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Overview
The policy for written annual evaluation complies with the University of Georgia Academic Affairs Policy 1.06-1 Written Annual Evaluation, (https://provost.uga.edu/faculty_working_group/written_annual_eval/), dated 04/20/22. This policy includes a description of the procedures used to conduct annual review, the rubric used to evaluate performance, and a template for written annual evaluations. 
Each faculty member in the Department of Genetics, regardless of rank or responsibilities, must receive a written annual evaluation of their performance. Tenure-track faculty, tenured faculty, and faculty outside of the tenure process should be evaluated based upon clear, transparent, and department-specific assessment criteria. Any changes to performance criteria must be made in advance of the next review cycle and allow time for faculty to incorporate those expectations into the preparation of their review documents. 
Each evaluation must address research, teaching, service, student success activities, and any administrative activities. Faculty workload percentages must be factored into the evaluation. Research, teaching, and service performance will be evaluated using a rubric. In alignment with UGA policy, the quality, impact, and effort to improve research, teaching, and service will be considered. In alignment with USG policy, every Genetics faculty member is expected to engage in student success activities as part of their research, teaching, and/or service work and will list these activities as part of annual review. The Department of Genetics uses the definition of student success activities in University of Georgia Academic Affairs Policy Manual 1.10-10 (https://apps.reg.uga.edu/UniversityCouncil/motion/showMotion/1388), and accepts all examples of student success activities in this document  (https://provost.uga.edu/policies/academic-affairs-policy-manual/1-10-promotion-process/#p-1-10-10)  generated within UGA. 

Annual evaluations will be conducted by the Head of Department and overseen by the Executive Committee. The Head of Department will read the materials submitted by the candidate and use this information to produce a written annual evaluation (template in Appendix B), using the departmental rubric (Appendix A). When a list of examples are provided in the rubric, such as an e.g., that is meant to provide further definition of a criteria and is NOT meant to be a comprehensive list. Faculty can use the written narrative to explain how their annual performance met the criteria. The Head of Department will rely on more than one member of the Executive Committee when making judgements about criteria that require more interpretation. For all areas of work, judgments will focus on the current year, but a 2-year window of time can be considered to allow for year to year variation. The faculty member can request that a two year window be considered and submit materials that span two years or the evaluators can make this decision. One or more members of the Executive Committee will review each written annual evaluation to ensure that it fairly evaluates the faculty member based on the materials submitted and the rubric. 
Materials Submitted for Annual Review
Genetics faculty members are responsible for providing the following materials to the Department Head by Friday on the 2nd full week of January:
1. An Elements report for the prior year. 
2. A document, no more than 3 pgs and using the template in Appendix C, that presents relevant evidence regarding outputs, and the quality and impact of those outputs, for research, teaching, and service over the past year. In alignment with USG and UGA policy, evidence of involvement in professional development for research will be valued for faculty at all career stages. The narrative should provide the information and contextualization necessary for the Head of Department to evaluate accomplishments using the rubric in Appendix A. 

The evaluation of a faculty member with a joint appointment in another department or a secondary appointment of at least 25% in an Institute should involve consultation between the head/director of both units, according to the procedures outlined in the faculty member's memorandum of understanding (if one exists). When a memorandum of understanding (MOU) is not in place, the Genetics Head of Department will pursue a MOU that eliminates or reduces the need for a jointly-appointed faculty member to produce separate documentation for annual review in two departments.



Criteria for Evaluating Performance for Annual Review

Annual evaluation 5-point scale:  
1 – Does Not Meet Expectations 
2 – Needs Improvement  
3 – Meets Expectations 
4 – Exceeds Expectations  
5 – Exemplary 

Noteworthy achievement as referenced in BOR Policy 8.3.7.3 is reflective of a 4 or a 5 on the above 5- point scale. Deficient and unsatisfactory performance is reflective of a 1 or a 2 on the above 5-point scale. 

Annual Review Meetings
The Head of Department will meet with all Assistant Professors and Lecturers to discuss their annual review prior to April 15, and will offer to meet with all faculty. The head will prepare a written evaluation of the faculty member in advance of meetings, which will serve as the basis for discussion. All faculty members will sign a statement to acknowledge that they have been apprised of the content of their annual written evaluation. 

