Minutes of the Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee
Faculty and Institutional Affairs Committee

UNCP Faculty Senate

April 7, 2009

Members Present: Olivia Oxendine (Chair), Elizabeth Denny, Youngsuk Chae, and David Young.

Members Absent: Jennifer Johnson, Young Sohn, Anna Netterville.

Call to Order: 
Dr. Olivia Oxendine, Chair of the Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee, called the meeting to order at 3:32 p.m.

Approval of the April 7, 2009 Agenda:
The agenda for the April 7 meeting was approved by unanimous vote. 

Approval of the February 23, 2009 Minutes:
After some brief discussion, the minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 

New Business:
The Chair welcomed Dr. Youngsuk Chae to the Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee as a new member.   
Old Business:
1). Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEI) for Online Courses. Olivia Oxendine stated that this topic did not receive all of the coverage that it deserved when it was brought before FIAC in March. As a result, this report will be reconsidered at the April 16th FIAC meeting. The revisions to the SEI and how to administer the evaluation instrument were treated as 1 item by FIAC in March and received unanimous approval. (Note: For more information on this matter, please consult Attachment 3, Administration of the Student Evaluation of Instruction Instrument (SEI) in Online Courses,” for more information).
2). Recommendations in Select Sections of Faculty Handbook (Observation of Teaching).  Libby Denny reported to the Subcommittee on this topic and stated that the recommendations regarding the Handbook are intended to ensure all faculty understand that existing evaluation policies already require online teaching to be observed in the same way as face-to-face courses. (Note: For additional information, see Attachment 1, “Observation of Teaching”). After some discussion and examination of the recommendations, David Young made a motion to approve the Observation of Teaching document and the measure passed by unanimous vote. 
3). Provost Response to Faculty Rebuttals Regarding Annual Review Report. Libby also talked to FERS members about this topic. After researching the matter, Libby reported that nobody (Provost, Chancellor, etc.) has to respond to a rebuttal that they receive directly. This procedure applies to annual tenure, promotion, renewal, and post-tenure evaluations. After some discussion, Libby made the following motion:
Motion. The procedures outlined in the Faculty Handbook are adequate in terms of rebuttals (whether they be submitted as part of an annual, tenure, post-tenure, or other evaluation). 
Olivia Oxendine made a motion to accept the above measure, and Libby Denny seconded the motion. The motion passed by unanimous vote. (Note: For additional information, see Attachment 2, “Examination of FDW’s Resolution Requiring the Provost to Respond to a Rebuttal of a Dean’s Report in the Annual Evaluation Process,”).
4). Recent Faculty Senate Action on Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee recommendations (inclusive SEI and Administering the SEI in face-to-face courses). Libby Denny was able to attend the Faculty Senate meeting in the absence of the Chair and reported that these two recommendations were molded into 1 motion which failed to pass ultimately in the Faculty Senate. FERS still intends to send along its recommendation regarding the usage of the SEI in online classes.
Adjournment:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted, 

David W. Young

Secretary
Attachment #1

Observation of Teaching

From the Calendars of Events for Initial Two-Year and Three-Year Contract Reviews, Sections  4-13.D, 4.13.E:
Classroom Observations: The department chair and members of PEC carry out classroom observations. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observations of online teaching. 

12-11 Online Course Management Policy and Procedures

Part 1, d. Academic Review -- Being instructor-of-record for a course comes with the institutional policy that an immediate academic chair can "sit-in" on a course for the purposes of performance reviews.  In the event of a course review, the instructor should be notified of the anticipated timeframe for the review.

Deans, chairs, program directors, program coordinators, and members of committees evaluating the work of faculty teaching on-line courses have the automatic, on-going right of access to all on-line course materials used in on-line courses offered under their supervision.  

Other faculty and administrators conducting university-approved inquiries involving grade appeals and/or other officially approved reviews of specific courses may request permission from the supervising dean or chair for more limited access.

Since the online course falls under the University’s Appropriate Use Policy (AUP)[http://www.uncp.edu/ucis/policies/AUP.htm], only the Chancellor or appropriate Vice Chancellor can authorize persons other than those named above to have access to the online course.

Thus, it is clear from the sections above that observation online teaching as well as observation of classroom teaching is expected when all major evaluations are conducted. The following changes to the Faculty Handbook are suggested to clarify this expectation for all parties involved in evaluations. It is also recommended that Liz Normandy be asked to note this expectation when she holds training sessions on evaluation for faculty through the TLC.    

