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According to Article 15.3 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement:  Evaluation criteria and 
procedures shall be made available to the faculty unit employee no later than 14 days after the 
first day of instruction of the academic term.  Evaluation criteria and procedures shall be made 
available to the evaluation committee and the academic administrators prior to the 
commencement of the evaluation process.  Once the evaluation process has begun, there shall be 
no changes in criteria and procedures used to evaluate the faculty unit employee during the 
evaluation process. 
 
According to University Policy Statement 210.002 (3/5/19 version), Section III.A.: ▪ Each 
department shall develop standards for the evaluation of faculty members of that department. 
These standards… …shall indicate the specific range of activities and levels of performance 
necessary to meet requirements for positive retention, promotion, and tenure decisions.                
▪ Approved Departmental Personnel Standards are controlling documents in all personnel 
decisions.  ▪ All Departmental Personnel Standards require the approval of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs (Vice President for Student Affairs for counselor faculty).  ▪ Approved 
Departmental Personnel Standards shall be reviewed by the department as part of each program 
performance review.  ▪ Student Opinion Questionnaire forms must be included as an attachment 
to Departmental Personnel Standards. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Department of Economics (hereafter called “the Department”) is committed to providing high quality 
programs that meet the evolving needs of our students, community, and region. The Department is also 
committed to the preeminence of learning with an emphasis on establishing an environment where learning, 
and the creation and dissemination of knowledge, are central to everything we do. The Department recognizes 
that the key to quality programs and effective learning environments is the instructional faculty. Therefore, the 
Department seeks to promote excellence in learning through contributions in the areas of teaching, scholarly 
and creative activities, and service to the Department and its programs, the Mihaylo College of Business and 
Economics (hereafter called “the College”), California State University (hereafter called “the University”), and 
the community. The Department proposes a personnel document consistent with the Mission and Goals of the 
University, the Mission of the College, and UPS 210.002. 
 
The standards required for the various personnel recommendations are derived from the view that the 
Department seeks faculty who are committed to teaching, scholarly and creative activity, and service. Faculty 
members are expected to teach well, to be involved in scholarly and creative activity, to maintain their 
professional skills, and to contribute to the Department, the College, the University, the profession, and the 
community through engaged service activities.   
 
Faculty will be evaluated by the Department Personnel Committee (DPC). The DPC is comprised of three 
eligible faculty members plus an alternate, with each member elected for a three-year term, with the terms 
staggered so that one position on the DPC is selected each year. The alternate is elected for one year. The slate 
of nominees for the Personnel Committee shall automatically consist of all tenured members of the 
Department. The election shall take place at the beginning of the fall semester by secret ballot, following 
procedures of the Constitution of the Department. Portfolio reviews for promotions to Professor shall be 
evaluated only by DPC members who are full Professors. In the event that an elected member of the DPC 
cannot complete a full three-year term, an election for a replacement to complete the remainder of the original 
term will be held as required. 
 
Guiding Principles for the College and the Department of Economics 

The Department places a high value on excellent teaching. Rigorous analytical research and careful empirical 
research are also highly valued and rewarded. Excellence in teaching and research is accomplished through a 
dynamic faculty-led learning environment focused on innovative and engaged service to a diverse student 
body. Theories are integrated with practical applications to enable our graduates to analyze, work, and lead in 
today's global marketplace. In alignment with the College goals, the Department provides a world-class 
education in Economics, offering graduate and undergraduate programs.  
  
1.1 Enumeration of Criteria 

Personnel recommendations are based solely on evidence contained in the faculty member’s Portfolio. The 
Portfolio and its appendices is a cumulative record covering all years under review and shall contain evidence 
of performance specified in UPS 210.002 and in the Department’s performance standards as set out in this 
document. 
 
It is the responsibility of the faculty member to identify which documentation shall be submitted and to be sure 
that the Portfolio is current and complete before it is submitted to the Department Chair. Please see the 
Appendix at the end of this document for more information on the presentation of the portfolio. 
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Teaching and Scholarly and Creative Activity are the most important criteria for evaluation. Within the 
category of Teaching, Teaching Effectiveness is weighted more heavily than routine functions. Because of the 
importance of intellectual growth, all forms of Scholarly and Creative Activity are worthwhile, non-published 
as well as published. However, high-quality peer-reviewed publications pass a special test of professional merit 
and accord distinction to the University and are thus weighted heavily in the RTP decision process for retention, 
tenure, and promotion recommendations. 
 