Faculty Response to Review
A faculty member may respond to their annual evaluation in writing within 10 working days; any such response will be attached to the annual written evaluation. Within 10 working days of the faculty member’s response, the evaluator will acknowledge in writing the receipt of the response, noting changes, if any, in the annual written evaluation made as a result of the faculty member’s written response. This acknowledgement will also become part of the official personnel records. Annual reviews are not subject to discretionary review or appeal. 

Content of Written Annual Review
The written annual evaluation will include up to six sections, depending on faculty position responsibilities: 
· Research
· Teaching
· Service
· Administration
· Student Success
· Overall Evaluation

The written evaluation for each section will include a brief narrative description of the outputs, quality, impact, and efforts to improve reported by the faculty member. In addition, the written evaluation will provide a rating on a 5-point scale (see above) for research, teaching, service, and overall evaluation. 

A written evaluation template is included as Appendix B.


Developmental Response to 1 and 2 Ratings 
If the performance overall or in any of the assigned areas of effort is judged to be a 1 – Does Not Meet Expectations or a 2 – Needs Improvement, the faculty member must be provided with a Performance Remediation Plan (PRP) to help improve their performance during the next year; however, remediation cannot be required of a faculty member outside of the contract period. 

The evaluator will develop the PRP in consultation with the faculty member. The PRP’s goals or outcomes must be reasonable, achievable within the time frame, and reflect the essential duties of the faculty member. The Executive Committee will review each PRP and provide revisions if the PRP falls short of these expectations. The PRP must include the following components: 
1. Clearly defined goals or outcomes 
2. An outline of activities to be undertaken 
3. A timetable 
4. Available resources and supports 
5. Expectations for improvement 
6. Monitoring strategy 
The PRP must be approved by the Dean and submitted to the Office of Faculty Affairs. The PRP will become part of the official personnel records. 

Two meetings each during the fall and during the spring must be held to review progress,  document additional needs/resources, and consider planned accomplishments for the  upcoming semester. After each meeting, the evaluator should summarize the meeting and  indicate if the faculty member is on track to complete the PRP. At the request of the faculty member, the Executive Committee will review the summaries and evaluation of whether the faculty member is on track. If a faculty member has met the criteria in a PRP, they will receive an evaluation of 3 (meets expectations) or higher in every category addressed by the PRP for the next annual review. Consequences for failing to meet the expectations of the PRP must be stated at the conclusion of each meeting. 

A tenured faculty member evaluated as a 1 – Does Not Meet Expectations or a 2 – Needs  Improvement in any one of the assigned areas of effort, for which the assigned allocation of  effort exceeds 10%, for two consecutive annual evaluations will participate in a corrective post tenure review, as described in the Policy for Review of Tenured Faculty. Note that the 1 or 2 rating does not have to be in the same area but could be in a different area from one year to the next.

Appeals Process
A faculty member may appeal a decision made by the Head of Department and Executive Committee by requesting the creation of an ad hoc Appeals Committee. Decisions that can be appealed include (a) the goals and timeline in a PRP, and (b) a judgment that the expectations of a PRP have not been met. A faculty member who wishes to appeal a decision must communicate that intention to the Head of Department, along with a list of faculty members that they wish to have excluded from their appeal committee. Appelates can exclude as many faculty members as they wish, and do not have to give a reason for exclusions. The Head of Department and Executive Committee then convene a 3-person committee composed of faculty of equal or higher rank than the appellant, making reasonable effort to exclude faculty as requested by the appellant. The ad hoc Appeals Committee then reviews and discusses all relevant documents. They vote to uphold or overturn the judgment under appeal. A simple majority (2 out of 3) is sufficient to overturn a judgment. If a judgment is overturned and additional decisions are necessary, the Appeals Committee and Executive Committee together determine the final decision (e.g., the goals and timeline in a PRP). If the Appeals Committee upholds the initial judgment, there are no further opportunities for appeal within the Department. 

Relationship of the annual review to promotion and tenure
Written annual evaluations are included in third-year review, promotion, tenure, and post-tenure review materials. 







