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DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP
APPENDIX B:

ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION GUIDELINES AND

POST-TENURE REVIEW PROCESS

The following policy is designed to evaluate the faculty of the Department of Management and Entrepreneurship. The policy is intended to extend the policies of the Department of Management and Entrepreneurship, the W. P. Carey School of Business (WPC), Arizona State University (ASU), and the Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR). In no way does this policy statement supplant the policies of the Department, WPC, ASU, or ABOR.  
Philosophy of Evaluation

Consistent with ACD 506-10 (“Annual Evaluations of Faculty”), the annual evaluation and concurrent discussions with the Chair serves the following purposes: 

1. To assist faculty in their career development;
2. To provide a basis for the establishment of annual workload and salary adjustments;
3. To perform post-tenure review for all tenured faculty;
4. To inform faculty about the variety and level of contributions by their colleagues.
The purpose of annual performance evaluation is not to make decisions about promotion, tenure, and termination. However, the discussions between the Chair and the individual faculty member should provide useful information for promotion and tenure. In addition, the faculty member needs information from peers. Peer evaluations make a valuable contribution to the performance evaluation process. The Chair will take all information at his or her disposal and provide constructive feedback to each faculty member.
Following ACD 506-11 (“Post-Tenure Review,” click on the link to P7), “The academic unit chair/director and/or peers from the individual faculty member’s unit evaluate performance, normally covering the immediately preceding 36-month period.” A person on a leave of absence during the 36-month period under review will be entitled to extend their period so that it is equivalent to 36 months.
Three Areas of Performance Contributions

Contributions of faculty to the achievement of the Departmental, WPC, and ASU objectives will be evaluated in terms of Teaching Effectiveness, Scholarship/Research, and Service/Institutional Commitment. Contributions in each of these areas are vitally important to ASU and should be recognized. Evaluation of these contributions will emphasize outcomes, including reasonable progress on initiatives. Expenditure of time and effort is not sufficient to warrant substantial rewards; there should be evidence that the faculty member has made a valuable contribution. 
What We Value as a Department

Activities/achievements in each category are listed in approximate order of their importance to the Management faculty. 
Teaching Effectiveness
· High student evaluations

· Course rigor as indicated by syllabus and grade distributions
· Development of new courses
· Participation in faculty teaching development workshops/courses

· Course development to increase teaching effectiveness (e.g., new course materials, delivery methods, feedback to students, etc.)

· Mentoring of students outside of formal classes
· Author of a textbook
Scholarship/Research (i.e., ethically conducted research that conforms to ASU’s standards and policies for data transparency, plagiarism, data storage, etc., and that “makes a difference,” i.e., is demonstrably impactful) 
· Article in A level Management journal or A level non-Management journal (e.g., psychology, sociology, other business disciplines)

· Article in A- Management journal

· Editor or author of a scholarly book
· Article in other Management journal, including practitioner-oriented journals
· Book chapter

· Presentation of a peer-refereed conference paper at AOM/SIOP/SMS or other relevant conference

· Involvement in a symposium at AOM/SIOP/SMS or other relevant conference
Additionally, because we value research that “makes a difference,” we value indicators of impact, such as citation counts, research-related interviews and media mentions, and textbook references.

Service/Institutional commitment (relative to rank of Assistant, Associate, or Full Professor)
· Department culture:

· Everyone

· Attend and participate in Departmental meetings (including the annual MMM conference)
· Attend and participate in faculty recruiting events 
· Participate in PhD recruiting activities

· Attend and participate in brown bag presentations
· Cooperate on course development activities (when needed)

· Post-tenure

· Active service on PhD dissertation committee(s)

· Active service on recruiting committee(s)

· Active service on standing committee(s)
· Co-authoring accepted research article with a doctoral student (prior to the student’s final year)

· Mentoring PhD students

· Serve on PhD comprehensive exam committee

· Develop partnerships with local firms for research purposes

· Course coordinator

· Advise student group

· Full Professor (above and beyond post-tenure activities)

· Department chair

· PhD director

· Personnel committee chair

· WPC/ASU culture

· Everyone

· Attend regular Faculty meetings and other Dean-initiated faculty gatherings
· Attend Undergraduate/Masters/MBA faculty meetings

