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Intensifying accountability pressures have led to an increased attention to assessments of teaching, but
teaching generally represents only a portion of faculty duties. Less attention has been paid to how
evaluations of faculty members can be used to gather data on teaching, research, clinical work, and
outreach to integrate clinical and academic contributions and fill in information gaps in strategic areas
such as technology transfer and commercialization where universities are being pressed to do more.
Online reporting systems can enable departments to gather comprehensive data on faculty activities
that can be aggregated for accreditation assessments, program reviews, and strategic planning. As
detailed in our case study of implementing such a system at a research university, online annual
reviews can also be used to publicize faculty achievements, to document departmental achievements,
foster interdisciplinary and community collaborations, recognize service contributions (and disparities),
and provide a comprehensive baseline for salary and budgetary investments.
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INTRODUCTION
Inmany universities, there is no readily available and

retrievable database of faculty members’ effort, accom-
plishments, and productivity that can be used in annual
faculty evaluations and comprehensive record audits for
accreditation assessments, program reviews, and strategic
planning. Databases maintained by departments or divi-
sions often are not easily merged by the university to fill
in major gaps in institutional records. Implementing a
campus-wide online faculty reporting system has the po-
tential to address unit and university record-keeping de-
mands, but presents many challenges that require careful
assessments of institutional resources, presumptions,
needs, and aspirations. Several years ago, the University
of Arizona (UA) developed and implemented an online
system for annual reviews of faculty members that allows
for information on their activities to be accessed remotely,
aggregated, analyzed, and reported for a wide range of
purposes. The online system draws institutional informa-
tion from other campus systems on courses, student eval-
uations, publications, grants and contracts. All of this

information is brought together for departmental reviews
by internal groups such as administrators and peer-review
committees, or (if de-identified) by external groups such
as accreditation agencies. This commentary will describe
the development of one online system with an emphasis
on data collection associatedwith the annual faculty eval-
uation process to highlight issues and opportunities asso-
ciated with this system.

Before discussing the benefits and constraints of an
online reporting system for performing annual reviews, it
is useful to discuss the desired features of an effective and
practical online system. The system would be readily ac-
cessible regardless of input platform (ie, cross-platform
functionality) or user location and would require a mini-
mal amount of training with an easy-to-use interface for
searches, navigation of menus, data entry, and data ex-
traction for various types of reporting. There would be
a common overarching organizational structure for data
entry common to all units in the university, and the flex-
ibility to allow for unit-specific documentation, including
free-text options if needed. The system would be easily
integrated with other university systems that would allow
for automatic, accurate and reliable uploading of informa-
tion from these sites into the online system.University- and
unit-specific reports from the system could be generated
rapidly and easily. The system would be efficient and not

Corresponding Author: JoLaine R. Draugalis, College of
Pharmacy, University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center,
PO Box 26901, Oklahoma City, OK 73126-0901. Tel: 405-271-
6485. Fax: 405-271-3830. E-mail: jolaine-draugalis@ouhsc.edu

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 2018; 82 (3) Article 6911.

211

 b
y 

gu
es

t o
n 

M
ay

 2
3,

 2
02

3.
 ©

 2
01

8 
A

m
er

ic
an

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 C

ol
le

ge
s 

of
 P

ha
rm

ac
y

ht
tp

://
w

w
w

.a
jp

e.
or

g
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 

mailto:jolaine-draugalis@ouhsc.edu
http://www.ajpe.org


be prone to downtimes or slow service during peak-user
times. Expert helpwould be readily available for questions
or problems at the unit level. The system would be secure.
Finally, the system would require modest start-up and on-
going (eg, equipment/software updates, and personnel) re-
source utilization costs. Of note, some of these desired
characteristics (eg, common overarching elements with
unit-specific discretion) may conflict with each other and
be difficult to implement in a way that satisfies all parties.

A Case Study in the Implementation of an Online
Annual Review System

The University of Arizona (UA) considered develop-
ing an online annual reporting system togather information
on faculty members’ contributions after the recession in
2009 to help document the social and economic impact
of the university and aid with strategic efforts to improve
efficiency and expand impact. An informal working group
spent several years researching national trends and alter-
native solutions. Online faculty review systems were be-
coming more common at the time. An informal survey of
Association of American Universities institutions in 2011
found that 14 of the 25 responding institutions were not
using online systems, though six were considering or had
just launched such systems.Most of the 11 institutions that
were using such a system had developed it themselves.

