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compliance with state law, Board of Governor’s regulations, and university regulations 
and policies. 
 
(4) Unsatisfactory: failure to meet expectations that reflects disregard or failure to 
follow previous advice or other efforts to provide correction or assistance, or performance 
that involves incompetence or misconduct as defined in university regulations and 
policies.  A faculty member who has received an overall unsatisfactory annual evaluation 
during two or more of the previous five years or unsatisfactory performance in two or 
more areas of assignment over three of the past five years of review may be deemed 
unsatisfactory. Demonstrates a consistent pattern of failing to perform duties assigned by 
the University or sustained violations of applicable state and federal law and applicable 
published College, University, and Board of Governor’s regulations, policies, and 
procedures. 
 

Process 
  

Faculty selected for post-tenure review shall complete a review packet. Post-tenure review shall 
examine only the faculty member’s “review packet,” The packet shall consist of the previous five 
years of annual evaluations, including scores and Director’s and Chair of Faculty Evaluation 
Committee’s comments, a curriculum vitae and a narrative provided by the faculty member that 
highlights accomplishments and demonstrates performance relative to assigned duties over the 
previous five years, using a university template.  
 
As percent effort in each review area may vary as a career evolves, faculty are encouraged to 
discuss variations in assigned effort in their narrative, including the impact of COVID-19 if 
applicable. It is recommended that the narrative not exceed five double spaced pages and should 
also include any corrections or responses to comments posted by the annual Faculty Evaluation 
Committee during the five-year review period.  
 
Prior to completing this narrative, the faculty member shall be given access to their personnel file 
and other records related to professional conduct, academic responsibilities, and performance 
that may be used in this review process by other evaluators. The faculty member will have the 
opportunity to address any prior issues in their personnel package in their narrative and prior to 
the initial and following levels of evaluation. 
 
The Director, and the elected Chair of the School’s Faculty Evaluation Committee, undertake 
holistic assessments of performance, based on the faculty member’s CV and narrative record of 
accomplishments for the past five years, the last five years of annual performance reviews by the 
School’s Director and elected Chair of the School’s Faculty Evaluation Committee, and the 
faculty member’s five-year conduct record.  
 
The faculty member will have the opportunity to review the SAS Director’s and Faculty 
Evaluation Committee Chair’s narrative and respond (similar to the process in the annual 
evaluation) prior to submission in Archivum to the Dean’s Office.  This response to the narrative 
should be completed within one week of receiving the Director’s and Faculty Evaluation 
Committee Chair’s review.    



3 
 

School of Aging Studies Final Document Submitted 9/28/2023 

 
 
 

Criteria for Evaluation  
 

The following criteria for post-tenure review are drawn from the approved criteria for annual 
evaluations for the School of Aging Studies. Each annual performance score in teaching shall be 
weighted by the percent effort assigned. 
 
Teaching:  
Post-tenure review of teaching will be based on the previous five years of teaching assignments 
for each year. The post-tenure review evaluation will be provided as one cumulative evaluation 
of the five-year period.  

Indicators of Excellence: 

Preferred Indicators of excellence Means of evaluation 

Student Evaluation of Undergraduate 
Instruction 

 Average student evaluation rating of 4.0 or 
above 

 Student Evaluation of Graduate Instruction  Average student evaluation rating of 4.0 or 
above 

Successful mentorship of graduating PhD 
students 

Chairing completed dissertation committee  

Successful contribution to graduating PhD 
student mentorship 

Serving on a completed dissertation 
committee  

Mentorship of PhD students Serving as dissertation committee chair or 
primary mentor for a current PhD student 

Contribution to mentorship of PhD students Serving as a member of a dissertation 
committee for a PhD student 

Contribution to research mentorship of PhD 
students 

Being second or senior author on a paper first 
authored by a PhD student 

Significant contribution to research 
mentorship of PhD students 

Being second or senior author on three or 
more papers first authored by a PhD student 

Exceptional contribution to mentorship of 
PhD students 

Mentor for a PhD student funded by an F31 
or another competitive dissertation grant 

Successful mentorship of postdoctoral fellows Primary mentor of a postdoctoral fellow 

Successful mentorship of undergraduates Chaired completed Senior Honors Thesis or 
has at least one undergraduate student who 
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has coauthored a published article or 
conference presentation. 