· Attend Undergraduate/Masters/MBA student functions

· Post-tenure

· Research center leadership

· Secures a large and/or prestigious research grant
· Provide leadership to the school or university in advancing a significant, strategic initiative (e.g., entrepreneurship, sustainability, real estate, etc.)
· Service on college-level committee
· Service on university-level committee
· Supervising undergraduate honors theses
· Secures a small research grant
· Participate in Executive Education programs
· Participate in WPC Consulting project
· Professional level

· Everyone
· Involvement with divisional level of AOM/SIOP/SMS

· Ad hoc reviewing for journals, especially for A level Management or non-Management journals
· Reviewing for AOM/SMS/SIOP or other relevant conferences
· Involvement in PDWs at AOM/SIOP/SMS or other relevant conferences
· Post-tenure

· Editorial board membership, especially at A level Management or non-Management journals
· Leadership at divisional level of AOM/SIOP/SMS
· Special issue editor at A level Management or non-Management journal
· Speaking engagements, podcasts, blogs, newspaper columns, other marketing/PR contributions
· Involvement in community projects that draw on one’s expertise
· Involvement in consulting that draws on one’s expertise
· Full Professor (above and beyond post-tenure activities)
· Associate Editor or Editor for a journal, especially an A level Management or non-Management journal

· Officer of AOM/SIOP/SMS
Flexible Workload Performance Agreements

Although the ideal faculty member will be a high performer in Teaching Effectiveness, Scholarship/Research, and Service/Institutional Commitment, it is expected that most faculty will emphasize those areas in which they can make the greatest contributions. By encouraging faculty to emphasize areas in which they can make the greatest contributions, and by rewarding faculty for the contributions that they do make, the overall productivity of the Department continues to be much higher than if each faculty member accepted the same work assignments. Thus, faculty can negotiate flexible performance agreements with the Department Chair as described below.  
The flexible workload weights are intended to reflect the individual’s planned allocation of work effort. Workload agreements will be based on both past performance and future plans. The Departmental average weights for the planned allocation of work effort will be approximately: 35 to 40 points for Teaching Effectiveness; 35 to 40 points for Scholarship/Research; and 25 points for Service/Institutional Commitment (total of 100 points).. This distribution is applied at the level of the Department, but individual faculty may negotiate a different workload distribution with the Department Chair.  
As general guidelines for these discussions, the following weights for teaching effectiveness are suggested:

55 points if the faculty member is teaching 8 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

45 points if the faculty member is teaching 6 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

35 points if the faculty member is teaching 4 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

27 points if the faculty member is teaching 3 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

22 points if the faculty member is teaching less than 3 courses (or the equivalent) per year

These guidelines are not rigid. Other factors to be considered include class size, core versus elective, level of class, required integration with other courses, etc. The remaining weights are to be allocated between scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment with a minimal weight within any category fixed at 10 points. (Assuming a full-time 40 hour per week load, this translates to the equivalent of 156 hours of effort per year per 10 points workload increment.) This minimal allocation will insure that the highest rewards are given to individuals who contribute on all dimensions. As a further guideline, the normal weight on service/institutional commitment will be 25 points. The faculty member and Department Chair, however, may agree to exceptions to these guidelines. 
Discussions of weights for teaching will be connected to discussions about anticipated teaching assignments. Faculty may propose enhanced teaching loads in order to increase their teaching contributions and to increase their weights on teaching. The Department Chair may also propose enhanced teaching loads to balance the overall workload within the Department to meet WPC and ASU expectations. Enhanced teaching loads will be proposed by the Chair based on past performance and future plans of the individual, with an emphasis on past performance in the areas of scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment. It should be noted that as the average performance of the Department on scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment increases through internal developments and hiring, there will be increasing pressure to assign increased teaching loads to faculty who maintain constant performance levels in scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment.
The negotiated weights will be considered in the performance evaluation process by the Chair, but not in the peer evaluation process. In evaluations of teaching effectiveness, teaching quality may be assessed relatively independently of teaching quantity. The weight on teaching should capture the teaching load. In evaluations of scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment, however, higher weights carry an expectation of both higher quantity and higher quality outcomes. Weights will only be revealed to other faculty involved in a review by the Department Personnel Committee of an unsatisfactory rating (see “Evaluation Process,” step #4).