We spent significant time contemplating our options
because online annual reviews were not well-established,
and we needed to work with a wide-range of stakeholders
to consider options. As in most universities, annual re-
views at UA are a distributed process shaped by a wide
range of departmental, college and university constraints
and priorities.Annual reviews are governed byuniversity,
college, and department policies and procedures that re-
quire peer reviews and college oversight. University pol-
icies require that all faculty members be evaluated on
their individual areas of responsibility with a focus on
the percentage effort assigned to their research, teaching,
and service using a five-level scale of truly exceptional,
exceeds expectations, meets expectations, needs improve-
ment, and unsatisfactory. Departments and colleges pro-
vide more detailed criteria and procedures on what is
expected and how it will be assessed, including informa-
tion on the timelines for review, the composition and role
of peer-review committees, and specific benchmarks for
assessment.

After considering building on the in-house annual
review systems that had been developed by several UA
colleges, a decision was made to contract with a vendor,
and the university launched a system in 2014.We decided
to go with a smaller company that was focused on faculty
reporting systems because we perceived the company to

be more responsive to our distinct institutional needs.
However, our project team learnedmany strategic lessons
from reviewing broader national trends, including the
strategic importance of building close collaborations
among our research librarians, institutional research and
business intelligence offices.

A provost-led collaboration of campus stakeholders
developed the online system for the university known as
UAVitae.Because annual reviewsare a distributed process
affected by departmental and college priorities and con-
straints, we worked closely with faculty, staff and admin-
istrators across campus. To learn from the diverse needs of
varied departments and colleges, weworked incrementally
with five colleges to pilot the system in 2013. Elevenmore
colleges implemented the system in 2014. The original five
colleges included four that had homegrown online annual
review systems tomake use of the experienced faculty user
groups that those colleges had developed. From the start,
we tried to be responsive to varied institutional needs. For
example, our initial college cohort included our college
of medicine, which was seeking to establish ways to track
clinical and academic activities.

Three committees facilitated the development, imple-
mentation, and ongoing monitoring and improvements
of UA Vitae: a leadership team provided an overarching
institutional perspective, a campus advisory committee
provided formative input on colleges’ and departments’
perspectives on annual reviews, and an implementation
team that drew upon the experiences of college and univer-
sity IT specialists, administrators, researchers, and librar-
ians with experience archiving and supporting users of
faculty data. Additionally, each college has at least one
assigned coordinator and many colleges have coordinators
at the departmental level to answer questions about the
system. Deans, department heads, and other select admin-
istrative personnel have access to the system to facilitate
faculty input, generate reports, and suggest system im-
provements. These collaborations have been vital to the
launch of our online reporting system.

To build on the distributed dynamics of annual re-
views, our online reporting system has separate launching
pages for colleges to provide their own information on
support staff, workshops, and unique procedures. Faculty
members access these homepages when they log into the
secure system with a password. The college homepage
lists general announcements concerning UA Vitae and
information onUAVitae workshops being held in depart-
ments and colleges. We also use the user interface within
the system to provide real-time support for faculty mem-
bers as they complete their annual reviews. For example,
screen prompts appear when a faculty member has pub-
lications or research abstracts posted to PubMed. The
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faculty member can review the action item, post it to their
activity report, delete the item if it is not applicable, or
accept but modify the item if it requires changes. Other
data automatically uploaded to the activity report consist
of instruction in credit-bearing courses (including indi-
vidual teaching sessions in team-taught courses) and
grants/contracts. These uploads not only save faculty
members time with data entry, they also enable depart-
ments and colleges to verify institutional information on
faculty teaching, including work with residents and in-
terns in clinical settings. Faculty members can verify these
automatic data uploads from other campus sources, and
add information on non-indexed publications, invited pre-
sentationswith nopublished abstracts, andgrants/contracts
not going through the office of sponsored projects at the
university.

Our UA Vitae system has activities or data input
categories that are common to all colleges. Examples in-
clude workload distribution and general categories re-
lated to teaching, research, and service. The option for
more detailed activity input and categorization is partic-
ularly useful for the health profession colleges that often
have distinctive forms of experiential teaching, clinical
services, and business and community collaborations that
are not generally recorded in integrated ways that can
enable departments to track and aggregate them. In phar-
macy and other health science fields, teaching and clinical
services are richly interrelated but not often integrally
reported in ways that document the fuller educational
and impact of departments.