Professional, University, and Community Service, including engaged student service, is a necessary 
component of satisfactory performance for all faculty members. Service is an important complement to 
successful Teaching and to Scholarly and Creative Activity, but it is not a substitute. 
 

1.2 Period of Evaluation 
For retention, tenure, and promotion to Associate Professor, the period of evaluation shall be from the 
commencement of the first semester at CSUF to the due date for the Portfolio, plus any years of service credit. 
For promotion to Professor, the period of evaluation refers to the period since the submission of the file for 
promotion to Associate Professor to the due date of the Portfolio. In evaluations for retention, tenure, and 
promotion, accomplishments achieved during service credit years shall be weighed in reasonable proportion 
to those achieved during probationary years at CSUF. Accomplishments during service credit years shall never 
be sufficient in and of themselves for the granting of promotion and/or tenure. 
 
1.3 Faculty on Leave 
Faculty on leave will be treated in accordance with University Policy (see UPS 210.000).  
 

2. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

 
Teaching Effectiveness is evaluated separately in three areas of equal weight on the following scale:  Excellent, 
Satisfactory, and Unsatisfactory. 
 
A rating of Satisfactory or above in Teaching Effectiveness requires performing routine teaching functions, 
including:  
 
• Preparation of course outlines. 
• Assignment of readings and term papers where appropriate. 
• Preparation of exams.  
• Compliance with class hours and with office hours. 
• Prompt submission of grades and other reports. 
• Fair evaluation of student performance. 
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 2.1 Performance Standards for Teaching Effectiveness 
 

Areas of Evaluation Remarks 
1. Course Structure 
• Appropriateness of the breadth and depth  

of the course content;  
• Currency of the topics and relevance of unique 

contributions to the course (as shown, e.g., by innovative 
syllabi and materials and engaged student activities); 

• Exams and other assignments demonstrate rigor 
 and level of difficulty commensurate with the level  
of the class; 

• The narrative summary clearly communicates the 
teaching philosophy and addresses any concerns in 
previous evaluations, responds to students’ comments, 
and articulates a plan for remedying  areas of concern (if 
applicable). 

 
• To achieve a rating of Excellent  

the faculty member demonstrates strong 
and sustained  evidence in all areas  in 
most semesters evaluated; 

• To achieve a rating of Satisfactory  
the faculty member demonstrates strong 
evidence or substantial progress in all 
areas in the majority of semesters 
evaluated; 

• To receive a rating of Unsatisfactory  
 the faculty member provides minimal 
evidence of effective teaching and 
progress is not evident. 

2. Student Opinions of Instruction (SOQs) 
• Numerical  Summaries;  
• Written Comments, including trends and recurring 

regularities in them.  
 

 

The faculty member’s evaluation shall take 
into consideration patterns in the ratings and 
student comments over the full period of 
review. The following provides general 
threshold levels for averages of quantitative 
questions in the SOQ  over the review 
period: 
Excellent: > 3.40 
Satisfactory: 2.75 - 3.40 
Unsatisfactory:  < 2.75 
The reviewers shall provide an overall 
evaluation of teaching performance based on 
SOQ averages, statistical summaries of each 
SOQ question, and the patterns of student 
comments. Due consideration will be given 
to class size, level and format (online, 
hybrid, regular courses), which may lead to 
lower SOQ averages than standard classes. 

3.  Additional Criteria and Activities  
• Pedagogical Approach and Methods, including but  

not restricted to: New course development and major 
course innovations; Chairing or serving on thesis 
committees; Writing and grading comprehensive exams; 
Overload for tutorials, internships, or independent 
studies;  

• Expectations regarding Student Achievement as 
evidenced, for example, by grades assigned compared to 
department average grades at the corresponding classes 
or levels and proportions of D, F, and W grades. 

• On-going Professional Development as a Teacher, 
including but not restricted to teaching a variety of 
undergraduate and graduate courses; Attendance and 
program participation (presenter, chair, or discussant) at 
teaching-related professional meetings or workshops; 

• Other documented activities. 

