Peer Evaluator’s Worksheet

Department of Mathematics and Statistics

I.
Teaching


1.
Do not evaluate

2.
Classroom teaching



A.  Maintenance of standards (appropriate rigor, range and depth of coverage)


B.  Quality of handouts (first-day and supplementary), supporting materials and activities, innovative techniques



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal


3.  Other teaching contributions


A.  Direct student involvement outside of the classroom (DIS, honors projects, MAT 495 student participation in research, thesis advising, etc.



B.
Curriculum development (course design, special efforts to improve teaching expertise)


C.
Student motivation, math lab, recruiting, academic advising, Summer Ventures, presentations to student groups)



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal

II.
Scholarship and Professional Development


1.  Scholarship



A.
Scholarly presentations in seminars, colloquia, joint problem solving efforts, etc.



B.
Participation in seminars, course work, self study; journals read regularly



C.
Publishing book reviews, expository articles; writing or reviewing textbooks or software



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal


2.
Professional Development (professional meetings attended memberships in professional organizations, participation in short courses, workshops, summer institutes, etc.)



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal

III.
Research


1.
Research record 



A.
Articles or books published or accepted



B.
Off-campus research presentation/dissemination



C.
Grants secured reviewing refereeing activity



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal


2.
Research involvement



A.
Articles, books, or grants submitted



B.
On-campus research presentations conference attendance



C.
Documented research in progress



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal

IV.
Service


1.
Service to the Department



A.
Committee service



B.
Departmental projects and activities organized or engaged in during the year



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal


2.
Extra-departmental service



A.
Service to the University



B.
Service to professional organizations


C.
Service to the community related to professional expertise or your relationship with the University



D.
Other community service



___ Outstanding
___ Good
___ Marginal

Suggestions for Peer Evaluators:

I.1
Do NOT evaluate student evaluations.

I.2.
Classroom teaching


Expect the individual being evaluated to make an explicit statement on whether all topics from the course syllabus were covered, to provide justification for omitting any topics that are normally covered, and to include a description of supplementary topics that were covered.  Look for evidence of course coverage, organization, and rigor in the examinations, handouts, and assigned material; comment on discrepancies or work well done.  Note whether the instructor provides adequate feedback on student performance.  Evaluate innovations in instruction.

I.3.
Other teaching contributions


Normally an individual ranked “5” or higher for other contributions to teaching will have done at least two of the activities in this category (e.g., advising departmental majors, directing student projects or thesis work, curriculum development, Math Lab volunteer tutoring, student recruiting, Summer Ventures, etc.)  Additional activities or especially significant contributions justify higher ratings.  Please comment directly on advising if you can.

II.1.
Scholarship


Typical activities for an individual rated “6” in scholarship are:  Regularly reads both specialized journals relevant to the individual’s area(s) of interest and the more general journals (such as the Monthly and the Notices, for mathematicians), or the relevant computer news groups.  Frequently attends departmental colloquia and a departmental seminar.  Note that research accomplishments are strong evidence of scholarship.  Other possible justifications for higher ratings are evidence of exceptional participation in seminars, writing or reviewing of textbooks or software, etc.

II.2.
Professional development


Typical activities for an individual rated “6” for professional development are:  Attended a professional meeting.  Also attended some external workshop/seminar/short course or carried on a focused program of self-study.  (Note the emphasis on organized activity and self-study focused on specific topics in this category as compared with the more diffuse scholarship category.  Research activities also contribute to this evaluation area.


Note:  There are special cases to consider in categories II.1 and II.2.  Comment on the justification for your ratings in these cases.

III.1.
Publication record


Normally an individual who has not published or submitted research in the last three years should not be rated above “2” in this area (“3” for a recent Ph.D.).  Usually, having submitted a paper yields a rating of “4” or higher; one paper published or accepted yields a rating of “5” or higher.  Higher ratings may be justified by additional papers, the quality of papers, invited addresses, grants, refereeing papers, and so forth.


Note:  Publication is not limited to the journal format.  This category includes other public dissemination of new advancements in one’s discipline that is subject to documented peer review.

III.2.
Involvement in research


It is the responsibility of the individual being evaluated to clearly describe his or her level of involvement. This may be assumed for those who are submitting and publishing work each year, but a rating of “4” or “5” is appropriate for others with a project or two only when there is evidence of work done.  This evidence might include a description of the approach used on the problem, partial results obtained, etc.  Higher scores are usually reserved for those whose involvement is validated by publication, with additional recognition for activities in research seminars, research meetings, refereeing, grants, external lectures, and so forth.


Note:  Research books are of course especially significant contributions in these categories. Textbooks, which are usually considered as scholarship, are considered as plusses in the publication record category (but not research involvement).

IV.1.
Service to the Department


Since faculty are typically involved in at least three committees or interest groups. Look for evidence of leadership or exceptional contributions in projects to justify a rating above 5, and lower your ratings for those who do not regularly attend meetings.

IV.2.
Extra-departmental service


Consider incremental additions from a base rating of “1” for this category.  It is understood that some individuals do not have the opportunity to serve on campus or professional committees each year.  Thus ratings of “1” or “2” will be common, and typical for new faculty.  A year of service on a Senate committee might yield a rating of “3” or “4”.  That is not to say that this work should be considered “marginal”, but the higher ratings should be reserved for the most significant service contributions.  Make distinctions – some committees are very demanding, while others may meet only once or twice a year.


Final Note:  In each area, please characterize the faculty member’s performance with at least a one sentence description.  Make specific suggestions for improvement whenever possible.  