The Department Chair and individual faculty will negotiate the weights. If a faculty member disagrees with their individual flexible workload assignment, the Department Personnel Committee will act as the workload mediation committee. 
Post-Tenure Review

For purposes of post-tenure review, a final rating of unsatisfactory in any of the areas of teaching effectiveness, scholarship/research, and service/institutional commitment will trigger a faculty development plan. Failure in a faculty development plan or an overall unsatisfactory assessment will result in the faculty member entering the performance improvement process. An overall assessment of unsatisfactory will occur if a faculty member has a) final ratings of unsatisfactory in two categories that have total negotiated weights of 45 points or more, or b) a final rating of unsatisfactory in one category that has a negotiated weight of greater than 45 points. These areas of activity may not compose performance judged to be meritorious, but are needed and make up a fully functioning Department. Further, unsatisfactory performance in any of the areas of teaching effectiveness, scholarship/research, and service/institutional commitment will remove the faculty member from consideration for merit pay allocation.

The standards for evaluation are based on a funnel concept that considers a broader set of criteria in distinguishing unsatisfactory versus satisfactory performance. A narrower set of criteria are relevant for assessing merit. For purposes of merit pay distribution, our definitions and understanding of performance, particularly in regard to scholarship/research (largely publications), remain unchanged. However, in the range of satisfactory performance (“responsibilities fulfilled”), a wider range of performance is recognized. This qualitatively broader definition of performance recognizes that a broad array of activities and contributions are possible and are important for a balanced and healthy Department.  
Evaluation Criteria

Performance evaluation is a complex process. Building on “what we value as a department,” stated above, this section provides evaluation criteria, example activities, and contributions within the categories of teaching effectiveness, scholarship/research, and service/institutional commitment. Guidelines such as these should reduce ambiguity; however, no guidelines can completely reduce ambiguity without hampering creativity and limiting the growth and development of the Department. Each faculty member is likely to make a unique combination of contributions that need to be evaluated in terms of the overall contribution to the Department’s vision.  
Teaching Effectiveness

To achieve our Departmental vision of effective teaching, teaching effectiveness will be evaluated on the basis of:

· Teaching outcomes including student evaluations;

· Course rigor as indicated by syllabus and grade distributions;
· Personal development and participation in teacher development programs;
· Formal teacher training provided to a recognized body;
· Course and material development;
· Mentoring students;
· Published textbooks and presentations/publications on teaching.
As suggested by this listing, the Department has designed a teaching portfolio approach for evaluating teaching effectiveness. Specific guidelines are described more fully in the Annual Report Format section. Activities and outcomes that contribute to the Departmental vision of effective teaching, but are not specifically listed above, should also be considered in the evaluation of teaching effectiveness.

It is a Departmental goal to develop and implement more skill/competency-based metrics of student learning. As further evidence of teaching effectiveness, faculty will be encouraged to provide direct or indirect evidence of skill/competency enhancement by their students.

Quality of teaching effectiveness will be evaluated independently of quantity of teaching. Quantity of teaching should be reflected in the individual’s Flexible Workload Performance Agreement. Both quantity and quality of teaching effectiveness will be considered in any merit allocations.  
Scholarship/Research
To achieve our Departmental vision of excellence in scholarship/research, the evaluation of meritorious scholarship/research will be based on the quality and quantity of activities and outcomes such as:

· Articles published or accepted for publication in journals included in the official Department of Management and Entrepreneurship journal list;
· Completed papers published or accepted for publication in books and monographs;
· Completed papers published or accepted for publication in other outlets;
· Refereed papers at professional meetings (e.g., AOM, SMS, or SIOP);
· Documented research in progress;
· Research funding and proposals;
· Development of interdisciplinary activities (e.g., symposia, workshops, conferences) and publications;
· Indicators of impact (e.g., citation counts, interviews and media mentions, textbook references)
Joint research by faculty oriented toward areas of importance to the Department are particularly encouraged, and such activities will receive additional credit when the result is “greater than the sum of the parts” (that is, when the faculty working together can obtain tangible output that would be difficult if they worked separately).  
Quality and quantity of scholarship/research outcomes will be evaluated concurrently in the context of the individual’s Flexible Workload Performance Agreement. Higher weights on scholarship/research carry higher expectations in terms of both quality and quantity.