[bookmark: _ws7du4j7m26m]Appendix A. Annual Review Rubric 
Guidance for rubric users: When a list of examples are provided, such as an e.g., that is meant to provide further definition of a criteria and is NOT meant to be a comprehensive list. Faculty can use the written narrative to explain how their annual performance meet the criteria. The Head of Department will rely on more than one member of the Executive Committee when making judgements about criteria that require more interpretation. 

Please note that there are two rubrics for teaching, and the rubric used to evaluate a faculty member depends on teaching EFT. 


	RESEARCH. *For all areas of work, judgments will focus on the current year, but a 2-year window of time can be considered to allow for year to year variation.

	Rating
	Criteria: Evidence of research activities and impacts commensurate with achieving or maintaining a national reputation for one’s research program, in alignment with departmental criteria for tenure and promotion.

	1 = Does not meet expectations
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. No attempt to publish research in refereed journals or generate other externally evaluated research products (i.e., no publications, patents, or preprints).
2. No attempt to secure extramural funding (i.e., no proposals or grants).

	2 = Needs improvement
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member falls short of any of the following:
1. One publication per year in refereed journals or other externally evaluated research products or substantial documented1 effort toward this goal for faculty in their first 3 years or faculty undertaking risky, complex,  time-consuming, or longitudinal research  
2. Appropriate funding to support the costs of research, publication, and training or submission of a proposal for external funding
3. Some dissemination of research findings and/or resources to the scholarly community by the faculty and their lab, which could include publications; research presentations at conferences; invited seminars, plenaries, or workshops; media outreach (blogs, social media, podcasts, TV, radio, internet); other outreach that translates their research (e.g., community events); data or resource sharing, etc.

	3 = Meets expectations2
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. One publication per year in refereed journals or other externally evaluated research products or substantial documented1 effort toward this goal for faculty in their first 3 years or faculty undertaking risky, complex,  time-consuming, or longitudinal research  
2. Appropriate funding to support the costs of research, publication, and training or submission of a proposal for external funding
3. Some dissemination of research findings and/or resources to the scholarly community by the faculty and their lab, which could include publications; research presentations at conferences; invited seminars, plenaries, or workshops; media outreach (blogs, social media, podcasts, TV, radio, internet); other outreach that translates their research (e.g., community events); data or resource sharing, etc.
Quality/impact/professional development (described in narrative). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. The reach or other impact of research publications and presentations demonstrates a national reputation in their field of study, if appropriate for rank
2. Research products have the potential to have a positive impact on the field of study, including novel discoveries, approaches, tools, resources innovations, etc. that advance or apply knowledge in the discipline and/or create interdisciplinary bridges
3. If needed to improve or maintain research productivity, funding levels, research quality, etc., the faculty member has sought professional development (e.g., workshops, mentoring, feedback) and clearly described how they have enacted what they learned. 

	4 = Exceeds expectations2
	Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for outputs and quality & impact, plus one of the following:
a. Lead/senior/corresponding author on a particularly high impact paper (e.g., highlighted in journal editorial synopsis, publicity, …)
b. Lead/senior/corresponding author on 3+ publications in the year
c. For those in their first three years, substantial documented effort toward multiple papers for those in their first 3 years 
d. Multiple sources of funding, resulting in substantial funding to support the costs of research 
e. Leadership role within active research  (e.g., running a large research collaboration, research consortium, research network, managing a collection, training grant, etc.) 
f. Research awards or other recognition at a local, regional, or national level
g. Other substantial research accomplishment


	5 = Exemplary2
	Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for research outputs and quality & impact, plus two or more  of the following:
a. Lead/senior/corresponding author on a particularly high impact paper
b. Lead/senior/corresponding author in 5+ publications in the year
c. For those in their first three years, substantial documented effort toward multiple papers for those in their first 3 years 
d. Multiple sources of funding, resulting in substantial funding to support the costs of research 
e. Leadership role within active research (e.g., running a large research collaboration, research consortium, research network, managing a collection, training grant, etc.) 
f. Research awards or other recognition at a local, regional, or national level
g. Other substantial research accomplishment

	1Faculty demonstrate clear effort by describing concrete actions completed and results obtained, as could be expected within one year. This is demonstrated within the 3-page written narrative OR by publishing a preprint. The Executive Committee will evaluate effort toward a publication.
2Faculty with 0.1 - 0.15 research EFT, publications expectations are reduced proportionally to EFT, and with consideration of allocated research space. External funding is not expected. This may require considering a larger time frame.