OLD: 

4-2.B.3

Documentation
1.
Major evaluations (renewal, tenure, promotion, and post-tenure review) shall include documentation of teaching effectiveness. This documentation typically includes copies of representative syllabi, tests, assignments, and handouts; samples of student work and the faculty member's response to the work; and Student Evaluation Reports (Section Error! Reference source not found.). This documentation is typically not required for annual evaluations.

For major evaluations (renewal, tenure, promotion), reports on classroom observations by the department chair and members of a Peer Evaluation Committee are required (see Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found. for procedures).

NEW: 

4-2.B.3

Documentation
1.       Major evaluations (renewal, tenure, promotion, and post-tenure review) shall include documentation of teaching effectiveness. This documentation typically includes copies of representative syllabi, tests, assignments, and handouts; samples of student work and the faculty member's response to the work; and Student Evaluation Reports (Section Error! Reference source not found.4-6.B). This extensive documentation is typically not required for annual evaluations.

For major evaluations (renewal, tenure, promotion), reports on classroom observations of teaching observations by the department chair and members of a Peer Evaluation Committee are required (see Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found. See Section 4-7.D.2 for procedures).

OLD: 

4-3.D The Peer Evaluation Committee

The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report in decisions involving tenure and/or promotion, as well as contract renewal evaluations (see Section 4-7.C.1 and 4-7.D) and in post-tenure review evaluations (see Section 4-11.C.3).
The report is based on documentation submitted by the faculty member being evaluated, classroom observations, and external review if called for. The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for gathering appropriate information, assessing its implications, and formulating a coherent evaluation of the faculty member's performance. To retain the special value of their perspective, Committee's evaluation should be independent of the department chair's evaluation.

NEW: 

4-3.D The Peer Evaluation Committee

The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report in decisions involving tenure and/or promotion, as well as contract renewal evaluations (see Section 4-7.C.1 and 4-7.D) and in post-tenure review evaluations (see Section 4-11.C.3).
The report is based on documentation submitted by the faculty member being evaluated, classroom observations of teaching, and external review if called for. The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for gathering appropriate information, assessing its implications, and formulating a coherent evaluation of the faculty member's performance. To retain the special value of their perspective, Committee's evaluation should be independent of the department chair's evaluation.

OLD: 

4-7.C Responsibilities of Department Chairs in Relation to Tenure and Promotion Evaluations

As discussed in Section Error! Reference source not found department chairs are responsible for notifying a faculty member by September 7 of the evaluation year, in writing, that a mandatory major evaluation is due. Additionally, department chairs are responsible for establishing Peer Evaluation Committees, conducting classroom observations, compiling and submitting Student Evaluation Reports, preparing and submitting all Chair's Evaluation Reports that are required for tenure and/or promotion decisions, and completing the Tenure, Promotion, and Renewal Forms (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.).

NEW: 

4-7.C Responsibilities of Department Chairs in Relation to Tenure and Promotion Evaluations

As discussed in Section Error! Reference source not found. 4-7.A department chairs are responsible for notifying a faculty member by September 7 of the evaluation year, in writing, that a mandatory major evaluation is due. Additionally, department chairs are responsible for establishing Peer Evaluation Committees, conducting classroom observations observation of teaching, compiling and submitting Student Evaluation Reports, preparing and submitting all Chair's Evaluation Reports that are required for tenure and/or promotion decisions, and completing the Tenure, Promotion, and Renewal Forms (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found. 4-12.C).

OLD: 

4-7.C.2  Chair's Evaluation Report for Tenure and Promotion Decisions

1. 
Classroom Observations: The department Chair's Evaluation Report should include information from classroom observations each lasting at least 30 minutes in two separate courses. 
2. 
Summary Report of Student Evaluations: The department chair prepares the Student Evaluation Report by summarizing in a narrative the quantitative summaries and individual comments given by students. The chair prepares this report in a similar fashion to the annual evaluation by combining the results of the previous three annual Student Evaluation Reports. See Section Error! Reference source not found. for a discussion of student evaluations.