To maintain academically qualified status, faculty members must demonstrate that they are engaged in the research culture of the Department, WPC, or discipline at a level appropriate given their career path and the mission of the school. Academically qualified faculty must continue to undertake appropriate intellectual development activities that maintain the faculty member’s intellectual currency in teaching, and demonstrate such currency through case development or other teaching content. Additional evidence may include:

· Creating new knowledge and publishing results in respected, peer reviewed journals within the past five years;
· Development, dissemination, or support of research through Department forums, mentoring junior faculty, or integrating current research into the classroom;
· Providing leadership to the Department, WPC, or ASU in strategic areas that must be advanced by the relevant unit, including professional development programs (i.e., executive education) or other forms of contract teaching and consulting;
· Serving on doctoral dissertation committees.

Service/Institutional Commitment (relative to rank of Assistant, Associate, or Full Professor)
To enhance our Department, WPC, ASU, academic community, and business community, faculty are encouraged to contribute to institution building. Institution building is not confined to academia; it includes “making a difference” by engaging in outreach activities associated with one’s professional expertise that affect our stakeholders beyond ASU. Effective institution building leads to the achievement of other Departmental, WPC, and ASU objectives. Effective institution building is not measured in the number of hours devoted to service.  
Effective institution building can include:

· Strengthening the Department as an inclusive, ethical community of trust, fun, teamwork, self-leadership, and open communication;
· Attending and participating in professional presentations on campus and in the Department;
· Developing other faculty or students in terms of research and/or teaching skills;
· Participating in faculty and student recruiting efforts, particularly efforts to recruit and retain underrepresented students and/or faculty/staff;
· Creating or significantly revising an academic program;
· Internships and/or long-term placements for students;
· Consulting and innovative, collaborative relationships with the business community;
· Advancement of the national and international academic community by:

· Serving as an editor, associate editor, or on the editorial board of a scholarly or professional journal

· Organizing a professional meeting, workshop, symposium, or exhibition

· Serving as an officer or in some other administrative position in a professional association

· Serving as a paper reviewer for scholarly and/or professional journals.
· Externally funded grant proposals involving multiple faculty;
· Development of a center in line with the Departmental vision and mission;
· Speaking engagements (e.g., visiting speaker, community talk, corporate talk).
Quality and quantity of service/institutional commitment outcomes will be evaluated concurrently in the context of the individual’s Flexible Workload Performance Agreement. Higher weights on service/institutional commitment carry higher expectations in terms of both quality and quantity.

Evaluation Scale for Teaching Effectiveness, Scholarship/Research, and Service/Institutional Commitment:

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Unsatisfactory Performance
	Minimum Satisfactory Performance
	Minimum Meritorious Performance
	Significantly Meritorious Performance
	Outstanding Meritorious Performance


Evaluation Process
1. By February 13, each faculty member will provide the department business manager with an electronic copy of their annual report, covering the previous three-year period. The staff will review the reports to ensure that only material pertaining to the relevant period is included (and will notify the affected faculty by email of any revisions).
2. Each tenure-track faculty member’s annual report will be evaluated by all tenure-track faculty members.  
3. By February 27, each faculty member will have completed the evaluations of their tenure-track colleagues. Annual reports will be available for review on the P drive. Individuals who fail to complete evaluations by the stated deadline will be evaluated negatively in terms of service/institutional commitment.
4. By March 6, the Department Personnel Committee will meet to review all cases where a faculty member has received an average peer review of unsatisfactory on one or more of the three performance areas. They will provide reasoned input to the Department Chair regarding whether the rating should stand or be changed. 

5. By March 6: For individuals who are untenured (and have not yet submitted their application for promotion and tenure), a “mentoring cluster” will be formed and provide a developmental feedback report to the Department Chair. Each cluster will be composed of two faculty members, one of whom is selected by the individual in question and one of whom is selected by the Department Personnel Committee. 

