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1.0 PURPOSE

1.1 To foster excellence in teaching and to support the University’s educational mission, each
full-time faculty member at Utah Valley University is comprehensively evaluated on teaching,
scholarship/creative work, service, and compliance with policies and other written institutional
expectations as conveyed by supervisory authorities in accordance with UVU and the Utah
Board of Higher Education policiesy-.

1-11.2 This policy establishes types of non-disciplinary supervisor feedback that can be used
throughout the year, an annual goal-setting process, an annual review process, and processes for

clarifications and appeals.pest-tentrereview-in-erder-to-identify(H-areas-of growth-and

O o1TO D) Cl vjavivivie O O

2.0 REFERENCES

2.1 Utah Board of Higher Education Policy R481 Academic Freedom, Professional
Responsibility, Tenure, Termination, and Post-Tenure Review

2.2 UVU Policy 165 Discrimination, Harassment, and Affirmative Action
2.3 UVU Policy 641 Salaried Faculty Workload—Academic Year

2.4 UVU Policy 648 Faculty Personnel Reduction

3.0 DEFINITIONS

3.1 Academic year: The Ffall and Sspring semesters combined.

riod; b e e e e

3.2 Annual review reporting pe
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the-summer The annual review reporting period begins the first day of summer term each year
and ends at the start of summer term the following vear. Faculty who do not perform work for
the Uwniversity during the summer will ealyreport only on their work performed during the

academic year.
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feq&&ed—te—pfeﬁée for use durlng the annual review process.

3.5 Compllance Adherence to policies and other written institutional expectations as conveyed
by superv1s0ry authorities per UVU and USHE policies-. fe-g UV peliey10tand USHE

3.113.6 Faculty addendum: An optional document submitted by the faculty member after the
annual review meeting that asks questions about the supervisor’s evaluation or that provides
additional information or explanation regarding their performance.

3-42-Faculty member: For the purposes of this policy, the terms faculty and faculty member
mean an employee hired into a full-time, benefits-eligible faculty position, whether tenured,
tenure-track, or non-tenure track (e.g., lecturer, appointment in residence, visiting
faculty/scholar, or similar).-

isswe-A non- dlscmlmarv type of feedback regardmg a minor or first-time performance issue that

includes a plan developed by a faculty member and their supervisor-.when-the-superviser
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315 Performance: The faculty member’s actions in the areas of teaching, scholarly/creative
work as applicable, service as applicable, and compliance with policies and other written
institutional expectations as conveyed by supervisory authorities.

3.163.9 Post-tenure review: F
. SR

31473.10_ 10 Professmnal

p%Pfom&He%ts-Sﬁ%A non- dlscmhnarv type of feedback regardmg a more Serious or repeated
minor performance issue that includes a plan developed by a facultv member and their

Su[}CI‘VlSOI‘ W A v awa 8

3.183.11 Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (RTP) criteria: Program/department criteria that
establish expectations for teaching, scholarship/creative work, and service for the purposes of
retention, tenure, and promotion.

3.12 Second-level supervisor: For a faculty member, the second-level supervisor is the dean or
associate dean. For a department chair, the second-level supervisor is the Provost.

319 Self-evaluation: The portion of the annual review process completed by the faculty
member in which they evaluate their performance in the previous annual review reporting period.

3.14 Supervisor: The direct or first-level supervisor of a faculty member. For most faculty, the
supervisor is the department chair. ln-eases-wherelf the faculty member is a department chair or
was a department chair during the previous year, the dean or associate dean is the supervisor-s

the-dean-or-associate-deanfor the purpose of conducting the annual reviews.-
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3.233.15 Supervisor addendum: A document submitted by the supervisor in response to a
faculty addendum which indicates whether the supervisor is making a change to their evaluation
of the faculty member as a result of the faculty addendum.

Supervisor evaluation: The portion of the annual review process completed by the supervisor in
which they evaluate the performance of the faculty member in the previous annual review
reporting period.