Considerations for Launching an Annual Review
System

Not only can an online reporting system improve a
wide range of procedures, it can also improve the efficiency
of the annual review process itself. Unit administrators can
allow peer-review committees to have anywhere, anytime
confidential access to faculty activity reports for annual
performance reviews. Administrators can compile sum-
mary data for internal evaluations or quality improve-
ment purposes, or more granular information for external
groups such as accreditation agencies. The report genera-
tion function of the online system can be a big time saver
when compiling summary data for multiple faculty mem-
bers over several years. However, the majority of faculty
members only input their data once a year vs updating
throughout the year – so the most up-to-date view overall
wouldbewhenannual faculty self-evaluation formsaredue.

What follows is a list of lessons that department,
college and university leaders should consider when
implementing an online system. Time needs to be devoted
to researching best practices in peer institutions, and the

deliberations on implementing such a system should in-
clude key stakeholders. Building a shared sense of need
for a clean, complete record of faculty activity is impor-
tant to help university administrators and local stake-
holders own the problem and accept the solution. All
parties need to recognize that there will never be a perfect
system and that participation in the system is necessary
to establish consistent assessments of faculty efforts and
aggregate data for departments. Similarly, university and
local stakeholders need to be consistent when communi-
cating the guiding reasons and intents for the system.
System features such as an interface at point of contact
to communicate the latter information will help, but not
replace the need for university and local stakeholder
alignment.

Helping colleges and departments take responsibil-
ity in addressing their distinct needs and applications is
critical to integrating online review systems into the dis-
tributed process of annual reviews in ways that enlist de-
partmental and college staff in supporting the systems.
Whether they are implemented within colleges or across
a university, online reporting systems need to respect the
distributed dynamics of annual reviews, including both
interdisciplinary differences and the varied roles that an-
nual reviews play in career progressions, salary increases,
accreditation reviews, and program assessments and in-
vestments. However, while departmental and college
customizations can provide familiarity and control, cus-
tomizations should not categorize important activities in
ways that do not roll up to shared reports or that become
excessively complicated or time-consuming that faculty
members skip them. Further, there will never be perfect
data, so leaders should consider integrating data systems
incrementally to work through issues that inevitably will
arise from integrating different information.

At the faculty level, there are other factors to remem-
berwhen implementing a newonline system in addition to
the usual information and training exercises. Faculty
members rarely see their data held in university systems,
andmay be shockedwhen they see institutional records of
their teaching and research, especially with complex ar-
rangements for grant funding and team-taught classes.
Also, some faculty members like to curate their own
scholarly publication lists. In particular, they do not want
incomplete publications preloaded to the system, but they
also do not want to spend time entering publication data.
From an administrative standpoint, we have found that
inaccurate or incomplete grant or publication data auto-
matically uploaded into the online system often leads to
useful information about other campus systems. For ex-
ample, we have found problems with how grant-related
information is entered on the original data entry site. This
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has led to useful discussions and changes in how this in-
formation is handled. Similarly, inaccurate or incomplete
data related to publications has led to useful discussions
such as the limitations of publication indexing systems
and when publications should be considered as published
(eg, ahead of print or early view vs assigned to a jour-
nal issue) for the purposes of annual performance
evaluations.

In closing, the decision to develop and implement a
university-wide online evaluation system requires ongo-
ing evaluation and refinement. The importance of buy-in
by departmental and college administrators, particularly
during the early stages of development process cannot be
overstated. Lack of departmental or college administra-
tive personnel buy-in will lead to lack of buy-in by their
faculty. It is extremely challenging to get buy-in from

departments once system implementation has begun. Re-
lated to faculty buy-in, is the issue of adaptability of the
system to meet the distinct needs of departments or di-
visions. For example, the need to account for clinical-
related activities such as the provision of patient care and
residency training by faculty in the health professions.
Finally, the ready availability of local support staff to
answer questions from faculty members is another factor
likely to be associated with ongoing faculty buy-in. In our
pharmacy practice department, we estimate that less than
5% of one staff person’s time is spent on questions related
to the online system and most of this time occurs in the
period leading up to the annual evaluation deadline. The
hope is that the issues raised in this paper will help others
in the process of developing or improving online systems
for the faculty evaluation process.
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