 
• To achieve a rating of Excellent  

the faculty member demonstrates strong 
and sustained evidence of at least three of 
the indicators listed, including Student 
Achievement Expectations and Ongoing 
Professional Development as a Teacher; 

• To achieve a rating of Satisfactory   
the faculty member demonstrates strong 
evidence of Student Achievement 
Expectations and Ongoing Professional 
Development as a Teacher; 

• To receive a rating of Unsatisfactory   
the faculty member provides minimal 
evidence of the indicators listed. 
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2.2 Performance Standards for Scholarly and Creative Activity 

 Point Ranges 

 Published or Accepted for Publication 
AND peer-reviewed 

Non-published or  
non-peer-reviewed 

Article 
Scholarly Book * 
Book chapter 
Government Report 
Research Agency Study 
Grants and Contracts ** 
Book Review 

0-15 
0-25 
0-10 
0-10 
0-10 
0-3 
N/A 

0-5 
0-10 
0-5 
0-5 
0-5 
0-3 
0-3 

 
*    Books do not count toward the peer-reviewed publication requirement until they are actually 
      published.  
** Up to a total of 3 peer-reviewed points may be awarded for major successful external peer-reviewed  
     grants and/ or contracts; non-peer-reviewed points may be awarded for submitted external grant   
    applications. 
 
 
 
Explanation of the Evaluation Ranges 
 
The broadly defined points per single-authored journal publication are determined by the quality and rigor of 
the journal and publication.  
 
Level 1 (generally 10-15 points per publication):  Top tier peer-reviewed journal 
Level 2 (generally 5-9 points per publication):   Second tier peer-reviewed journal 
Level 3 (generally 0-4 points per publication):   Third tier peer-reviewed journal 
 
A full-length article in a top journal, such as the American Economic Review (AER), may receive up to 15 
points, while one published in AER Papers and Proceedings may receive up to 10 points.  
 
Points assigned to a faculty member depend on the number of authors, the quality of the journal and of the 
article, and additional information provided. In general, points are assigned to an article and then distributed 
according to a faculty member’s documented contribution to the publication.  

Reviewers may use the current MCBE journal ranking and/ or other sources as a guide to determining the level 
of a publication. 
 
Non-published or non-peer-reviewed scholarly activity is evaluated on the same dimensions of quality and 
rigor as is applied to peer-reviewed publications. 
It is the responsibility of the faculty member to provide evidence of the quality and the rigor of the journal  and 
the publication, as well as of peer-review and co-authorship in the Appendix to the Portfolio for all materials 
to be considered for review. 
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2.3 Performance Standards for Professional, University, and Community Service 

Service is evaluated separately in two areas of equal weight on the following scale:  Excellent, Satisfactory, 
and Unsatisfactory. 
 
A rating of Satisfactory or above in Service also requires performing routine functions, including:  
• Attendance at department meetings;  
• Participation in advisement duties, as required; 
• Participation in faculty recruitment efforts; 
• Attendance at College Meetings and University Commencement.  
 
 
 
 

Areas of Evaluation Remarks 

1. Service to the Department, the College,  
    and the University 

• Active Membership on committees 
• Chairing of committees 
• Other MCBE or University responsibilities  

(e.g., Academic Senate) 
• Services that engage students 
• Other documented activities 

 
• An evaluation of Excellent  

requires evidence of service on more than two 
activities per year on average with at least one 
activity per year; very labor-intensive 
activities may be considered as two activities, 
such as chairing the DPC; 

• An evaluation of Satisfactory  
requires evidence of service in one activity 
in each  year; 

• An evaluation of Unsatisfactory  
requires evidence of service in less than one 
activity in each year.  

