RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS FOR TEACHING
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Name of Nominee:  ____________________________________________________________
Institution:  ___________________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/         to 6/        

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominee’s teaching efforts have exceeded the workload obligations of his/her institution (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	b. Student evaluations of classroom teaching—substantiated through submission of quantitative and qualitative evaluations (1-10 POINTS)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Quantitative student evaluations must be submitted for each fall and spring semester of the period being reviewed.] 

Comments:

	

	c. Peer evaluations of classroom teaching—substantiated through submission of quantitative evaluations (1-10 POINTS)[footnoteRef:2] [2:  All peer evaluations completed during the period being reviewed must be submitted.] 

Comments:

	

	d. Evaluations from the department chair, dean, and/or other academic leaders at his/her institution (1-5 POINTS)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  All evaluations completed by the department chair during the review period must be included in the nomination materials.] 

Comments:

	

	e. Participation in pedagogical activities that have enhanced the nominee’s teaching performance (1-15 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	f. Course development, leadership in pedagogical activities, and mentoring of faculty (1-15 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	g. Service to students through such activities as academic advising, supervision of internships, direction of research projects, and placement of graduates in graduate or professional education or in field-related employment (1-15 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	h. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (e.g., statements from former students)
Please summarize:  


(1-10 POINTS)
	

	i. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), with the greatest number of points given to the faculty member who has served a significant number of students and faculty colleagues at the highest level over time)
Comments:

	

	j. GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)

	



[[
____________________________________________________________________________________
Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date
RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS 
FOR RESEARCH/SCHOLARSHIP/CREATIVE ACTIVITY

Name of Nominee:  ___________________________________________________________
Institution:  __________________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/         to 6/    

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominee’s’ research/scholarship/creative activity efforts have exceeded the workload obligations of his/her institution (1-15 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	b. Internal assessment of the nominee’s contributions (1-15 POINTS)
Comments:
	



	c. External assessment of the nominee’s contributions—e.g., substantiated through external colleagues’ perspectives on the merit and significance of the work.  (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	d. Evidence that the nominee’s achievements have had major impact on the field as substantiated through citations of the work, reviews of the work, funding history, etc. (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	e. Contexts in which the work has been presented—e.g., peer-reviewed journal; juried show, international conference, invited lecture (1-10 points)
Comments:

	

	f. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (1-10 POINTS):  
Please summarize: 




	

	g. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), with the greatest number of points given to the nominee who has achieved at the highest level, compared to other nominees, and points assigned to other nominees on a descending scale)
	

	h. GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)

	



________________________________________________________________
Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date






RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS FOR PUBLIC SERVICE

(Contributions to the profession and to the institution may not be counted among the nominee’s accomplishments.)

Name of Nominee:  _____________________________________________________
Institution:  ___________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/          to 6/    

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominee’s public-service efforts have exceeded the workload obligations of his/her institution (1-10 POINTS)
	

	b. Level of involvement and time commitment (1-15 POINTS)
	

	c. Evidence of excellence in public service as substantiated through statements from colleagues, the department chair, the dean and others at the home institution (1-15 POINTS)
	

	d. Evidence of excellence in public service as substantiated through statements from individuals and organizations external to the institution and external to the profession (1-25 POINTS)
	

	e. Evidence of public service as substantiated through formally documented leadership roles on boards, task forces, and other community groups; development and implementation of projects benefiting the community, etc. (1-15 POINTS)
	

	f. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (1-10 POINTS)
Please summarize:
	

	g. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), using a sliding scale. The greatest number of points should be given to the nominee whose efforts have benefited the larger community the most and whose service endeavors are most likely to yield these benefits over the long term.)
	

	h. GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)

	





Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date






RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS FOR MENTORING

Name of Nominee:  _____________________________________________________
Institution:  ____________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/         to 6/    