	TEACHING (for those with teaching EFT that is less than 0.5)
*For all areas of work, judgments will focus on the current year, but a 2-year window of time can be considered to allow for year to year variation.

	Rating
	Criteria: Clear evidence of teaching that fosters student learning and development and pursues improvements in the learning environment and curriculum, in alignment with departmental criteria for promotion and tenure.

	1 = Does not meet expectations
	Outputs & quality/impact/professional development (documented in Elements report, course evaluations and described in narrative). Evidence demonstrates:
1. Does not teach assigned courses, despite EFT requirement. 
2. Course evaluations or other student correspondence indicate a persistent and prevalent pattern of teaching or mentoring problems or issues AND there is insufficient evidence of how the faculty member is making substantive and effortful attempts to improve teaching/mentoring (e.g., seeking relevant professional development, seeking feedback from peers on how to improve, mid-course evaluation, identifying specific room for improvement based on evidence from students or peers and a plan for change)

	2 = Needs improvement
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member falls short of any of the following:
1. A regular pattern of teaching assigned courses, as appropriate for EFT.
2. A pattern of mentoring, as appropriate for EFT. Mentoring might include any or all of the following: supervising undergraduates, graduate students, and/or postdocs in research, chairing or serving on dissertation committees, serving as a thesis reader, and advising undergraduates. 

Quality/impact/professional development (documented in course evaluations and described in narrative). Evidence demonstrates both of the following:
1. Evidence from students or other sources indicates a persistent and prevalent pattern of teaching or mentoring problems or issues 
2. Self-reflection does not clearly indicate how the faculty member is making substantive and effortful attempts to improve teaching/mentoring (e.g., seeking relevant professional development, seeking feedback from peers on how to improve, mid-course evaluation, identifying specific room for improvement based on evidence from students or peers and a plan for change).

	3 = Meets expectations
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. A regular pattern of teaching assigned courses, as appropriate for EFT
2. A pattern of mentoring, as appropriate for EFT. Mentoring might include any or all of the following: supervising undergraduates, graduate students, and/or postdocs in research, chairing or serving on dissertation committees, serving as a thesis reader, and advising undergraduates.

Quality/impact/professional development of teaching. Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates at least one of the following:
1. Evidence of teaching effectiveness demonstrated in the past year  via systematic analysis (e.g., summary of student comments from course evaluations, assuming response rate of >50%; summary of teaching strengths from peer evaluation of teaching; assessment of student learning or growth; summary of findings of mid-semester course evaluation)
2. Description of specific teaching improvements in the past year made in response to feedback from students or peers and whether the changes achieved the desired outcome or if the need for improvement has just been recognized, a narrative about plans to change in response to feedback

Quality/impact/professional development of research mentoring, as appropriate for EFT. Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates at least one of the following:
1. Evidence of mentoring effectiveness in the past year (e.g., graduate students on track based on last year’s annual report; graduate or undergraduate student research outputs, such as first-author papers, presentations, theses; mentoring best practices, such as IDPs, repeated conversations about expectations, providing timely feedback, etc.)
2. Description of specific mentoring improvements in the last year made in response to feedback from students or others and whether the changes achieved the desired impact