2.  Service to the Profession and the Community 

• Presentations at professional meetings, 
conferences, seminars, or workshops 

• Reviewing for peer-reviewed journals 
• Other professional reviewing 
• Serving as editor or on journal editorial board  
• Chair or discussant at professional meetings, 

conferences, seminars, or workshops 
• Professional presentations to the community 
• Consulting and contract research  
• Service to governments, foundations, 

professional associations, etc. 
• Media coverage and other similar documented 

activities 
• Services that engage students 
• Other related documented activities 

Beginning with the 2nd Full Review: 
 
• To achieve a rating of Excellent  

the faculty member demonstrates strong and 
sustained evidence in at least two of the 
indicators listed; 

• To achieve a rating of Satisfactory  
the faculty member demonstrates strong and 
sustained evidence in one or more of the 
indicators listed; 

• To receive a rating of Unsatisfactory  
the faculty member provides minimal or  
no evidence of the indicators listed. 
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3. PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS FOR RETENTION, TENURE AND PROMOTION 

The requirements listed below represent levels of performance consistent with the retention and promotion of 
faculty members who meet the high standards of the Department of Economics, the College, and the University 
in Teaching, Scholarly and Creative Activities, and Professional, University, and Community Service areas of 
performance. The review process shall be completed in accordance with University guidelines and UPS 
210.000.  
 
It is the responsibility of the faculty member to consult UPS 210.000 for the details on what shall be included 
as required documentation for Review Files and Portfolios.  See the Appendix at the end of this document for 
more information on the presentation of the portfolio. 
 
It is essential that the faculty member consult the performance evaluation and the summary of requirements 
for tenure and promotion described in this document. All recommendations shall be based entirely on a 
comparison of the faculty member’s record as documented in the Portfolio and the appendices with the 
requirements set forth in this document and in UPS 210.000. 
 
All levels of review shall provide a signed statement indicating that the Review File or the Portfolio was 
received, reviewed, and evaluated. The faculty member shall receive a copy of the signed statement, and a 
copy shall be forwarded to Faculty Affairs and Records for placement in the faculty member's Personnel 
Action File. The faculty member, the Department Chair, or the appropriate administrator may request a 
consultation meeting to discuss the faculty member’s progress. 
 
 
3.1 Probationary Faculty 

Prospectus: There is no review in the first year. Instead, during the first year of appointment to a tenure track 
position, the faculty member writes the Prospectus that includes narrative summaries for teaching, scholarly 
and creative activities, and service, not to exceed 500 words each. These narrative summaries shall describe 
the faculty member’s professional goals, areas of interest, resources required and accomplishments (s)he 
expects to achieve in each of the three areas evaluated in order to meet the approved Departmental Personnel 
Standards for retention, tenure, and promotion. 
 
The Prospectus shall be due in the Department Chair’s office in accordance with the timeline specified by the office 
of Faculty Affairs and Records (FAR). The Prospectus will have no formal approval process, but will be 
reviewed by the Department Chair and the Dean (or equivalent) who will provide written feedback on a 
timetable to be determined by the College, but prior to the date set by FAR. The Prospectus shall be included 
in the faculty member’s Portfolio for all Full Performance Reviews. 
 
Full Performance Review: For a Full Performance Review (see table below), the faculty member shall submit a 
Portfolio. The Portfolio shall include information demonstrating that the faculty member meets the 
performance requirements specified above. The outcome of any Full Performance Review for probationary 
faculty can be retention, promotion, tenure, or a terminal year. A Full Performance Review may be requested 
for any probationary faculty member at any level of review for probationary years three or five when, 
typically, only an Abbreviated Review would be required. Faculty with service credit will be treated according 
to University policy. 
 
  



8 
 

Abbreviated Review: Faculty members with Satisfactory or better evaluations in their full performance review 
during the previous year submit a “Review File.” The Review File comprises only three items: (1) an updated 
portfolio vita, (2) statistical summaries of Student Opinion Questionnaires, and (3) grade distributions for the 
period since the last full performance review.  An Abbreviated Review can only result in an additional 
probationary year.  
 
In cases when a probationary faculty member is required to complete a Full Performance Review by the terms 
of the reappointment letter, the possible outcomes can be an additional probationary year or a terminal year.   
 
Early Promotion or Tenure: A faculty member who requests to be considered for early promotion or tenure 
shall submit a Portfolio and shall be subject to a Full Performance Review. 
 
The following table summarizes the review process for probationary faculty. The standard of performance is 
expected to increase over time.  
 