6. The Department Chair will review and adjust the average peer ratings based on an analysis of the ratings, inputs from the Associate Deans, each faculty member’s materials, the Department Personnel Committee (if applicable), and any other factors or sources of information that may be relevant. The Chair may contact individual faculty members for further inputs, particularly if the different sources of information are inconsistent. The adjusted ratings will be used as the final Departmental evaluation. If a faculty member is rated as unsatisfactory, the Department-approved Post-Tenure Review process will be initiated. A rating of unsatisfactory on a) any two criteria with a combined negotiated weight of 45 points or more, or b) on any one criterion with a negotiated weight of 45 points or more, will automatically result in an overall rating of unsatisfactory.
7. By March 27, the Department Chair will have met with each tenure track faculty member, clinical faculty, or lecturer for purposes of providing feedback. The Chair will provide each faculty member with a written statement that includes the evaluations in the three performance areas, including the original average peer ratings and the adjusted ratings. The statement will also include a qualitative statement of the factors considered in evaluating each member’s performance. This statement will be confidential and will not be released to anyone except the Dean and appeal review committees, without the written permission of the faculty member.
8. By March 27, each faculty member will have signed a flexible performance agreement with the Department Chair to reflect their planned allocation of effort for the coming period.

JOURNALS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP
“A” Journals:    Macro 



Micro
	Academy of Management Review
	Academy of Management Review

	Academy of Management Journal
	Academy of Management Journal

	Administrative Science Quarterly
	Administrative Science Quarterly

	Organization Science
	Journal of Applied Psychology

	Strategic Management Journal
	Personnel Psychology


“A-” Journals 

	Mainstream management journals: 

   Academy of Management Perspectives

   Journal of Management

   Journal of Management Studies

   Journal of Organizational Behavior     

   Journal of Vocational Behavior
   Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes

   Organization Studies

Entrepreneurship:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Journal of Business Venturing
	  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethics:

   Business Ethics Quarterly

Innovation:

   Research Policy

International Studies:

   Journal of International Business Studies

Leadership:

   Leadership Quarterly

Research Methodology:

   Organizational Research Methods
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


2018 to 2020 Department of Management and Entrepreneurship Annual Report Format

I. Teaching Effectiveness  

Effective teaching is expected of all faculty. Due to the comprehensive set of activities associated with teaching, teaching effectiveness is evaluated by using a portfolio approach. Each portfolio contains information about the following components of teaching: teaching outcomes, personal development and participation in teacher development programs, course and material development, mentoring activities, and published textbooks and presentations/publications on teaching.  
Quality is based on considering the accomplishments and activities outlined in the teaching portfolio. Quality and quantity of teaching effectiveness will be evaluated concurrently. Much of the material submitted for review will come from the faculty member’s vita or will be supplied by Department staff as annotated below, but some of this information will take the form of brief statements as described below.
A. Teaching outcomes:

1. Department staff will compile a table showing each course taught over the 3-year review period, student evaluations for each course (i.e., 4 summary scores) along with the grade distribution for each course. The information compiled will include:

	Term, Year

	Credit hours

	Program

	Course

	Section

	Enrolled

	% responding

	Course Structure

	Learning Climate

	Instructor Involv.

	Academic Rigor

	Evaluation

	Percentage of As

	Percentage of Bs, etc.


2. Please list teaching related honors or awards (or nominations that resulted in reaching finalist stage)
B. Personal development and participation in teacher development programs. Faculty should provide a brief statement of:
1. Describe your participation in workshops, seminars, and professional associations/meetings intended to improve teaching.

2. Describe any self-development activities aimed at improving your teaching. Be specific (e.g., teaching methods), and, if appropriate, describe outcomes.

3. List any formal teacher training provided to a recognized body.

C. Course & material development. Faculty should provide a brief statement of:
1. List any new course development (i.e., developing a brand new, previously non-existent course; teaching an already existing course for the first time). “New” means not taught within the current time frame of evaluation (i.e., within the last three years). Newly hired faculty should include as new only those courses they have not taught in the time frame of evaluation, regardless of university where taught.