Significant mentorship of undergraduates Has at least one undergraduate student 
involved in their program of research, or has 
written at least 10 reference letters for 
undergraduate students in the past year 

National/international impact on aging studies 
instruction  

At least one publication or conference on 
instruction, USF or national 

awards for teaching or mentorship, or 

service on national committees focused on 
aging studies instruction 

Contribution to curriculum development Service on curriculum revision committee, 
produces draft curriculum revision 
documents, new development or substantial 
revision of face-to-face course, or  

new development or substantial revision of 
web-based courses 

Noncredit aging studies instruction Training grants, CE workshops or 
presentations, or planning committees for CE 
workshops 

 

Ratings for this area are based on an average annually over the last five years: 

Ratings PTR 
Score 

Criteria for Consideration 

Exceeds 
Expectations 
 

1 Faculty member should meet at least six of the above preferred 
indicators of excellence. 

Meets 
Expectations  
 

2 Faculty member should meet at least four of the above preferred 
indicators of excellence. 

Does Not 
Meet 
Expectations 
 

3 Faculty member only met on average annually three of the above 
preferred indicators of excellence. 

Unsatisfactory 
 

4 Faculty member only met on average annually one of the preferred 
indicators of excellence. 
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Preferred Indicators of excellence Means of evaluation 

Significant scientific impact   High (300 or more per year) or increasing (at 
least 10% above previous year) numbers of 
Google Scholar Citations. Faculty members 
wanting to demonstrate attaining this 
indicator should have a Google Scholar page.  

Attaining extramural funding from prominent 
source 

PI, CO-PI, MPI, Site PI, or Co-I of funding 
from NIH or comparable agency.  

Making significant contributions to 
extramural funding from prominent source.  

At least 10 percent effort on funded projects 
from NIH or comparable agency 

Making substantial contributions to 
extramural funding from prominent source 

At least 25 percent effort on funded projects 
from NIH or comparable agency 

Significant quality, quantity and contribution 
to publications 

The faculty member has at least two first, 
second to a student, or senior authored 
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Ratings for this area are based on five-year average annually and effort of 35% in research 
(efforts that are more or less will be weighted accordingly): 
Ratings PTR 

Score 
Criteria for Consideration 

Exceeds 
Expectations 
 

1 Faculty member should meet on average annually all four of the 
above required indicators of excellence, and at least two of the 
preferred indicators of excellence.  

. 
Meets 
Expectations  
 

2 Faculty member should meet on average annually two of the 
above required indicators of excellence, and at least two of the 
preferred indicators of excellence. 

 
Does Not 
Meet 
Expectations 
 

3 Faculty member only met on average annually two of the above 
required indicators of excellence and no preferred indicators of 
excellence. 

Unsatisfactory 
 

4 Faculty member only met on average annually one of the required 
indicators of excellence. 

 
Service: 
Post-tenure review of service will be based on the previous five years of evaluations and 
assignment for each year. The post-tenure review evaluation will be provided as one cumulative 
evaluation of the five-year period. 
 
Indicators of excellence Means of evaluation 

Service to the School Membership on at least one SAS Committee, 
including the Faculty Evaluation Committee  

Service to the College or University Service on at least one College or University 
Committee, or engaging in faculty governance 
such as membership on Faculty Council or 
Faculty Senate 

Service to the profession Reviewing for at least one scholarly journal or 
grant review, or serving as External Reviewer 
for at least one candidate for Tenure and 
Promotion or Awards 

Exceptional service to the School, College, or 
University 

Chairing a SAS, College, or University 
Committee 

Strong service to the profession Serving on committees for professional or 
scientific societies, or external reviewer for a 
candidate for tenure or promotion at another 
university, or on an Editorial Board 
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Post Review Information and Process for Recognition 
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Each faculty member who receives a final performance rating of “unsatisfactory,” for their 
overall performance, shall receive a notice of termination from the Provost. The faculty member 
will be afforded a 12-month non-renewal period of their tenured appointment.  

Final decision regarding post-tenure review may be appealed under university regulations or 
collective bargaining agreements. 

Exceptions to the Post-Tenure Review Process 

Tenured faculty who provided written notice to Director of the School of Aging Studies of their 
intent to leave the University of South Florida at the end of the academic year or those who are 
resigning with a delayed date in the subsequent academic year may not be required to participate 
in the post-tenure review process. Tenured faculty in the process of a comprehensive promotion 
review may also not be required to participate in the post-tenure process. Tenured faculty in 
administrative roles are to be evaluated annually as outlined in the appropriate governance 
guidelines and therefore not subject to post-