4.0 POLICY

4.1 Policy Statement and Scope
4.1.1 This policy establishes_the following:

4.1.1.1 Types of non-disciplinary supervisor feedback that eeeur€uring-can occur throughout the
year and during the annual review process-and-throughoutthe-year;

4.1.1.2 An annual goal-setting process that facilitates yearly faculty planning and supervisor
guidance about those plans;

4.1.1.3 An annual review process in which the faculty member and supervisor formally evaluate
faculty performance from the previous year in the areas of teaching, scholarship/creative work as
applicable, service as applicable, and compliance with policies and other written institutional
expectations conveyed by supervisory authorities; and

4.1.14 E ed-faculty; anntal review
yearhy Processes for clarifications and appeals.

4.2 Supervisor Feedback Levels

4.2.1 Supervisors may use three levels of non-disciplinary feedback for faculty members:
guidance, notice of improvement needed (NOIN), and professional improvement plan (PIP).

S R T e e e

4.2.1.1 Guidance is provided to faculty about how they can develop and improve professionally
or, if they are already performing at an acceptable or high level, how they can maintain or
enhance that level of performance. Supervisors must document guidance given as part of the
annual goal-setting process.
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4.2.1.2 Notice of Improvement Needed is used when a supervisor becomes aware of a minor or
first-time performance issue for which a NOIN would be appropriate.

4.2.1.3 Professional Improvement Plan is used when a supervisor becomes aware of a more
serious or repeated minor performance issue for which a PIP would be appropriate.
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4.3 Annual Goal Setting Requirements

4.3.1 Ann

supervisors: Faculty members create goals once a year for the upcoming annual review reporting
period.

Faculty should set goals that will help them meet expectations and pursue meaningful activities
and opportunities during the annual review reporting period. Goals should focus on high-stakes

and high-level accomplishments that the faculty member intends to achieve. A strong starting

point for defining high-stakes goals are the departmental RTP criteria and UVU policies.

3 d a1 mally-tracked workload-Goals should be setaccordinely—Goals
should alse-reflectincorporate feedback from supervisor, peers, students, and others with
knowledge of the faculty member’s performance. Goals may be modified during the year as
needs change and opportunities arise. Faculty members may consult with their mentor,
immediate supervisor, menter-and the department RTP committee as they develop their annuale

goals. forwhich theyare-accountable:

and-providingguidanee If a faculty member holds administrative, professional, or other unique
assignments during the annual review reporting period, those assignments should be included in
their goals. Faculty members who have an appointment to two departments must submit their
goals to both supervisors.

4.3.5 Supervisors arereguired-tomust review and provide guidance regarding faculty member
goals. When a faculty member modifies their goals, the supervisor will again be able to review
and provide guidance on the modified goals. Supervisors willare not be held responsible for the
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goals set by faculty members —Shea%d—a—fa&&&membe%s%gea%s—ﬂ*at—wﬂ—net—help%hem—meet

4.3.6 Faculty members will not be held responsible for their supervisor’s failure to offer
guidance on their goals, provided that the faculty member submitted their goals on time.

4.4 Annual Goal-Setting Template

4.4.1 Academic Affairs creates and maintains t¥he annual goal-setting template-is-established;
m&k&t&m&d—aﬁd—&ﬁﬂ&aﬂ-yﬂ%eﬁd%HAre&é%m}%ﬁf&&s A{t—eeﬂ%&ms—at a mlmmum—a—pl-ae%fef

geal-s it contalns the followmg (1) a place for facultv members to set goals for teachlng
scholarship/creative work as applicable, service as applicable, and compliance;; (2) a place for
the supervisor to provide guidance regarding those goals:s (3) a place for faculty members to
modify their goals during the annual review reporting period, if necessary:; and (4) a place for
the supervisor to provide guidance regarding modified goals. Supervisors and faculty members

must use the annual goal-setting template. Use-oefthe-annual- goal-settingtemplate-isrequired:

4.4.2 TThe Faculty Senate, Academic Affairs Council, and relevant technological support staff
shall be given the opportunity to provide input on the goal template each time-substantive

revisions-are-considered by-Academic-AffairsAeademie Affairs considers revisions.

seme%&s—aﬁﬁkeabl%aﬂd—eemﬁhaﬂee C0n51stent Wlth the prlncmles estabhshed in UVU Pohcy

641 Salaried Faculty Workload—Academic Year, expectations of a faculty member’s
performance correspond to their formally tracked werldead-and not formally tracked workload.
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4.5.2 —For tenured faculty. the annual review constitutes post-tenure review and is conducted
yearly in accordance with the Utah System of Higher Education Ppolicy R481 .-

4.5.3 FhestandardsforAt a minimum, an annual review must address the following: -evaluation
are-(1) the expectations-established-by-the-department inferred from department/program RTP
criteria for teaching, scholarship/creative work as applicable, and service as applicable-, but
reflecting what might reasonably be accomplished in a single year in light of the faculty
member’s workload:; (2) compliance with policies and other written institutional expectations
conveyed by supervisory authorities, and (3) the details specified in a NOIN or PIP, when such
exist. The ervisorisnotexnected-to-make findines-orconclusions resardine facultv-membe
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4.5.6-The supervisor is not expected to make findings or conclusions regarding faculty member
compliance with policies and other written institutional expectations outside their purview. In
these cases, the supervisor will rely on information from the appropriate office.

4.5.4

4.5.5 Faculty will not be held responsible for their supervisor’s failure to complete the supervisor
evaluation or conduct the annual review meeting, provided the faculty member submitted their
self-evaluation on time and made themselves available for a meeting with the supervisor.Atthe

4.5.6 When the supervisor is a department chair, they may delegate preparation of the supervisor
evaluation of faculty to an associate or assistant chair or to the faculty member’s program
coordinator. When the supervisor is a dean, they may delegate preparation of the written
supervisor evaluation of faculty to an associate or assistant dean.

4.5.7 The supervisor and faculty member must meet to discuss the faculty member’s
performance in the previous year and their respective evaluations of the performance. A
supervisor cannot delegate the annual review meeting. The individual who prepared the
evaluation should attend the meeting if the supervisor delegated that responsibility. Either the
faculty member or the supervisor may request that Human Resources or Faculty Relations attend
the meeting as support or document the proceedings of the meeting. This meeting should be in-
person under normal circumstances. If special consideration is necessary for extenuating
circumstances, such arrangements should be negotiated between faculty and supervisor in
advance.

4.5.8 The annual review is included in the faculty personnel file.
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4.6 Annual Review Rating Scale

4.6.1 Faculty performance in each of the annual review performance areas (teaching,
scholarship/creative work, service, and compliance) is rated using one of-feureategeries five

ratings:

, which is used
when a faculty member must significantly improve their performance to meet the expectations of

their job. Faculty members whose performance warrants a PIP during any portion of an annual
review period or who have a PIP during any portion of the annual review period must be given a
Does Not Meet Expectations rating for the relevant area(s).

4:6154.6.1.2 4-6-12-Sometimes Meets Expectations, which is used when a faculty member must
improve their performance in order to meet the expectations of their job.— Faculty members
whose performance warrants a NOIN during any portion of an annual review period or who have




Page 13 of 42
UTAH VALLEY UNIVERSITY
Policies and Procedures

328  a NOIN during any portion of the annual review period must be given a maximum rating of
329  MestlySometimes Meets Expectations rating for the relevant area(s).

B30  4:6:1:64.6.1.3 4-6-13-Meets Expectations, which is used when a faculty member consistently
331 meets the expectatlons of their ]ob and there are no areas of concern. Meets—aneeetat}eﬁs—rs—a
332 ; 38 0

333 Hﬁ-l"v‘%FS-l-t-VLMOSt facultv members at the Umvers1tv w111 receive a ratmg of Meets Expectatlons.

334  4.6174.6.1.4 4-614-Sometimes Exceeds Expectations, which is used when a faculty member
B335 regularly exceeds the expectations of their job and there are no areas of concern.