D. Mentoring activities:
1. On the vita submitted, please bold any publication within the last 3 years with a co-author who was a student at the time of authorship.
2. List thesis/dissertation supervision (include graduate and undergraduate) on the vita submitted for review.

3. Faculty members should provide a brief statement of your participation in teaching graduate students to teach (not as part of a course or as part of your coordination of a course).

E. Published textbooks and presentations/publications on teaching:

1. List any instructional materials developed (i.e., textbook, software) on your vita, making sure to include the year of the most recent edition.

II. Scholarship/Research
The Department of Management and Entrepreneurship recognizes research contributions in a variety of areas. To document this research productivity, faculty are asked to annotate their vita as described below. Full bibliographic references should be provided, including a clear indication of order of authorship. Given the Department’s performance-oriented culture, it should be noted that outcomes will be more highly evaluated than works in progress.  
Discovery and integration outcomes and activities to be considered for the evaluation of scholarship/research should be listed on your vita as noted:
A. Research honors, grants, and awards

B. Articles published or accepted for publication in Management and Entrepreneurship A Journals (highlight in yellow)

C. Articles published or accepted for publication in other disciplines’ A journals (highlight in yellow and provide support)
D. Articles published or accepted for publication in Management and Entrepreneurship A-Minus Journals (highlight in blue)
E. Completed papers published or accepted for publication in other refereed journals

F. Books and monographs

G. Completed or published book chapters

H. Refereed conference proceedings and paper presentations at AOM, SMS, or SIOP
I. Other publications, including practitioner-oriented articles
J. Other research in progress

1. Articles and papers under review (please note what round of review or revision)
2. Externally funded research

3. Internally funded research

Additionally, because the department values research that “makes a difference” (i.e., has a demonstrable impact), list the following:
K. Citation counts (i.e., Google Scholar)
L. Other (e.g., research-related interviews, textbook references, media mentions). Faculty are encouraged to explain any ways of “making a difference” that may not otherwise be clear to their colleagues.  
III. Service/Institutional Commitment (relative to rank of Assistant, Associate, or Full Professor)
The Department of Management and Entrepreneurship recognizes institution building contributions that lead to the achievement of other Departmental, WPC, and ASU objectives. Effective institution building is most adequately documented by a description of the outcomes rather than a simple listing of committees and hours spent locked in meetings. To this end, faculty are encouraged to list the following service levels and associated activities. If the initiative is still in progress, please indicate the current status of the initiative. Given the Department’s performance-oriented culture, it should be noted that outcomes will be more highly evaluated than works in progress. To the extent that you have objective evidence on the impact of your work, please annotate your listings. Finally, faculty are encouraged to explain any service contributions that may not otherwise be clear to their colleagues.  
	Service/Institutional Commitment Role

	A. Department

	e.g., Personnel committee

	e.g., Recruiting committee

	e.g., Creating internship program

	B. W. P. Carey School of Business

	e.g., Curriculum review committees

e.g., WPC P&T committee

	C. University

	e.g., University P&T committee

	D. Profession
e.g., Journal editorships, editorial review board membership, reviewing

e.g., AOM, SMS, or SIOP leadership positions

e.g., visiting speaker

E.  State of Arizona & business community

      e.g., consulting and community/corporate talks that draw on your expertise

      e.g., podcasts, blogs, and newspaper columns that draw on your expertise

F.  Other

	


THE DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP
W. P. Carey School of Business 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION/SALARY ADJUSTMENT

APPEAL PROCEDURE
Appeals shall be based on a failure to follow the Department of Management and Entrepreneurship’s Annual Performance Evaluation Guidelines. The provost, deans, and chairs are accountable for ensuring the fair and consistent application of these guidelines.

1. A faculty member desiring further review (appellant) may submit a request for such review along with supportive documentation to the Department Chair within 30 days of having received a written response reporting the results of the performance evaluation/salary adjustment process from the Department Chair.

2. A review committee of three Department faculty members is selected as follows:

a. One member is selected by the appellant;

b. One member is selected by the Department Chair;

c. A third member is selected by the other two members of the review committee. If these two individuals cannot agree upon the third member, the Department Personnel Committee will select the third member;

d. If the appellant is a member of a protected class, at least one member of the review committee must have received training from the Office of Equity and Inclusion.