3. 
Chair's Evaluation Report and Recommendation: The department chair must prepare a report and make a recommendation for tenure and/or promotion. In completing this report, the department chair considers the faculty member's self-evaluation, supporting documentation, student evaluations, and classroom observations. Other input from students, colleagues, external sources, and University administrators may also be used. The Standard Performance Rating Scale (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.) is to be followed in making the final recommendation. See Figure, Section 0 for the areas to be addressed in the Chair's Evaluation Report for tenure and/or promotion.

NEW: 

4-7.C.2  Chair's Evaluation Report for Tenure and Promotion Decisions

1. 
Classroom Observations of Teaching: The department Chair's Evaluation Report should include information from classroom observations each lasting at least 30 minutes in two separate courses. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observation of online teaching. (See Section 12-11, Online Course Management Policy and Procedures, Part 1.d.)

2. 
Summary Report of Student Evaluations: The department chair prepares the Student Evaluation Report by summarizing in a narrative the quantitative summaries and individual comments given by students. The chair prepares this report in a similar fashion to the annual evaluation by combining the results of the previous three annual Student Evaluation Reports. See Section Error! Reference source not found. 4-6.B for a discussion of student evaluations.

3. 
Chair's Evaluation Report and Recommendation: The department chair must prepare a report and make a recommendation for tenure and/or promotion. In completing this report, the department chair considers the faculty member's self-evaluation, supporting documentation, student evaluations, and classroom observations of teaching. Other input from students, colleagues, external sources, and University administrators may also be used. The Standard Performance Rating Scale (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found. 4-12.F) is to be followed in making the final recommendation. See Figure, Section 0 for the areas to be addressed in the Chair's Evaluation Report for tenure and/or promotion.

OLD: 

4-7.D Responsibilities of the Peer Evaluation Committee

The requirements for membership on a Peer Evaluation Committee are described in Section Error! Reference source not found. and Section Error! Reference source not found.; see also the Peer Evaluation Committee Form (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.).

Under the guidance of its chair, the Peer Evaluation Committee is charged with preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report based on the following items: documentation submitted by the faculty member undergoing evaluation for tenure and/or promotion, classroom observations, and external review if necessary.

NEW: 

4-7.D Responsibilities of the Peer Evaluation Committee

The requirements for membership on a Peer Evaluation Committee are described in Section 4-12.BError! Reference source not found. and Section Error! Reference source not found.; see also the Peer Evaluation Committee Form (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.).

Under the guidance of its chair, the Peer Evaluation Committee is charged with preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report based on the following items: documentation submitted by the faculty member undergoing evaluation for tenure and/or promotion, classroom observations of teaching, and external review if necessary.

OLD:

4-7.D.2 Classroom Observations

At least two members the Committee must conduct classroom observations of the candidate's teaching. To promote reliability, a set of classroom observations should consist of at least one observation lasting at least 30 minutes in two separate courses by each observer. Observers submit an oral or written report of their observations to the Committee. The Committee's final report weighs and integrates these reports but does not incorporate them verbatim.

NEW: 

4-7.D.2 Classroom Observations Observation of Teaching 

At least two members the Committee must conduct classroom observations of the candidate's teaching. To promote reliability, a set of classroom observations should consist of at least one observation lasting at least 30 minutes in two separate courses by each observer. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observation of online teaching. (See Section 12-11, Online Course Management Policy and Procedures, Part1.d.)

Observers submit an oral or written report of their observations to the Committee. The Committee's final report weighs and integrates these reports but does not incorporate them verbatim.

OLD:

4-8.A Contract Renewal Evaluations

The procedures for these evaluations generally follow the procedures specified for tenure and/or promotion. These evaluations are conducted according to the calendars found in Section 4-13.   Procedures to be followed by the Peer Evaluation Committee are shown in Section 4-7.D.

Faculty members undergoing contract renewal evaluations are to collect student evaluations of their courses, generally following the procedures shown in Section 4-6.B. Classroom observations by the department chair and by members of the Peer Evaluation Committee, therefore, are even more important to the evaluation process.

NEW: 

4-8.A Contract Renewal Evaluations

The procedures for these evaluations generally follow the procedures specified for tenure and/or promotion. These evaluations are conducted according to the calendars found in Section 4-13.   Procedures to be followed by the Peer Evaluation Committee are shown in Section 4-7.D.

Faculty members undergoing contract renewal evaluations are to collect student evaluations of their courses, generally following the procedures shown in Section 4-6.B. Classroom observations Observation of teaching by the department chair and by members of the Peer Evaluation Committee, therefore, are is even more important to the evaluation process.