B36  4:6:1:84.6.1.5 4-6-15-FExceeds Expectations, which is used when a faculty member has

337  consistently exceeded all expectations of their job by a significant margin and there are no areas
B38  of concern. This rating is reserved for an-even smaller minority of faculty and is used to highlight
B39 truly exceptional faculty performance.

340 4.7 Faculty Annual Review Template and Rubric

341 4.7. 1 Academ1c Affalrs creates and mamtams Aeadem+&4rﬁf&&s—est&bhshes—m&mta+ns—&ﬁd
342 h i ate-tThe faculty

343 annual review template%ereated—&nd—mﬁﬂt&&%ﬁ&e&deﬁ%ﬁfﬁfs At a minimum, itk
344  contains the following: --at-a-mintmum;placesfor(1) a place for a faculty member’s self-

345  evaluation of their teaching, scholarship/creative work as applicable, service as applicable, and
346  compliance;; (2) a place for the superv1sor—s evaluatlonﬂf—th%samel, a&d—é}addenda—l%eth—the
347 aculty-member-and-the supervisorportions-of the temyp tH-have ace :

348 eemmeﬂts—aﬁd—a—mtmg—( 3)a place for addenda if needed,, ( 4) a place for the second level
349  supervisor to sign off and provide written comments, if desired; ;-and (5) a place for additional
350 review if needed. Use-of the-annual reviewtemplateisrequired- Supervisors and faculty

351 members must use the annual review template.

352

353  4.7.2 The Faculty Senate, Academic Affairs Council, and relevant technological support staff
354  shall be given the opportunity to provide input on the annual review template each time

355  Academic Affairs-prepeses-substantive-revistons— considers revisions.

B56  4-F4-At the discretion of the dean, a college/school may elect to use an annual review rubric as a
357  supplement to department/program RTP criteria to (1) make more explicit the criteria by which
358  faculty will be evaluated in their annual reviews and (2) ensure equality and fairness in the

359  evaluation of faculty members across the college. If a dean does not choose to use an annual

360 review rubric for the college/school, then departments, at the discretion of the department chair
B61 and faculty and in cooperation with the dean, may elect to use an annual review rubric as a

362  supplement to the department/program RTP criteria. Annual review rubrics should be based on
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and consistent with relevant RTP criteria and must be compatible with the annual review
template.
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5.0 PROCEDURES

5.1 Guidance Procedures and Timeline

eﬂbeafdmg—&nd%%enﬂﬁeﬂ%efmg—a—faeb&ty%ﬂembepSuperwsors must give each faculty member

guidance at least once a year during the annual goal-setting process. Guidance can be given
during onboarding.-and when mentoring a faculty member, and at other times throughout the

year.

5.2 NOIN and PIP Procedures and Timeline s-and Timeline

5.2.1 When a faculty member falls short in performance on a minor or first-time issue (NOIN) or
a more serious or repeated issue (PIP), the supervisor will inform them of the issue and begin the
process of developing a NOIN or PIP with them to help them improve. The supervisor will
inform the faculty member as soon as they become aware of an issue, regardless of whether the
issue arises during the year or during the annual review process.

5.2.2 When a supervisor develops a NOIN or PIP with a faculty member, they are responsible for
(1) 1early mdlcatmg elear—l—yhhow the faculty member is not meetmg expectatlons (2)-setting
soalsw v § as; establishing a

plan with the facultv member to help them meet expectatlons 3) offermg reasonable resources
or training for the faculty member if needed and consistent with established practices; (4) setting
a timeline by which the faculty member must meet expectations that is as short as feasible but no
longer than 12 months from the time the NOIN or PIP is finalized; and (5) identifying how the
faculty member's performance will be documented for the duration of the NOIN or PIP.

