
response rates are low – and potential bias with student assessments, annual evaluations
will be based primarily on judgments by faculty rather than students. Consideration of
student assessments will be context dependent, taking into account the rigor of the class,
the size and level of the class, the modality of class delivery, the representativeness of the
response rate, the relevance of students’ implicit biases, and other factors that are
historically associated with lower or higher student assessments. In particular, faculty
whose teaching otherwise demonstrates effective course design, rigor, fairness, and
respectful treatment of students will not have their annual evaluation lowered because of
lower than average student assessments.
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III.

Research
A.
Guidelines for Excellence, i.e. “Outstanding”
SIGS considers “excellence” in research to consist of making a substantial contribution to
the peer-reviewed scholarship in a faculty member’s area(s) of specialty, as measured by
both quality and quantity of publications and other research activities.
Faculty may demonstrate excellence in research through a variety of scholarly activities,
including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

publishing articles in refereed professional journals
publishing scholarly books
publishing chapters in edited book collections
publishing textbooks that change the way scholars view the discipline
publishing scholarly encyclopedia entries
publishing edited book collections
engaging in the scholarly activity of editing professional journals
writing and/or performing creative work that draws on research
engaging in applied or community-engaged research projects
submitting internal and external grant proposals in support of research projects; being
awarded grants
presenting research at conferences, symposia, colloquia, etc.

While all of the relevant activities listed above will be counted in the assessment of
whether a faculty member has demonstrated excellence in research, faculty are not
required to participate in all of these activities to be considered excellent.
The FEC will use the measures below as a general guide to evaluating research but will
also consider various circumstances as explained and documented in the faculty
member’s narrative when determining the final evaluation. Research and publication will
be evaluated with a view toward balancing credit for work done in the year under
consideration and credit for overall career development. The effort involved in
successfully developing a new line of research, or in successfully completing research
that requires unusual effort, expenditure of time, or technical skills will be taken into
consideration. Following the five-year rule, colleagues who have established a trend of
productivity over the previous five years should have their overall performance taken into
account when evaluating a seemingly unproductive year, especially given evidence of
ongoing research activity, re-tooling, impact on the field, and/or significant involvement
in activities that include elements of teaching or service but also require a good deal of
current scholarly knowledge—such as directing a dissertation, editing a journal, or
making substantive decisions about a conference program.
With these factors in mind, faculty who demonstrate excellence in their research either in
the year under review or in the larger context of substantial ongoing contribution to
scholarship in their field will be rated “outstanding” in annual evaluations.
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B.
Assessing Quality of Research
Indications of quality for “outstanding” research include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

books and chapters in edited volumes published by university presses or
academically-oriented commercial presses relevant for the faculty member’s field
most journal articles published in refereed journals, whether top disciplinary journals
that reach a broad audience or journals that are focused in particular subfields
in the case of textbooks and other reference works, evidence of scholarly impact
in the case of editing books or journals, explanation of the contribution
in the case of publications in a language other than English and/or in a non-AngloAmerican journal, documentation of the peer-review process as well as the impact
and prestige of such work
in the case of publications in non-refereed outlets, evidence of impact
in the case of co-authored publications, explanation of the level of contribution
citations and reviews of publications, where available
grants, fellowships, and scholarly awards as well as unfunded grant applications that
are clearly substantive

C.
Assessing Quantity of Research
Given a standard research assignment of 45% for the year and sufficient indications of
quality, the following publication levels will merit the following ratings in research:
Outstanding (5)
•
•

•

•

•
•
•

Publication of a single-authored or co-authored book (merits an evaluation of
“outstanding” in the year of publication and for 3 years thereafter).
Publication of an edited or co-edited book with a substantial scholarly contribution by
the editor(s) (merits an evaluation of “outstanding” in the year of publication and for
2 years thereafter)
Publication of a revised edition of a book (with evidence of substantial revision,
merits an evaluation of “outstanding” in the year of publication and for 1-2 years
thereafter depending on the extent of revision; without evidence of substantial
revision, merits an evaluation of “outstanding” in the year of publication)
Publication of a single-authored or co-authored article or book chapter in a peerreviewed journal or edited volume (with evidence of substantial contribution, if coauthored)
Publication of a review essay with substantive length and some original contribution
in assessing the state of the field
Receipt of a major research-focused award, grant, or fellowship that is nationally
competitive
3 or more of the peer-reviewed items from the list that merits a rating of
“strong/outstanding”
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In cases where multiple peer-reviewed works are published in a single year, faculty
members may instruct the FEC to defer credit on one or more of them to subsequent
years.
Given publication pipeline delays, faculty members may choose to begin claiming their 4
years of credit for an authored book or 3 years of credit for an edited book in the year that
the book is officially accepted rather than the year that it is published. Faculty members
may also choose to claim their credit for a book chapter or article in the year that it is
officially accepted rather than the year that it is published.
Strong/outstanding (4.5)
In general: a) published work that is less substantial or scholarly than an article/book
chapter or b) work in progress with indications of positive peer-review or c) submissions
of a book-length project
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Publication of a non-peer reviewed article or essay of substantial length
Publication of a review essay that is shorter or less substantive than what merits
“outstanding”
Publication of a substantial encyclopedia entry
Publication of a co-authored article or book chapter without evidence of substantial
contribution by the faculty member
Receipt of an “accept with revisions” or a “revise and resubmit” review for an article
or chapter manuscript from a peer-reviewed journal or an editor for a collection
Significant progress on a book-length manuscript or edited collection, including
receipt of a book contract, the submission of a completed manuscript for review, the
submission of a completed manuscript with recommended revisions, and the
acceptance of a manuscript
Completion of substantial fieldwork or archival research, or compilation of a novel
dataset
Submission of a major research-focused award, grant, or fellowship that is positively
reviewed albeit not awarded
3 or more items from the list that merits a rating of “strong”
In cases where there is a trend of “outstanding” or “strong/outstanding” productivity
over the previous five years, some evidence of ongoing research activity, re-tooling,
impact on the field, and/or significant involvement in teaching or service activities
that also require a good deal of current scholarly knowledge (following the “five year
rule”)

