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M2024.4.23  Motion to Approve Suggestions for Improving the Process of Faculty Evaluations 

Originator: Faculty Policies Committee 

Whereas, the Faculty Policies Committee has been charged with considering revisions to the annual process of faculty evaluations; and 
Whereas, the attached suggested revisions were presented to the Faculty Policies Committee by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate; and
Whereas, the Faculty Policies Committee recommends the adoption of the attached list of suggestions for improving the process of annual faculty evaluations, which process will undergo review and suggestion revision by the 2024-2025 Faculty Policies Committee. 

Be it resolved that, the Faculty Senate hereby approves the attached list of suggestions for improving the process of annual evaluations of faculty. 

Recipients: 
Faculty Senate
David Russomano, Provost 
Helen Johnson, Office of the Provost















Suggestions for consideration in the revision of the annual evaluations of faculty
I. Customization of Evaluation Categories
Objective: To tailor evaluation categories based on the rank and classification of the faculty member, ensuring alignment with job descriptions and duties. Currently, there are six evaluation categories, which may not fully align with the job descriptions and responsibilities of faculty members.
a. Departmental/Unit Level Customization: Evaluation categories should be developed collaboratively between faculty members and their supervisors at the departmental or unit level.
b. Classification-Specific Criteria: Evaluation criteria should be responsive to faculty classifications, including tenure track/tenured, clinical, research, and teaching roles.
c. Technological Consultation: Human Resources (HR) should be consulted regarding technological and procedural changes necessary for system updates.
II. Weighting of Evaluation Categories by the effort proportion
Objective: To align evaluation category weights with the monthly effort certification and reflect the effort allocation across categories in the overall score.
a. Monthly Effort Alignment: The weighting of evaluation categories should correspond to the effort proportions indicated in the monthly effort certification. Importantly, effort certification percentages should be reviewed by the faculty member, and effort certification percentages which are disproportionate to the faculty member’s expected workload should be modified.
b. Overall Score Calculation: The overall evaluation score should reflect subgroup scores. At present, the six categories’ scores are independent from the overall score. The overall evaluation score should be derived from the weighted scores of individual categories. For instance, a suggested allocation could be 40% for teaching, 40% for research, and 20% for service.
III. Alignment with Institutional Guidelines
Objective: To ensure consistency and compliance with unit-level/departmental, college, and university Tenure and Promotion (T&P) guidelines.
a. Units should align evaluation metrics to unit-level/departmental, college and university T & P guidelines.
IV. Forward-Looking Emphasis in Evaluations
Objective: To encourage forward-thinking by emphasizing faculty plans and goals for the upcoming year as a benchmark for subsequent evaluations.
a. Data Availability: The evaluation system should generate a data table and summary of previous years' results to facilitate goal setting and tracking.
V. Training for Evaluators
Objective: To equip evaluators with best practices for conducting faculty evaluations.
a. Visibility of Deans' Comments: Evaluators' comments, particularly those from deans, should be made visible to the faculty member being evaluated.
b. All evaluators must complete such training in the evaluation process as is provided by the University.
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