5.2.3 After a supervisor informs a faculty member of an issue that warrants a NOIN or PIP, a-the
collaborative process begins between the faculty member and the supervisor to develop the
NOIN or PIP-whichfoHows-this-timeline:.— If a faculty member is not collaborative or
responsive, the supervisor can develop the NOIN or PIP and issue it as a directive.
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5.2.4 NOINSs and PIPs, when they exist, are included in the faculty personnel file and must be
included in the annual review for theany annual review period during which they were in effect.

5.2.5 When developing a NOIN or PIP. supervisors and faculty members should respond
substantively to the other within two business days to ensure timely resolution.

NOIN and PIP Timeline

NOIN — Total time to develop 20 business days

PIP — Total time to develop 40 business days

5.3 NOIN or PIP Appeal Timeline

5.3.1 A NOIN or PIP may be appealed via additional review.

5.3.2 If a faculty member requests an additional review at the conclusion of the process of
developmg the NOIN or PIP, an ad hoc commlttee Wlll complete an ad—hec—eemmlrtte%qﬂ—be

Deaﬂ—s—eﬁﬁe%wevaluatlon appeal would beeemﬁleted—by—aﬂ—ad—lfreeeemmtte%The

committee’sand theirrecommendation-weuld is then sentge to the faculty member’s 2*-second-
level supervisor to-te make the final decision. The outcome arrived at through this process of
additional review is final. —Both the ad hoc appeal report and the recommendation weuld-ill be
kept in the annual review file.

the ad hoc commlttee deterrnlnes that ther%af%te%echanges are to be made to the NOIN or PIP

the supervisor has+o-business-daysto-must complete the changes.

5.3.3
NOIN or PIP Appeal Timeline
The ad hoc committee must render their decision 20 business days
If there are to be changes to the NOIN or PIP, the changes must be made 10 business days
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500

501
502
503
504
505

506 5.4 Annual Goal-Setting Procedures and Timeline

507  5.4.1 Each faculty member sets goals for the upcoming annual review reporting period in
508  accordance with the deadlinestails set forth in this policy.

509  5.4.2 The supervisor reviews the faculty member’s goals and provides guidance on those goals in
510 accordance with the deadlines-ctails set forth in this policy.

511 Either the faculty member or supervisor can request a meeting to discuss the goals or guidance.

512

513
514

515 533 Eith
516  guidance:
517

518
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543
Annual Goal-Setting Timeline

Faculty submit goals for the 1) The system opens for faculty on April 1.

upcoming annual review reporting 2) Goals are due no later than September 15.

period.

Supervisors review goals and 1) Supervisors can review goals and provide

provide guidance on goals. guidance as soon as faculty share their goals with
the supervisor, beginning on April 1.

2) Supervisor review of goals and guidance must be

completed no later than October 15.

Faculty can modify their goals at any time during the annual review reporting period. When
they do so, the supervisor will be notified and should review and provide guidance about the
modified goals in a timely manner.

5.5 Annual Review Procedures and Timeline

5.5.1 Faculty members must provide a self-evaluation of their performance in the previous
annual review reporting period. The self-evaluation includes a written component and a rating
for each of the annual review performance areas.
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5.5.2 If a faculty member holds administrative, professional, or other unique assignments during
the annual review reporting period, those assignments shall be included in the self-evaluation.
Faculty members who have an appointment to two departments must submit their self-evaluation
to both supervisors.

5.5.3 Supervisors must provide a supervisor evaluation of faculty performance in the previous
annual review reporting period. The supervisor evaluation includes a written component and a
rating for each of the annual review performance areas.

5.5.4 The supervisor and faculty member must meet to discuss the faculty member’s
performance in the previous year and their respective evaluations of the performance.

Second-level supervisors sign off on annual reviews before they are finalized and can provide
written comments if desired.




572

573

574
575
576
577
578

579
580
581
582

583
584
585
586
587

Page 22 of 42
UTAH VALLEY UNIVERSITY
Policies and Procedures

Annual Review Timeline

Faculty prepare and submit their o—The system opens for faculty on April 1.
self-evaluation. 1

2) Self-evaluations are due ne-taterthanby May 30.
Supervisors prepare and submit the 1) Supervisors can review self-evaluations and
supervisor evaluation. submit supervisor evaluations soon as faculty

share their self-evaluations with the supervisor,
beginning on April 1.