	4 = Exceeds expectations


	 Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for teaching plus at least two1 of the following:
a. Three or more of the criteria for teaching and mentoring quality and impact from Level 3.
b. Pattern of investing in teaching that requires additional workload, including large classes (100+ students) or higher number of credit hours than expected
c. Pattern of investing in undergraduate or graduate mentoring that requires additional workload (8+ undergraduate researchers (49x0 or equivalent, paid, or volunteer) per year; 3+ graduate students per year)
d. Description of specific implementation of evidence-based teaching strategies or curriculum.
e. Description of implementation of strategies to promote diversity, equity, and inclusion in the classroom, such as diversifying the readings and case studies discussed in class, inviting guest speakers to increase representation of scholars from historically marginalized backgrounds, interrogating the history of the field, and using inclusive teaching strategies.
f. Development of a new course or substantially transforming the format or expectations of a given course (e.g., WIP course, flipped course)
g. Substantial involvement (10+ hours) in teaching professional development 
h. Substantial involvement (4+ hours) in mentoring professional development
i. Funding for teaching innovation or impact activities 
j. Funding to create research opportunities  (e.g., REU)
k. Teaching leadership roles (e.g., mentoring others in teaching)
l. Teaching or mentoring awards or other recognition at a college, institutional, or disciplinary level.

	5 = Exemplary
	Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for teaching plus at least three1 of the following:
a. Three or more of the criteria for teaching and mentoring quality and impact from Level 3.
b. Pattern of investing in teaching that requires additional workload, including large classes (100+ students) or higher number of credit hours than expected
c. Pattern of investing in undergraduate or graduate mentoring that requires additional workload (8+ undergraduate researchers (49x0 or equivalent, paid, or volunteer) per year; 3+ graduate students per year)
d. Description of specific implementation of evidence-based teaching strategies or curriculum.
e. Description of implementation of strategies to promote diversity, equity, and inclusion in the classroom, such as diversifying the readings and case studies discussed in class, inviting guest speakers to increase representation of scholars from historically marginalized backgrounds, interrogating the history of the field, and using inclusive teaching strategies.
f. Development of a new course or substantially transforming the format or expectations of a given course (e.g., WIP course, flipped course)
g. Substantial involvement (10+ hours) in teaching professional development 
h. Substantial involvement (8+ hours) in mentoring professional development
i. Funding for teaching innovation or impact activities 
j. Funding as PI to create research opportunities  (e.g., REU
k. Teaching leadership roles (e.g., mentoring others in teaching)
l. Teaching or mentoring awards or other recognition at a college, institutional, or disciplinary level.

	1 Items can be counted more than once if they are sufficiently distinct and substantial, with the exception of a-c.






	TEACHING RUBRIC (for those with teaching EFT that is GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 0.5)
*For all areas of work, judgments will focus on the current year, but a 2-year window of time can be considered to allow for year to year variation.

	Rating
	Criteria: Clear evidence of teaching that fosters student learning and development and pursues improvements in the learning environment and curriculum, in alignment with departmental criteria for promotion and tenure.

	1 = Does not meet expectations
	Outputs & quality/impact/professional development (documented in Elements report, course evaluations and described in narrative). Evidence demonstrates:
1. Does not teach assigned courses, despite EFT requirement. 
2. Course evaluations or other student correspondence indicate a persistent and prevalent pattern of teaching or mentoring problems or issues AND there is insufficient evidence of how the faculty member is making substantive and effortful attempts to improve teaching/mentoring (e.g., seeking relevant professional development, seeking feedback from peers on how to improve, mid-course evaluation, identifying specific room for improvement based on evidence from students or peers and a plan for change)

	2 = Needs improvement
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). The faculty member demonstrates at least  one of the following:
1. A regular pattern of teaching assigned courses, as appropriate for EFT.
2. If faculty have research EFT, a pattern of mentoring. Mentoring might include any or all of the following: supervising undergraduates, graduate students, and/or postdocs in research, chairing or serving on dissertation committees, serving as a thesis reader, and advising undergraduates.

Quality/impact/professional development (documented in course evaluations and described in narrative). Evidence demonstrates both of the following:
1. Evidence from students or other sources indicates a persistent and prevalent pattern of teaching or mentoring problems or issues 
2. Self-reflection does not clearly indicate how the faculty member is making substantive and effortful attempts to improve teaching/mentoring (e.g., seeking relevant professional development, seeking feedback from peers on how to improve, mid-course evaluation, identifying specific room for improvement based on evidence from students or peers and a plan for change).

	3 = Meets expectations
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. A regular pattern of teaching assigned courses
2. If faculty have research EFT, a pattern of mentoring. Mentoring might include any or all of the following: supervising undergraduates, graduate students, and/or postdocs in research, chairing or serving on dissertation committees, serving as a thesis reader, and advising undergraduates.