(Note on the deletion of the word “therefore”- We are pretty sure the word “therefore” in the above section is a hold-over from previous Handbooks when this section referred to Student Evaluation data being collected very early in the faculty member’s first semester. Because the sentence discussing early data collection was deleted when we went to a two-year initial contract, the word “therefore” makes no sense in the current section. It probably IS still important to emphasize that multiple direct observations by multiple faculty should carry more weight than student satisfaction data, however; thus, the phrase “even more important” was not deleted.) 

OLD:

4-10 Evaluation Of Department Chairs

4-10.A     Annual Evaluations of Faculty Responsibilities

Each department chair is evaluated annually by the Dean of his or her college or school and by the Office for Academic Affairs. Procedures parallel those for annual evaluations of all faculty, except that the duties normally carried out by the department chair are handled by the Chair's Dean (see Section Error! Reference source not found.). A chair is evaluated in terms of teaching, scholarship, and service using area weights deemed appropriate for the department. There will, of course, be no merit salary increase recommendation from the department chair. As part of the annual evaluation of the Chair's faculty responsibilities, the Dean will schedule a conference with each Chair to discuss the Dean's evaluation of the Chair's performance.

The Dean will prepare a written annual evaluation report and present it to the department chair at least three days before the annual evaluation conference is to be held. At the evaluation conference, the department chair signs the evaluation report and receives a copy.

The Office for Academic Affairs collects from each chair an annual self-evaluation and supporting documentation, and may conduct classroom observations of the department chair's teaching.

NEW: 

4-10.A     Annual Evaluations of Faculty Responsibilities

Each department chair is evaluated annually by the Dean of his or her college or school and by the Office for Academic Affairs. Procedures parallel those for annual evaluations of all faculty, except that the duties normally carried out by the department chair are handled by the Chair's Dean (see Section 4-6.C Error! Reference source not found.). A chair is evaluated in terms of teaching, scholarship, and service using area weights deemed appropriate for the department. There will, of course, be no merit salary increase recommendation from the department chair. As part of the annual evaluation of the Chair's faculty responsibilities, the Dean will schedule a conference with each Chair to discuss the Dean's evaluation of the Chair's performance.

The Dean will prepare a written annual evaluation report and present it to the department chair at least three days before the annual evaluation conference is to be held. At the evaluation conference, the department chair signs the evaluation report and receives a copy.

The Office for Academic Affairs collects from each chair an annual self-evaluation and supporting documentation, and may conduct classroom observations of the department chair's teaching.

(Note on the deletion of the last paragraph which mentions classroom observations: We believe the above section referring to the Office of Academic Affairs is a hold-over from when we did not have deans. It should have been deleted when the dean section was inserted. No special mention of the observation of teaching is needed here now because that is covered by the first paragraph which notes that the dean’s evaluation procedures parallel the evaluation procedures for all faculty members.) 

OLD: 

4-13.B  Typical Calendar of Events for Tenure and/or Promotion
October 7-November 15

External Review Initiation: If desired, external review of the faculty member’s scholarly or creative work is initiated by either the faculty member or the PEC (through the department chair).

Classroom observations: Observations in the candidate's classes are carried out by the department chair and members of the PEC.

NEW: 

 4-13.B  Typical Calendar of Events for Tenure and/or Promotion
October 7-November 15

External Review Initiation: If desired, external review of the faculty member’s scholarly or creative work is initiated by either the faculty member or the PEC (through the department chair).

Classroom observations Observations of Teaching: Observations Observation in of the candidate's classes are teaching is carried out by the department chair and members of the PEC. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observation of online teaching.

OLD: 

4-13.D Calendar of Events for Initial Two-Year Contract Review

February-April 14  
Classroom Observations: The department chair and members of PEC carry out classroom observations. If the faculty member is teaching on-line, provisions must be made for observations of online teaching. 

NEW:

4-13.D Calendar of Events for Initial Two-Year Contract Review

February-April 14  
Classroom Observations Observation of Teaching: The department chair and members of PEC carry out classroom observations observation of the faculty member’s teaching. If the faculty member is teaching on-line online, provisions must be made for observations observation of online teaching. 

OLD: 

4-13.E Calendar of Events for Initial Three-Year Contract Review

October –January 14    Classroom Observations: During the fall semester, the department chair and members of PEC carry out classroom observations. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observation of online teaching.