2) Supervisor evaluations are due due-no-later
thanby August 15.

Supervisors conduct annual review 1) September 1 is the deadline for annual review
meetings. meetings with faculty who are submitting

midterm and tenure review portfolios on
September 15. -

2) November 30 is the deadline for annual review
meetings with all faculty.

Second-level supervisors sign off 1) Second-level supervisors can read annual
on annual reviews and provide reviews and provide comments as soon as the
written comments, if desired. annual review meeting is conducted.

2) Second-level supervisor reading-efmust read
annual reviews and comments are due by
December 15.

5.6 -Addendum Procedures and Timeline

5.6.1 Annual reviews may be clarified via addendums and appealed via an additional review.

5.6.2 If a faculty member would like to ask questions about the supervisor’s evaluation or
provide additional information or explanation regarding their performance, they may do so at any
time before or during the annual review meeting. If a faculty member would still like to ask
questions or provide additional information or explanation after the annual review meeting, they
may do so via a faculty addendum.

5.6.3 If a faculty member submits an addendum, the supervisor must also submit an addendum.
At a minimum, the supervisor addendum must contain a statement of whether the supervisor has
changed anything about their evaluation of the faculty member as a result of the faculty
addendum.

5.6.4 If a faculty member has completed the addendum process and believes that there is (1) an
error of fact in their annual review or (2) an evaluation that is inconsistent with the RTP criteria
or the annual review rubric (if one is in use), the faculty member can request an appeal review.

by An -ad hoc committee will complete an evaluation appeal, -would-be-completed-byanadhee
committee—and their recommendation is then sweuldsent ge-to the faculty member’s second-he
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second-level supervisor to make the final decision. —Both the ad hoc appeal report and the
recommendatlon wealdlll be kept n the annual reV1ew ﬁle an—ael—hec—eem%m&e&m&d%b%&he

is—The outcome arrived at

through thls process of appeal review is ﬁnal

Annual Review Addendum and Appeal Timeline

Deadline for a faculty addendum after the annual review meeting 10 business days
Deadline for a supervisor addendum after receiving a faculty addendum 10 business days
Deadline for a faculty member to appeal their annual review after 10 business days
receiving the supervisor addendum

The ad hoc committee made by the Faculty Senate president in 20 business days

cooperation with Academic Affairs and the applicable Dean’s office -must
render their decision

If there are to be changes to the annual review or supervisor addendum, 10 business days
the changes must be made
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POLICY HISTORY

Date of Last Action Action Taken Authorizing Entity

June 22, 2017 New policy approved. UVU Board of Trustees
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POLICY APPROVAL PROCESS - STAGE 2

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

Policy Title: Faculty Performance Evaluation and Feedback

‘ Policy Number: 633

Sponsor: Anne Arendt, Wayne Vaught ]

Steward: Kat Brown and Suzy Cox

Presentation -to: Sponsor and Steward

‘ Date Presented: September 30, 2021

NOTE: Indicate with X whether the comment is editorial (grammar, punctuation, sentence structure, etc.) or is a substance comment (content, procedure, etc.).

CAMPUS POLICY Editorial Substance
ENTITY SECTION Comment? | Comment?

CONCERN

SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE

Faculty Overall X
Senate

The faculty senate supports the
implementation of this policy if our
concerns are addressed.