 
 
 Typical 

Performance 
Review 

Submission 
Performance Requirements 

Year Teaching Scholarly 
Activities * Service 

1 None Prospectus    
2 

Full Portfolio 
An evaluation of 
Satisfactory in at 
least one area 

Earn at least 2 
points per  
Table 2.2 

An evaluation of 
Satisfactory service  
to the Department, 
College, and University 

3 Abbreviated Review File    
4 

Full Portfolio 
An evaluation of 
Satisfactory in at 
least two areas 

Earn at least 7 
points per  
Table 2.2 

An evaluation of  
Satisfactory service  
to the Department, 
College, and University   

5 Abbreviated Review File    
 
* Note that a minimum of 25 points are required for tenure. 
 
 
 
3.2. Requirement for Tenure and for Promotion to Associate Professor 

The sixth year is normally the tenure decision year. The faculty member shall submit a portfolio for full review 
by the deadline specified by UPS 210.000 and Faculty Affairs and Records. It is essential that the faculty 
member consults the point system described in Section 2 of this document and the summary of requirements 
for tenure and promotion in this section. The outcome of this sixth-year Full Performance Review for 
probationary faculty can only be tenure and promotion if applicable or a terminal year. 
 
The following table summarizes the review process for Tenure and Promotion for probationary faculty. 
Routine performance in all areas is required at all times. An earned doctorate is required. 
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Summary of Threshold Requirements for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor  
 Performance  

for Normal Decision 

Performance   
Exceeding Expectations  

for Early Decision 

1. Teaching Effectiveness An evaluation of Satisfactory  
in all three areas 

An evaluation of Excellent  
in all three areas  

2. Scholarly and Creative Activity   
a. Peer-reviewed         and  

published or accepted for 
publication 

 
  15 points * 

 
 25 points ** 

b. Total 25 points 35 points 

3. Service An evaluation of Satisfactory  
in both categories 

An evaluation of at least 
Satisfactory  in both categories 

 
* As a minimum, at least 12 peer-reviewed points are required to have been awarded for journal articles and/ 
or scholarly books.  
** As a minimum, at least 22 peer-reviewed points are required to have been awarded for journal articles and/ 
or scholarly books. 
 
Early Decision for Tenure: An early decision for tenure (i.e., prior to completion of the sixth year of service) 
requires performance exceeding expectations by the faculty member in all categories (Teaching Effectiveness, 
Scholarly and/or Creative Activity, and Service) as shown in the table above.  
 
Early Promotion without Tenure: An early promotion without tenure (i. e., prior to completion of the sixth 
year of service) requires performance exceeding expectations by the faculty member in the categories of 
Teaching Effectiveness and Scholarly and/ or Creative Activity and meeting expectations in the category of 
Service, as shown in the table above. 
 
 
3.3 Requirements for Promotion to Professor  

The following table summarizes the review process for Promotion to Professor. An earned doctorate is required 
for promotion. All standards shall be met after the tenure decision; publication points may be acquired for 
acceptances and publications that occurred after the portfolio for promotion to Associate Professor has been 
submitted if and only if they have not been taken into account in the tenure decision, that is, they have not been 
added during the tenure and promotion process. 
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  Summary of Threshold Requirements for Promotion to Professor 

 Performance  
for Normal Decision 

Performance  
Exceeding Expectations  

for Early Decision 

1. Teaching Effectiveness An evaluation of Satisfactory  
in all three areas 

An evaluation of Excellent  
in all three areas 

2. Scholarly and Creative Activity   
a. Peer-reviewed  

       and  
published or accepted for publication 

   25 points *    33 points ** 

b. Total 35 points 43 points 

3. Service 

An evaluation of Satisfactory  
in one of the  categories  

and of Excellent  
in at least one category 

An evaluation of Excellent  
in both categories 

 
* As a minimum, at least 20 of these peer-reviewed points are required to have been awarded for journal 
articles and/ or scholarly books. 
** As a minimum, at least 28 of these peer-reviewed points are required to have been awarded for journal 
articles and/ or scholarly books. 
 

The requirements for promotion to Professor have been set so as to guarantee that the Departmental standard 
for Teaching Effectiveness is met for all those promoted. There is a higher standard for service. There is a 
higher standard for both peer-reviewed publications and for total performance in Scholarly and Creative 
Activity than what is required for the tenure decision.  
 
Early Promotion: An early decision for promotion to Professor (i.e., prior to four years in rank) requires 
sustained performance exceeding expectations by the faculty member in all categories (Teaching 
Effectiveness, Scholarly and/or Creative Activity, and Service) as shown in the table above. 
 