Quality and impact of teaching. Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates at least one of the following:
1. Evidence of teaching effectiveness demonstrated in the past year via systematic analysis (e.g., summary of student comments from course evaluations, assuming response rate of >50%; summary of teaching strengths from peer evaluation of teaching; assessment of student learning or growth; summary of findings of mid-semester course evaluation)
2. Description of specific teaching improvements in the past year made in response to feedback from students or peers and whether the changes achieved the desired outcome or if the need for improvement has just been recognized, a narrative about plans to change in response to feedback

	4 = Exceeds expectations


	 Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for teaching plus at least four1 of the following:
a. Meeting both criteria 1 & 2 for quality and impact of teaching (see Level 3). 
b. Pattern of investing in teaching that requires additional workload, including large classes (100+ students) or higher number of credit hours than expected 
c. Two or more forms of evidence of teaching effectiveness (e.g., student evaluations & peer evaluation, or student evaluations & evidence of student learning gains or student evaluations & mid-semester student formative evaluation)
d. Description of specific implementation of evidence-based teaching strategies or curriculum
e. Description of implementation of strategies to promote diversity, equity, and inclusion in the classroom, such as diversifying the readings and case studies discussed in class, inviting guest speakers to increase representation of scholars from historically marginalized backgrounds, interrogating the history of the field, and using inclusive teaching strategies.
f. Development of a new course or substantially transforming the format or expectations of a given course (e.g., WIP course, flipped course)
g. Substantive involvement (10+ hours) in teaching professional development 
h. Substantial involvement (4+ hours) in mentoring professional development
i. Pattern of investing in undergraduate or graduate teaching and/or research mentoring
j. Pattern of providing teaching mentorship to peer learning assistants and/or graduate students
k. Funding for teaching innovation or impact activities 
l. Teaching leadership roles (e.g., leading a learning community)
m. Teaching or mentoring awards or other recognition at a college, institutional, or disciplinary level.
n. Developing and disseminating evidence-based instructional materials, 
o. Implementing an educational intervention as part of a research study. The faculty member does not need to lead the research, but must invest substantive effort (e.g., teaching new lessons, implementing new course components). 

	5 = Exemplary
	Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for teaching plus at least six1 of the following:
a. Meeting both criteria 1 & 2 for quality and impact of teaching (see Level 3). 
b. Pattern of investing in teaching that requires additional workload, including large classes (100+ students) or higher number of credit hours than expected 
c. Two or more forms of evidence of teaching effectiveness (e.g., student evaluations & peer evaluation, or student evaluations & evidence of student learning gains or student evaluations & mid-semester student formative evaluation)
d. Description of specific implementation of evidence-based teaching strategies or curriculum
e. Description of implementation of strategies to promote diversity, equity, and inclusion in the classroom, such as diversifying the readings and case studies discussed in class, inviting guest speakers to increase representation of scholars from historically marginalized backgrounds, interrogating the history of the field, and using inclusive teaching strategies.
f. Development of a new course or substantially transforming the format or expectations of a given course (e.g., WIP course, flipped course)
g. Substantive involvement (10+ hours) in teaching professional development 
h. Substantial involvement (4+ hours) in mentoring professional development
i. Pattern of investing in undergraduate or graduate teaching and/or research mentoring
j. Pattern of providing teaching mentorship to peer learning assistants and/or graduate students
k. Funding for teaching innovation or impact activities 
l. Teaching leadership roles (e.g., leading a learning community)
m. Teaching or mentoring awards or other recognition at a college, institutional, or disciplinary level.
n. Developing and disseminating evidence-based instructional materials, 
o. Implementing an educational intervention as part of a research study. The faculty member does not need to lead the research, but must invest substantive effort (e.g., teaching new lessons, implementing new course components). 

	1 Items can be counted more than once if they are sufficiently distinct and substantial, with the exception of a-b.





	SERVICE *For all areas of work, judgments will focus on the current year, but a 2-year window of time can be considered to allow for year to year variation.
No one has a service component to their EFT; a few have administrative effort. However, there is a departmental expectation that everyone participates in departmental service, and potentially university level service. Service to the field/profession is expected for associate and full professors, and is considered a positive for assistant professors. Those who do major departmental service (e.g. GC, UC, or multiple roles) are given extra credit in this category, even if they have assigned administrative EFT for this role.