(35 support, 0 do not, 0 abstain)




Faculty 4.5.5 “Meet/report & respond” (for annual Added “This meeting should be in-person
Senate reviews) should be defined as an in- under normal circumstances. If special
person meeting under normal consideration is necessary for extenuating
circumstances. Additionally, what circumstances, it should be negotiated in
constitutes “meeting” and when a advance.” It already says “meet to discuss
meeting is necessary should be clarified | the faculty member’s performance in the
(performance issues, discrepancies previous year and their respective
between the faculty and the chair, etc.) | evaluations of the performance” in 4.5.5
(29 support, 4 do not, 2 abstain) and section 4.8.1.1 already talks about
what to do if there is a discrepancy when it
states, “If a faculty member would like to
ask questions about the supervisor’s
evaluation or provide additional
information or explanation regarding their
performance after the annual review
meeting, they may do so via a faculty
addendum.” We do not want to spell out
the meeting structure in policy, although
colleges and departments may establish
their own structure and related procedures
as desired.
Faculty 4.5.5 Faculty and review committee should Added “This meeting should be in-person
Senate agree on the format (F2F/Virtual) of the | under normal circumstances. If special
meeting. The chair and the faculty consideration is necessary for extenuating
member should negotiate the format of | circumstances, it should be negotiated in
the meeting in advance. Consideration advance.”
for items such as health may factor into
this decision.
(35 support, 0 do not, 0 abstain)
Faculty 4.5.5(ish) Provide a procedure so that the chair We do not recommend this as a task force.
Senate and/or faculty member can have a The meeting can be short but should occur
meeting if requested. Alternatively, by as it gives an opportunity for questions or
mutual agreement, they can agree that | clarification and to ensure common
a meeting is not needed. understanding.
(34 support, 1 do not, 0 abstain)




Faculty
Senate

4.6

Is the “Improvement Required / Meets
Expectations / Exceeds Expectations /
Significantly Exceeds Expectations” scale
really necessary? Shouldn’t
“Improvement Required / Meets
Expectations” be sufficient?

(23 support, 11 do not, 1 abstain)

It should be noted that we got different
feedback from Academic Affairs Council
which would include “Sometimes Meets”
so we would actually end up with the
following categories if we went with their
preferences: “does not meet,
sometimes/mostly meets expectations,
meets expectations, sometimes/mostly
exceeds, or exceeds expectations”

The purpose of the highest category
“Significantly Exceeds Expectations” is to
allow supervisors to identify truly
outstanding faculty and to make a case for
them to get dean, presidential, and trustee
awards. Otherwise they have to argue that
individuals who got the same review as
pretty much everyone else is somehow
special in actuality. Ideally, policy 654
Faculty Merit Pay will be updated to
reference faculty performance reviews as
well as perhaps policy 113 University
Awards of Excellence and Other University
Awards.

Faculty
Senate

4.6

Are the wordings “Improvement
Required / Meets Expectations /
Exceeds Expectations / Significantly
Exceeds Expectations” appropriate?
Consider something like “on track for
tenure”, etc.

(22 support, 10 do not, 3 abstain)

This policy applies to lecturers,
professionals in residence, and already
tenured faculty so recommended wording
will not work.

We have modified the language to be more
clear and have adjusted the categories to
be: Does not meet expectations,
Sometimes meets expectations, Meets
expectations, Sometimes exceeds
expectations, and Exceeds expectations.




Faculty
Senate

4.8.1.2

Should the Dean (second-level
supervisor) be the default party in the
appeal review process? The Senate

RTP&A committee should take this role.

(22 support, 11 do not, 2 abstain)

RTP&A deals with RTP-level appeals, not
day-to-day personnel issues. They aren’t
equipped to deal with this time sensitive
significant addition to workload. Ideally any
appeal review party should include
individuals with experience setting up and
managing faculty with NOINs or PIPs so
that they understand performance
standards, documentation requirements,
etc. Additionally, in some cases there are
reasons an external to the department
appeal party may be necessary and
preferred by all parties.

Faculty
Senate

4.8.1.2

The faculty member appealing should
determine whether the Dean or the
RTP&A committee/chair takes this role.
(30 support, 4 do not, 1 abstain)

RTP&A deals with RTP-level appeals, not
day-to-day personnel issues. They aren’t
equipped to deal with this time sensitive
significant addition to workload. Ideally any
appeal review party should include
individuals with experience setting up and
managing faculty with NOINs or PIPs so
that they understand performance
standards, documentation requirements,
etc. Additionally, in some cases there are
reasons an external to the department
appeal party may be necessary and
preferred by all parties.