Faculty at the Associate Professor rank without Tenure shall, in accordance with UPS 210.000, normally 
considered for promotion at the same time as the tenure decision unless the faculty chooses otherwise. 
Tenure shall be decided according to the standards outlined in the section on Tenure and Promotion to 
Associate Professor, and promotion to Professor shall be decided according to the standards outlined in the 
section on Promotion to Professor. The outcome of this review may be Tenure and no promotion, Tenure and 
Promotion to Full, or a terminal year. 

3.4 Review of Tenured Faculty 

Within five years of their last review, tenured faculty shall submit a Portfolio to the department chair. The 
Portfolio shall contain:  

• Current portfolio vita. 
• Student Opinion Questionnaire summaries for all classes taught since the last review. 
• Grade Distributions for all classes taught since the last review. 
• A narrative summary about and evidence of Teaching Effectiveness undertaken since the last RTP 

review. 
• A narrative summary about and evidence of Scholarly and/or Creative Activity undertaken since the 

last RTP review. 
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• A narrative summary about and evidence of Professional, University, and Community Service 
Activity undertaken since the last RTP review. 

 
The Portfolio shall be reviewed by the DPC, the Chair, and the Dean of the MCBE. The Chair will meet with 
the faculty member to discuss the reviews. A written summary of the reviews shall be given to the faculty 
member and a copy shall be placed in the permanent Personnel Action File of the faculty member in the office 
of Faculty Affairs and Records. 
 

4. PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE IN THE PORTFOLIO 

Personnel recommendations shall be based solely on evidence in the Portfolio and its appendices. Please 
consult UPS 210.000 for the required documentation that shall be provided in the Appendices. 
 
Documentation provided by the Faculty Member: It is the responsibility of the faculty member to collect 
and include all other supporting evidence which is to be evaluated It is essential that the faculty member consult 
UPS 210.000 for a listing of the materials that shall be included in the Portfolio and Appendices. Some of the 
more important items that shall be submitted are listed below.  In addition, faculty members are strongly 
encouraged to complete the Appendix Tables (see suggested formats for these tables beginning page 12) and 
submit them in the Appendix.  
 
A. Teaching 
 
1. Course Structure: A representative sample of course outlines and reading lists shall be included for each 
class taught each semester. Additionally, representative examples of relevant handouts, exams, and other 
materials for each class and semester shall be included to provide evidence of teaching rigor. These shall be 
submitted in the Appendix to the Portfolio.  

 
2. Student Evaluations: The statistical summary for every course taught during the evaluation period as well 
as a sample evaluation form shall be included in the Portfolio, and student comments shall be included in the 
Appendix. The faculty member may also include other information, evidence of innovations, and quantitative 
indicators, if desired. At the faculty member’s discretion, additional measures of teaching effectiveness may 
be included in the Appendix.  

 
3. Additional Criteria and Activities: Include documentation for all relevant activities. For example, include 
a copy of the program and outline of the presentation for teaching workshops. 
 

B. Scholarly and Creative Activity 

1. Articles, Books, etc.: Include a copy of the manuscript if unpublished, or an original (e.g., reprint or 
photocopy) if published. For accepted but not yet published work, a firm letter of acceptance shall be included 
as evidence. Evidence of the peer-reviewed nature of any publication shall be provided, e.g., a copy of the list 
of the College's peer-reviewed journals, or a journal editorial page and/or the actual reviews received.  A co-
author disclosure form, similar to the one available from the office of FAR, shall be provided for all co-
authored publications.  This form shall provide verification from the co-author(s) of the division of work on 
the co-authored publication. 
   
2.  Grant Research: Any written proposals and reports shall be listed under Scholarly and Creative Activity. 
Such research will not be considered as peer-reviewed in the absence of supporting evidence.  

 

 



12 
 

C. Professional, University, and Community Service:  
 
Documentation of all service shall be included in the Appendix. For service for the Department, the yearly 
Departmental Committee list, which lists committee activities, shall be provided. In addition, evidence shall 
be provided on the role and contribution of the faculty member on the committees at the Department, College, 
and University levels (e.g., committee report). Evidence of service to the Profession and to the Community 
shall be presented (e.g. referee reports, programs of conferences, professional presentations to the community, 
etc.) 
 