NEW: 

4-13.E Calendar of Events for Initial Three-Year Contract Review

October –January 14    Classroom Observations Observation of Teaching: During the fall semester, the department chair and members of PEC carry out classroom observations observation of the faculty member’s teaching. If the faculty member is teaching online, provisions must be made for observation of online teaching.

OLD: 
4-13.F Typical Calendar of Events for Post-Tenure Review

Oct. 7      Optional classroom observations (when deemed appropriate) are carried out by department chair and members of the Peer Evaluation Committee. 

NEW: 

4-13.F Typical Calendar of Events for Post-Tenure Review

Oct. 7      Optional classroom observations observation of teaching (when deemed appropriate) are is carried out by department chair and members of the Peer Evaluation Committee. 

OLD: 

4-12.A. Format for Evaluation Reports

2). TEACHING 

Area Weight (50% to 70%)      

a) Classroom activities. Discuss classroom work as it relates to how knowledge in a faculty member's discipline is covered (e.g., categories, principles, summaries), how the specific content of a discipline is imparted (e.g., facts, examples), the development of general student skills (e.g., communication, critical thinking, creativity, mathematics), how student learning is motivated (e.g., stimulating curiosity, confidence, and task-specific motivation), measures of student performance (e.g., examinations, papers, presentations, other projects), and future plans for development in the area of teaching.

b) Auxiliary teaching activities. Discuss evidence that grades have been submitted in a timely manner, how students are being advised, supplementary instructional time provided outside of class, the supervising of student research projects, working with colleagues to develop curricula, and plans for future development in this area.

NEW: 

4-12.A. Format for Evaluation Reports

2). TEACHING 

Area Weight (50% to 70%)      

a) Classroom Teaching activities. Discuss classroom teaching work activities as it they relates relate to how knowledge in a faculty member's discipline is covered (e.g., categories, principles, summaries), how the specific content of a discipline is imparted (e.g., facts, examples), the development of general student skills (e.g., communication, critical thinking, creativity, mathematics), how student learning is motivated (e.g., stimulating curiosity, confidence, and task-specific motivation), measures of student performance (e.g., examinations, papers, presentations, other projects), and future plans for development in the area of teaching.

b) Auxiliary teaching activities. Discuss evidence that grades have been submitted in a timely manner, how students are being advised, supplementary instructional time provided outside of class, the supervising of student research projects, working with colleagues to develop curricula, and plans for future development in this area.

Attachment #2

Examination of FDW’s Resolution Requiring the Provost to Respond to a Rebuttal of a Dean’s Report in the Annual Evaluation Process 

At the FIAC meeting on 1/15/09, FDW proposed an alteration to the Calendar of Events for Annual Evaluation. Specifically, FDW wished to insert language requiring the Provost to respond to a faculty member’s rebuttal of a dean’s report in the annual evaluation process. The issue was referred to FERS by FIAC. Olivia Oxendine then asked Libby Denny to research this issue to see if we might want to draft a “resolution” on this issue. 
The issue at hand:

Section 4-13: A Typical Calendar of Events for Annual Evaluation . . .
 

To the sub-part beginning with . .   "May 15 Submission of Dean's Annual Report . . . "

 

Here is what FDW wishes to see: 

 

"Upon receiving the Dean's Annual Report and in the case of a faculty member's rebuttal, the Provost and the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs must respond to the rebuttal within thirty (30) days."

 
Issues to consider:

1. I have consulted a member of FDW to try to more fully understand FDW’s concern. The rationale for this proposed change appears to be a belief on the part of at least some FDW members that the lack of a statement in the annual evaluation timetable mandating a response to a rebuttal from the Provost is merely an oversight/omission. However, the Provost is never required to provide a response to any rebuttal he receives whether the evaluation type is tenure, promotion, renewal, post-tenure, or annual. 