Faculty
Senate

5.3.4 and
5.4.4

Is “the system” referenced Digital
Measures or the templates created by
them? This should be spelled out.

(31 support, 4 do not, 0 abstain)

We do not want to name technological
systems by company name or institutional
branding names as they are apt to change.
Digital Measures, for example, is now being
dubbed Watermark Faculty Success by
UVU. There is no guarantee this will be the
name or system we remain with for the
long term.
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the NOIN or PIP is finalized”. The word “from” should be
inserted between “months” and “the”.

S > poucy | E 5| &5
a = 5§ E|l & € CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE
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<2 5 E| 8§
O wolao
PACE Line 223 X This section does not have a number. It needs one. The Policy Office has corrected numbering and
formatting issues.
PACE 5.2.2 X Line 249 “feasible but no longer than 12 months the time

This revision has been made.




PACE

5.4.5.8

Must select what party within 10 business days? What
party must render their decision?

This section has been removed.
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UVUSA No comments.
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| Date Presented:

etc.).
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would prefer that the default approver
automatically be the 2" level supervisor
unless there is a conflict.

CAMPUS POLICY Editorial Substance CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE
ENTITY SECTION | Comment? | Comment?

AAC 4.6 X Consider categories: mostly meeting There were extensive discussions about the
expectations, meeting expectations, rating scale. The rating scale has been
exceeding expectations. changed to: does not meet expectations,

sometimes meets expectations, meets
expectations, sometimes exceeds
expectations, and exceeds expectations.

AAC 4.8.1.2 X With regards to evaluation appeals, AAC | Notably, this aspect of the policy is being

discussed and deliberated on by the co-
sponsors so there may be a change to
reflect this comment. If no change is made,
then the committee is doubtful that a
second-level supervisor would ever
disagree with a supervisor, and there is a
lack of trust of specific individuals serving
as second-level supervisors.




AAC 5.2/5.3 Timelines seem confusing for submitting | When the policy is implemented in the

goals and evaluations. workflow of Faculty Success by Watermark,
the timelines will be clear and both faculty
and supervisors will get email reminders of
when things are due. Because this is a
vendor issue, it is being fixed to clear up
any confusion.

AAC 5.4 Latitude should be given to The template will be generic enough for
schools/colleges for tracking core schools/colleges to request that specific
themes and RTP. information be included in the materials

submitted by faculty and supervisors if
necessary. The template itself will not be
changed for individual units. The
schools/colleges can give additional
training so they can add supporting
materials within those areas.

AAC 5.4&5.5 Schools/colleges should be able to set The stage 3 draft does not allow or prohibit
some internal deadlines for their areas different deadlines for individual units.
for supervisors to review and provide
feedback.

AAC 3.19 2" Jevel supervisor can be the dean or The language has been changed so that it
associate dean. Perhaps check with HR only refers to “supervisor” or “second-level
for the proper definition? supervisor” to accommodate reporting line

differences in the colleges/schools.

AAC In general Consider adding web page on Faculty Thank you for the suggestion.

Senate about post-tenure review.

AAC In general R481 governs post-tenure review with We believe the revised policy 633 will fulfill
the State. Be sure 633 aligns with this the requirements of R481.
policy.
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CAMPUS POLICY Editorial Substance CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE
ENTITY SECTION | Comment? | Comment?
Drafting 5.3.2and X The intent of the committee was to The language has been changed to say that
Committee | 5.6.4 have the supervisor make any required “An ad hoc committee will complete an
revisions as directed by the ad hoc evaluation appeal, and their
committee. This would be similar to recommendation is then sent to the faculty
what is described in 5.3.2. In this draft, member’s second-level supervisor to make
it gives authority to the ad hoc the final decision.”
committee to actually make the
changes. | think that is problematic and
may create problems with the workflow
in Faculty Success by Watermark.