Strong (4)
In general, either a) minor pieces of published work or b) work in progress that is in
official circulation with colleagues.
•
•

Publication of a book review or commentary on an article
Publication of a short encyclopedia entry
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•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Presentation of a scholarly paper or address or participation in a roundtable at a
professional conference
Submission of an original or substantially revised article or book chapter manuscript
for editorial review
Ongoing progress on a book or edited collection involving circulation of its smaller
components, i.e. circulation or presentation of completed chapters but without official
assessments from a press
Evidence of progress on fieldwork for a new project and/or work involved in retooling or changing to a new research focus
Submission of a major research-focused award, grant, or fellowship without evidence
of positive reviews
Delivery of a professional report
Receipt of a small external grant to support research (i.e. a travel grant)
In cases where there is a trend of “strong” productivity over the previous five years,
some evidence of ongoing research activity, re-tooling, impact on the field, and/or
significant involvement in teaching or service activities that also require a good deal
of current scholarly knowledge (following the “five year rule”)

Satisfactory (3)
•

Evidence of ongoing research activity, i.e. work in progress but not yet in circulation.

Unsatisfactory (1-2)
•
•

IV.

Record does not meet the departmental standard for satisfactory
Or no materials were submitted for evaluation by the deadline

Service
Faculty may provide service through a variety of activities, including but not limited to:
University Service
•
•
•
•

serving on, or chairing, committees in the school, college, or university
writing proposals and documents for the school, college, or university
reviewing proposals for university awards
giving presentations at university events

Professional Service
•
•
•
•
•

chairing or serving as a discussant for a panel at a conference
reviewing a manuscript for a refereed journal or academic book publisher
serving on a journal’s editorial board
handling the administrative components of editing or co-editing journal
being a book series editor for a publisher
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

reviewing paper proposals for a section of a professional conference
organizing conferences or workshops
serving on scholarly awards committees
reviewing grant proposals
reviewing tenure and promotion applications for candidates at other universities
reviewing academic programs at other universities
holding office in a professional association

Public or community Service (must be related to the candidate’s academic field)
•
•
•
•

offering interviews with the media
serving as an unpaid consultant for the government or an organization
organizing community events
giving public lectures

While all of the relevant activities listed above will be counted in the assessment of
whether a faculty member has demonstrated substantive or substantial service, candidates
are not required to participate in all of these activities.
A.
Guidelines for Substantive Service, i.e. “Outstanding” for tenure-track faculty
Given a standard service assignment of 5%, the FEC will consider tenure-track faculty to
have demonstrated “substantive” service if they have:
•
•

served with responsibility on some department, college, or university committees
and/or served as a reviewer or discussant for some manuscripts or conference
presentations

Although tenure-track faculty need to serve in both university and professional contexts
over the course of their tenure period, they need not serve in both contexts every year of
their tenure period. Feedback on whether a tenure-track faculty member is meeting the
overall standards for “substantive” service should begin with the mid-tenure review. Post
mid-tenure, the annual evaluation for service may be lower than “outstanding” if there is
a consistent gap in service in one of the two contexts over several years.
B.
Guidelines for Substantial Service, i.e. “Outstanding” for tenured faculty
Given a standard service assignment of 10%, the FEC will consider tenured faculty to
have demonstrated “substantial” service if they have:
•

shown significant involvement in developing and/or sustaining departmental, college,
university, professional, and/or public institutions

Serving in all capacities isn’t necessary, especially if service in one capacity is
particularly significant (e.g. serving in a leadership capacity).
For either tenure-track or tenured faculty, if there are lower or higher service
assignments, correspondingly lower or higher service contributions will merit
outstanding.
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