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominee’s mentoring efforts have exceeded the 
workload obligations of his/her institution (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	b. Internal AND/OR external assessments of the quality of the nominee’s contributions (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	c. Evidence that the nominee has created or enhanced a mentoring 
initiative that has systematically fostered students’ growth and development—substantiated through written testimonials from students and faculty AND/OR formal outcomes assessment (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	d. Evidence that the nominee’s mentoring has had direct impact on the
achievements of a significant number of students—substantiated through written student testimonials (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	e. Evidence that nominee has directly or indirectly developed support for
mentoring AND/OR expanded the pool of mentors at his/her institution  (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	f. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (1-10 POINTS)
Please summarize:  




	

	g. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), with points given on a sliding scale—based on how much and how many students benefited from the mentoring efforts and how likely the efforts are to continue over the long term)
Comments:

	

	h. GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)

	





Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date
RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS FOR INNOVATION

(Award may be for either Academic Innovation/Transformation-improved student learning contribution and minimum cost savings of $10,000 OR Administrative Innovation/Transformation-improved effectiveness and efficiency resulting in minimum cost savings of $10,000.)

Name of Nominee: ____________________________________________________________
Institution: __________________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/      to  6/
INNOVATION: Academic: ___________ OR Administrative: _________ (CHECK ONE)

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominee’s innovation efforts have exceeded the workload obligations of his/her institution (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	b. Internal AND/OR external assessments of the nominee’s contributions (1-20 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	c. Evidence that the nominee’s innovation efforts have systematically fostered improved student learning that will continue for the long term as substantiated by outcomes assessments and that result in a cost savings of at least $10,000, OR has systematically improved institutional effectiveness and efficiency that will continue for the long term as substantiated by cost savings of at least $10,000 (1-25 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	d. Evidence of the impact of the nominee’s contributions on the institution (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	e. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (1-10 POINTS)
    Please summarize:

	

	f. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), with the greatest number of points given to the faculty member whose Academic Innovation efforts benefitted the greatest number of students and are likely to continue over a long term as evidenced by a minimum cost savings of $10,000 OR Administrative Innovation efforts have improved effectiveness and efficiency affecting the institution and is likely to continue over a long term as evidenced by a minimum cost savings of  $10,000. 
Comments:

	

	g.  GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)
	





Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date
RATING SHEET
REGENTS’ FACULTY AWARDS FOR COLLABORATION 
IN ___________________________________________________
(mentoring, service, research/scholarship/creative activity, OR teaching)

Names of Nominees:  ___________________________________________________
Institutions:  ___________________________________________________________
Period under Consideration: 7/         to 6/

PLEASE COMPLETE ONLY ONE EVALUATION FOR EACH COLLABORATIVE EFFORT—I.E., THE COLLABORATION SHOULD BE APPRAISED COLLECTIVELY RATHER THAN SEPARATELY.  

	EVALUATION CRITERIA
	WEIGHT

	a. Level at which the nominees’ collaborative efforts have exceeded the workload obligations of their institutions (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	b. Internal assessment of the nominees’ contributions—through colleagues’, department chairs’, and others’ statements (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	c. External assessment of the nominees’ contributions—through statements of individuals beyond the home institutions (1-15 POINTS)
Comments: 
 
	

	d.  Degree to which the nominees’ work has advanced research, teaching, mentoring, and/or public service at the collaborating institutions (1-15 POINTS)
Comments: 

	

	e.  Evidence that the collaboration has benefited students and/or faculty
(1-20 POINTS)
Comments:
 
	

	f. Likelihood that the success of the collaboration will continue over the
long term—through evidence of the development of institutional infrastructures (1-10 POINTS)
Comments:

	

	g. OTHER FACTORS EVALUATED (1-10 POINTS)
Please summarize:  


	

	h. Comparison with other nominees in this category (1-10 POINTS), with the greater number of points given to the collaboration that has benefited students and faculty more and that is more likely to continue to yield these benefits over the long term)
	

	i. GRAND TOTAL (1-100 POINTS)
	




______________________________________________________________________
Name of Regents’ Faculty Awards Committee Member			Date