A. TENURE and/or PROMOTION- In the case of a tenure and/or promotion evaluation, the only rebuttal submitted directly to the Provost would be a rebuttal of the Promotion and Tenure Committee’s (PTC) report/decision; if the dean’s report had been rebutted, that rebuttal would have been submitted to the PTC.  This latter type of rebuttal would be a part of the entire package sent to the Provost. The Provost is not required to respond to any of the rebuttals, including a rebuttal submitted directly to him. Rather, the timetable on p 4-48 indicates the following:
	April 1
	Submission of Promotion and Tenure Committee Report: The Chair of the P&T Committee should submit the Committee’s report, the Dean's Promotion and Tenure Evaluation Report, and all relevant materials to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. Any PTC minority report is also submitted to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

	Report transmittal + 10 days
	Optional rebuttal to the PTC Report: If the PTC report is unfavorable, the faculty member may, within 10 days of receiving the report, submit a rebuttal to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

	May 1
	The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs sends his or her recommendation for promotion and/or tenure to the Chancellor.

	May
	Administrative Report: The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs sends a report of Chancellor's decision, vote of PTC, and other information to candidate.


The faculty member under consideration for tenure and/or promotion is to receive a copy of the various reports as they are submitted. Note that promotion decisions are also reviewed by the UNCP Board of Trustees. Tenure decisions are reviewed by both the UNCP Board of Trustees and by the UNC Board of Governors.

The narrative on p 4-22 indicates:

4-7.G          Responsibilities of the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs in Relation to Promotion and Tenure

The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs shall receive and distribute all materials from the department chair, Peer Evaluation Committee, Dean of the faculty member's school or college, Promotion and Tenure Committee, and the faculty member being evaluated. Upon receipt of the Tenure and Promotion Report, the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs considers all recommendations and supporting materials. Further consultations with the candidate or any of the participants in the evaluation process may be conducted.

The Provost and Vice Chancellor submits a final recommendation to the Chancellor no later than May 1, accompanied by all of the evaluation materials received, and at the same time sends the candidate under consideration for promotion or tenure an unelaborated statement of this recommendation. The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs is responsible for informing the candidate of the final action taken by the Chancellor, the vote of the Promotion and Tenure Committee, and any additional details that are deemed beneficial to a consistent and equitable evaluation process. The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs will return the candidate’s materials to him or her at the conclusion of the evaluation process.

As can be seen, all candidates for tenure and/or promotion—not just those who have submitted rebuttals to the Provost-- receive “an unelaborated statement” of the Provost’s recommendation to the Chancellor regarding tenure/promotion as our tenure regulations require that the candidate receive copies of all reports as they are submitted. This requirement may have given some members of FDW the erroneous impression that the Provost responds to rebuttals submitted in tenure/promotion evaluations because those who have submitted rebuttals do receive a statement documenting the Provost’s decision within a specified timeframe. However, people who have not submitted rebuttals also receive these unelaborated statements; moreover, these one-sentence reports are not responses to rebuttals per se, but are merely required as part of our tenure regulations. In the tenure/promotion process, the Provost is also responsible for informing the candidate of the final decision per our regulations. 

B. RENEWAL- In the case of a renewal evaluation which involves a rebuttal of the dean’s decision that is submitted to the Provost, the Provost is not required to respond to a candidate’s rebuttal.
Page 4-23 says:

The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs reviews all the evaluative materials and recommends to the Chancellor whether or not to reappoint the candidate. The Chancellor makes the final decision on reappointment. Conditions governing nonreappointment are listed in the Faculty Handbook, Section 5-6; note that the faculty member's competence is not the only factor considered in reappointment decision. The Code of the University of North Carolina (see the excerpt in the Faculty Handbook, Section 12-1) specifies deadlines for notification of non-reappointment.
The Calendar on page 4-53 governing initial two-year contracts (which most initial contracts now are) says the following occur during the second year: 

	August 30 

September 5

September 15


	Dean’s Evaluation Report: The Dean will prepare a Dean's Evaluation Report for each member in his or her school or college undergoing second year initial review, and complete the Dean’s Evaluation Report Form for each faculty member being evaluated. The Dean will convey the Dean’s report to the faculty member by August 30. 

Signing and Returning Dean's Evaluation Report: The faculty member has until this date to review the Dean’s evaluation materials, and to sign and return one copy to the Dean.

Optional Rebuttal of Dean's Evaluation: If the Dean’s evaluation disagrees with that of the department chair or the PEC, the faculty member has until this date to submit a rebuttal of the Dean's evaluation to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. 