	Rating
	Criteria: Evidence of departmental, college, and university service as well as service to the discipline commensurate 

	1 = Does not meet expectations
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. No contributions to a departmental or university committee
2. No contributions to professional service (e.g., manuscript reviews, grant panels, professional society work) for associate and full professors

	2 = Needs improvement
	Outputs (documented in Elements report). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates only one of the following (associate/full) or just #1 (assistant):
1. Membership in a departmental or university committee.
2. A pattern of professional service activities (e.g., peer reviews of manuscripts or grants, professional society committee work and/or leadership, outreach/service etc.), as appropriate for level and EFT. 

	3 = Meets expectations
	Outputs & impact (documented in Elements report & narrative). Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates:
1. Membership in a departmental or university committee, including descriptions of the specific contributions to committee work.
2. A pattern of professional service activities (e.g., peer reviews of manuscripts or grants, professional society committee work and/or leadership, outreach/service etc.), as appropriate for level and EFT. 


	4 = Exceeds expectations
	 Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 criteria for service plus one of the following:
1. Membership in multiple departmental or university committees (2+ for assistant professors, 3+ for associate/full), 
2. Leadership roles on committees
3. Professional service leadership roles (e.g., monitoring/associate/senior editor, editor-in-chief, professional society leadership, directorships/curatorship), as appropriate for level and EFT. 
4. Exceptional contributions as a citizen/community member in Genetics (e.g., attending events, hosting speakers, participating in/running dept functions, mentoring junior faculty, organizing groups), as appropriate for rank and EFT. 
5. Awards or external funding for service contributions

	5 = Exemplary
	 Evidence from the faculty member demonstrates Level 3 for service criteria plus two or more of the following:
1. Membership in multiple departmental or university committees (2+ for assistant professors, 3+ for associate/full) 
2. Leadership roles on committees
3. Professional service leadership roles (e.g., monitoring/associate/senior editor, editor-in-chief, professional society leadership, directorships/curatorship, ), as appropriate for level and EFT. 
4. Exceptional contributions as a citizen/community member in Genetics (e.g., attending events, hosting speakers, participating in/running dept functions, mentoring junior faculty, organizing groups), as appropriate for rank and EFT. 
5. Awards or external funding for service contributions



Appendix B Template for Written Annual Evaluation

ANNUAL EVALUATION 

Name, rank: 
Period: Jan 1 202X- Dec 31 202X 
Official Genetics FTE:	Research: ____	Instruction: ____	Administration:___	Service (Public)____

Overall Evaluation of Performance by Department Head: 
This evaluation was based on the previous calendar year with consideration of additional years as necessary. The evaluation is based on information taken from the UGA ELEMENTS EAS, and a narrative written by the faculty member about their outputs, the quality and impact of outputs and professional development. Faculty contributions in Research, Teaching, Professional Service, Other Service (e.g., public, community), and Administration, based on Allocated Effort, were considered in this evaluation, along with student success activities. The following 5-point scale describes the scores in each category below:  1 – Does Not Meet Expectations, 2 – Needs Improvement , 3 – Meets Expectations, 4 – Exceeds Expectations, 5 – Exemplary 
Research [1 – 5] 
1-3 sentence overview of outputs, quality and impact, and effort toward improvement that justifies the categorical rating
Teaching [1 – 5] 
1-3 sentence overview of outputs, quality and impact, and effort toward improvement that justifies the categorical rating
Service [1 – 5] 
1-3 sentence overview of outputs, quality and impact, and effort toward improvement that justifies the categorical rating
Administration or Other [1 – 5] 
1-3 sentence overview of outputs, quality and impact, and effort toward improvement that justifies the categorical rating
Student Success Activities
This faculty member has been involved in student success activities in and out of the classroom, as part of their research, teaching, and/or service responsibilities. 
OVERALL EVALUATION [1 – 5] 
1-3 sentence overall assessment of performance in relation to the individual’s  assigned allocation of effort.
· If a majority of the faculty member’s assigned time receives a rating of a 1 or a 2, the overall evaluation must be unsatisfactory. 
· If any category with more than 10% assigned time receives a rating of a 1 or a 2, the overall evaluation cannot exceed expectations (e.g., must be 3 or lower). 
· If a faculty member has not reported their involvement in student success activities as part of their research, teaching, and/or service work, their evaluation must be lowered accordingly.
· Overall ratings of 5 indicate that a faculty member’s performance was rated as 4 or 5 in every category with more than 10% assigned time. 