3. The review committee will have access to the following information/documents:

a. Request and documentation submitted by the appellant;

b. Annual performance/salary adjustment information on all other members of the Department.

4. The review committee will forward its report to the Department Chair within 14 days of having received the request and documentation materials.

5. The Department Chair will issue a written recommendation.

6. The appellant is entitled to a copy of the review committee report and the Department Chair’s recommendation.

7. Subsequent appeals, if necessary, to the Dean will normally be filed within 30 days of the Department Chair’s written recommendation.

ASU Department of Management and Entrepreneurship
Statement of Vision, Mission, and Objectives

June 18, 2007
Our Vision is to be internationally recognized as a top 10 leader in research and education that develops and promotes effective managerial practices. We will be an inclusive, ethical community of trust, fun, teamwork, and self-leadership characterized by open communication, innovation, and collaborative relationships with our internal and external stakeholders.

Our Mission is to develop, teach, evaluate, and disseminate valid and relevant knowledge, skills, and managerial practices required in organizations of the 21st century.  

Our primary external stakeholders are the Arizona community, students, employers, and the broader global community that shares our concern and interest in advancing managerial practices for a world characterized by diversity, global cooperation and competition, environmental concerns, customer-focused strategies, team-based management, continuous improvement, and an increasing sophistication of information use.
In pursuit of our vision and mission, our primary Objectives are:

· To be recognized as one of the top 10 departments in terms of management education at the executive, graduate, undergraduate, and Ph.D. levels;
· To be recognized as one of the top 10 departments in terms of management research through publications that have a high impact in the academic and business communities and that have a high impact on improving managerial practices;
· To develop collaborative relationships externally with public and private sector organizations that will enhance our achievement of educational and research excellence;
· To develop collaborative relationships internally to enhance our achievement of educational and research excellence;
· To develop and validate effective managerial practices that are recognized to add significant, measurable value to our external stakeholders;
· To take a leadership role in developing College and University programs that will be recognized as one of the top 10 programs in their area;
· Provide a foundation for general management education through core courses and through involvement in multiple MBA tracks.

MEMORANDUM (Template)

DATE:


TO:
Tenure-Track Faculty

FROM:
Department Chair
RE:
Flexible Workload Performance Agreement for 20xx-20xx 
The weights for the next round of evaluation (20xx-20xx) will be largely determined by teaching load and individual discussions with the Department Chair. The Departmental average weights for the planned allocation of work effort will be approximately: 35 to 40 points for Teaching Effectiveness; 35 to 40 points for Scholarship/Research; and 25 points for Service/Institutional Commitment (total of 100 points). This distribution is applied at the level of the Department, but individual faculty may negotiate a different workload distribution with the Department Chair.  
As general guidelines for these discussions, the following weights for teaching effectiveness are suggested:

55 points if the faculty member is teaching 8 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

45 points if the faculty member is teaching 6 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

35 points if the faculty member is teaching 4 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

27 points if the faculty member is teaching 3 courses (or the equivalent) per year 

22 points if the faculty member is teaching less than 3 courses (or the equivalent) per year

These guidelines are not rigid. Other factors to be considered include class size, core versus elective, level of class, required integration with other courses, etc. The remaining weights are to be allocated between scholarship/research and service/institutional commitment with a minimal weight within any category fixed at 10 points. (Assuming a full-time 40 hour per week load, this translates to the equivalent of 156 hours of effort per year per 10 points workload increment.) This minimal allocation will insure that the highest rewards are given to individuals who contribute on all dimensions. As a further guideline, the normal weight on service/institutional commitment will be 25 points. The faculty member and Department Chair, however, may agree to exceptions to these guidelines.

Please indicate the negotiated weights for each of the dimensions below.  
Teaching Effectiveness:
____ points
Service/Institutional Commitment:  ____ points

Scholarship/Research:    ____ points


__________________________
___________________________


Faculty
Department Chair

� While publishing in A level non-Management journals is valued, publishing in A level Management journals is expected. 


� These activities are listed separately because they are only appropriate for a full professor. In any given year, of course, most full professors will be contributing in the ways listed in the “Post-tenure” section.
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