The next two pages provide a suggested format of Performance Summary regarding two of the areas of 
evaluation. Summary of Performance in the format suggested shall be placed in the Appendix.  
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RTP Appendix 

Summary of Performance: Research during Period under Review 

Published Research (Peer-Reviewed) 

Journal Date of 
Acceptance 

Date in 
Print 

Volume and 
Number 

Title (abbreviate) Co-Authors Authorship 
Responsibility (%) * 

Evidence of 
 Peer Review** 

        
        

*   Documentation required. 
** Evidence of peer review is required. Please state what is submitted in the appendix (R: referee report(s); W: information from journal webpage; 
     MCBE journal list, which includes only peer-reviewed journals (JL); O: Other). 
 

Submitted Research (to be Peer-Reviewed) 

Journal Date of Submission Title (abbreviate) Co-Authors Authorship Responsibility (%) 
     
     

 

Drafts and Working Papers 

Institution Date Title (abbreviate) Co-Authors 
    
    

 

External Grant Submissions and Applied Work 

Institution/ Outlet Date Title (abbreviate) Co-Authors Authorship Responsibility (%)  Grants only:  Awarded?* 
      
      

* Yes; no; NYD (not yet determined). If peer-reviewed, evidence of such is required. 
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Summary of Performance: Service during Period under Review 

Department Service 

Semesters Service details (Committee etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
    
    

 
College Service 

Semesters Service details (Committee etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
    
    

 

University Service 
Semesters Service details (Committee etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
    
    

 

Community Service 

Semesters Service details (Committee etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
    
    

 

Professional Service 
Semesters Service details (Refereeing, Presentations, Paper Discussions, Chairing Sessions, etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
    
    

 

Other  
Semesters Service details (Committee etc.) Position Accomplishments in Brief 
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DRAFT

F350U0P1PL0V0 10/03/2018, Page 1/2

Class Climate Economics

Mark as shown: Please use a ball-point pen or a thin felt tip. This form will be processed automatically.

Correction: Please follow the examples shown on the left hand side to help optimize the reading results.

1. Student Opinion Questionnaire

EVALUATE YOUR INSTRUCTOR’S…
Excellent

Good
Fair

Poor

Very Poor
1.1 Ability to deliver challenging course content
1.2 Ability to provide clear grading criteria
1.3 Ability to make course examinations consistent with course content
1.4 Organization of the course
1.5 Knowledge of course content
1.6 Preparation for class
1.7 Ability to communicate subject material
1.8 Willingness to help students
1.9 OVERALL teaching effectiveness

2. Comments

2.1 What is your current grade in the class?

2.2 What did the instructor do well?

Please continue to page 2.  Do not write in the space below.

F350U0P1PL0V0 01/16/2019, Page 1/2

Mark as shown: Please use a pencil or a dark pen to mark an X inside the box of your choice.

Correction: If you make a mistake, erase or completely fill in the box with the wrong answer and mark an X for the correct answer.
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F350U0P2PL0V0 10/03/2018, Page 2/2

Class Climate Economics

2. Comments   [Continue]

2.3 What could the instructor improve?

2.4 Would you recommend this instructor to other students? Why, or why not?

2.5 Your instructor would like to know how you feel about the textbook or other learning materials:

2.6 Additional comments:
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Class Climate Economics - Online

Mark as shown: Please use a pencil or a dark pen to mark an X inside the box of your choice.

Correction: If you make a mistake, erase or completely fill in the box with the wrong answer and mark an X for the correct answer.

1. Student Opinion Questionnaire
EVALUATE YOUR INSTRUCTOR’S . . .

Excellent
Good

Fair
Poor

Very Poor
1.1 Organization of the course
1.2 Knowledge of course content
1.3 Quality of materials conveyed over the web
1.4 Effective delivery of course material
1.5 Willingness to help students

1.6 Indicate your overall  learning experience in the course

Indicate your level of agreement with  the following statement

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
1.7 I would recommend this instructor to other students.
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Class Climate Economics - Online

2. Comments
2.1 What grade do you expect in this online class?

2.2 What did the instructor do well?

2.3 What could the instructor do to improve the class?

2.4 Additional Comments:
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