The faculty member is making [satisfactory or unsatisfactory] progress toward the next level of review appropriate to their rank, (i.e., promotion and/or  tenure as appropriate). Satisfactory progress in any one year does not guarantee that the faculty member will be successful in promotion and/or tenure, nor does a statement of unsatisfactory progress predetermine that the faculty member will be unsuccessful in promotion and/or tenure, or post-tenure review.
Please sign below to acknowledge that you have been apprised of the content of your annual  written evaluation. Your signature only acknowledges receipt of your written annual evaluation  and does not imply agreement. You may respond to this report in writing, including by noting any factual errors and/or errors in omission. That response must be submitted within 10 working days of the date of electronic or other documented delivery of your evaluation. Any such response will be attached to your annual written evaluation. Your evaluator will acknowledge in writing the receipt of your response, noting changes, if any, in the annual written evaluation made as a result of your written response, within 10 working days. Any written responses by you and your evaluator will become part of the official personnel records. 
_________________________________ 
Name and Title of Evaluator 
_________________________________ 
Signature of Evaluator


__________________________________ 
Signature of Evaluated Faculty Member, acknowledging receipt 



Faculty member response
You may respond to this evaluation in writing within 10 working days; any such response will be attached to the annual written evaluation. Within 10 working days of your response, the evaluator will acknowledge in writing the receipt of the response, noting changes, if any, in the annual written evaluation made as a result of your written response. This acknowledgement will also become part of the official personnel records. Annual reviews are not subject to discretionary review or appeal.






Appendix C. Template for Faculty Narrative

The goal of narrative is to describe and contextualize accomplishments and contributions and their quality and impact so that annual evaluation can go beyond reductive quantifications. The narrative can also describe outputs not easily conveyed in the tables below or Elements. 

The rubric in Appendix A communicates expectations and should be considered seriously in crafting this narrative. Please reference the criteria for which you are providing evidence. The total length of this document should be no more than 3 pages (this paragraph & other instructions/guidance should be deleted). Often 3 pages will not be necessary; please be as succinct as possible. 

Research Outputs, Quality, & Impact

	Counts of outputs

	Papers published
	Papers submitted/preprints
	Other scholarly products (books, book chapters, patents, etc)
	Active grants
	Grant proposals submitted
	Dissemination (talks, workshops, etc)
	Other

	

	
	
	
	
	
	




Narrative: Include a narrative to provide evidence of meeting (or exceeding) expectations for research outputs, the quality and impact of those outputs, and professional development as appropriate. You should use the rubric as a guide for your narrative. 



Teaching Outputs, Quality, & Impact

	Counts of outputs

	Courses taught
	Total students taught or mentored
	Undergrad researchers mentored
	Graduate students advised
	Grad student committees
	Other

	

	
	
	
	
	




Narrative: Include a narrative to provide evidence of meeting (or exceeding) expectations for teaching outputs, the quality and impact of those outputs, and professional development as appropriate. You should use the rubric as a guide for your narrative. 


Service Outputs, Quality, & Impact

	Counts of outputs

	Department committees
	College or University committees
	Professional society committees & roles
	Grant review panels
	Editorial roles
	Number of papers & preprints reviewed 
	Other

	

	
	
	
	
	
	




Narrative: Include a narrative to provide evidence of meeting (or exceeding) expectations for service outputs, the quality and impact of those outputs, and professional development as appropriate. You should use the rubric as a guide for your narrative. 








Student Success Activities
List 3+ student success activities you have engaged in as part of your research, teaching, or service. See list here:  https://provost.uga.edu/policies/academic-affairs-policy-manual/1-10-promotion-process/#p-1-10-10