	September 15
	Submission of Dean's Reports: The Dean is to submit the Dean's Evaluation Report, attaching all materials presented, to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

	November 1

November 15

(This date may not be altered)


	Reappointment Decision: Following procedures in the UNCP Tenure Regulations, after conferring with the faculty member’s department chair, and with the Dean of the faculty member’s school or college  the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs decides whether to reappoint the faculty member. The Provost and Vice Chancellor reports the decision to the Chancellor for information. [Libby’s note: This appears inconsistent with the narrative. We need to look at this]

Notification of Reappointment Decision: By November 15 of the second year, if the decision is not to reappoint an Assistant Professor, the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs provides written notice to the faculty member. Per Section 604.A of the UNC Code, “If a decision is not to reappoint, then failure to give timely notice of nonreappointment will oblige the Chancellor  to offer a terminal appointment of one academic year.” 


As can be seen from the above calendar, in the event of a renewal evaluation, the candidate may submit a rebuttal of the dean’s report to the Provost, ONLY IF the dean’s report disagrees with that of the department chair or the PEC. However, the Provost is not required to respond to this rebuttal. 

In the case of an unsuccessful bid for renewal, the candidate with an initial two-year contract must be notified in writing by Nov 15 of the second year (180 days before the end of the contract) per provisions of the UNC Code. Our UNCP regulations require this notification to come from the Provost. This requirement may have given some members of FDW the erroneous impression that the Provost responds to rebuttals submitted him regarding renewal. However, the Provost is not obligated to respond specifically to rebuttals and the notification that he is required to make is not a response to a rebuttal, except in a very indirect way.

C. POST-TENURE- The procedures for post-tenure evaluation resemble those of a renewal evaluation more than they resemble those for a tenure and/or promotion evaluation although there are some very important differences. Unlike a tenure/promotion evaluation there is no involvement of the PTC. Faculty members are evaluated by a PEC, their dept chair, and their dean, as is the case with a renewal evaluation. These reports go to the Provost. Faculty members may rebut reports from both the PEC and the dept chair. These rebuttals go to the dean. As is the case with other types of evaluations, the faculty member may rebut the dean’s decision ONLY if the dean’s decision differs from that of either the PEC or the dept chair. In other words, if a dean’s decision is negative, that decision can be rebutted to the Provost ONLY if at least one of the dept-level decisions was positive.  If both of dept-level decisions were negative (or if the only dept report generated was negative in the case of a dept chair), these decisions could have been rebutted to the dean, but the dean’s negative report cannot be rebutted to the Provost because it matches the previous reports. 

Although any rebuttals generated become part of the overall package submitted to the Provost, the only way a rebuttal in a post-tenure review could be submitted directly to the Provost would be if at least one of the dept-level reports was positive (Note: In the case of a dept chair undergoing post-tenure review, there will be only one dept-level report—that of the PEC.)  A faculty may wish to rebut a negative dean’s report even after receiving positive dept-level reports (or after receiving a single dept-level positive report in the case of a dept chair) simply to gain satisfaction and to attempt to “correct the record” in a post-tenure evaluation. However, in this case, a rebuttal of a dean’s negative report will have absolutely NO effect on the decision made regarding post-tenure review evaluation. Post-tenure review is different from the other types of review in that the policy indicates (Part F, p 4-29) 

If performance ratings unanimously indicate satisfactory performance or if there is disagreement among the reports on the satisfactory or unsatisfactory performance of the faculty member being evaluated, the Provost and Chancellor for Academic Affairs shall recommend to the Chancellor that no action be taken.

If the reports unanimously concur that performance is unsatisfactory, the procedures lay out what is to happen. The Provost would be at the center of any further action taken to ensure improvement. (The Chancellor would be responsible for making the decision to discharge a tenured faculty member in serious cases or in cases where improvement was not forthcoming within the specified timeframe.) However, even in the case of unanimously negative reports, there could have been no rebuttal submitted directly to the Provost as the negative dean’s report would have agreed with all other negative reports. Hence, no rebuttal of the dean’s report would have been allowed.  

Thus, it seems clear in the case of post-tenure review, the Provost is not required to nor does he respond to rebuttals.
D. In the case of an annual evaluation, the calendar on p 4-46 indicates: 
	Report signing + 10 days
	Optional Rebuttal of Dean's Evaluation: If the Dean’s evaluation disagrees with that of the department chair, the faculty member may submit a rebuttal of the Dean's annual evaluation to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs within 10 days after signing the report.

	May 15
	Submission of Dean's Annual Reports: The Dean should submit the annual Dean's Evaluation Report, attaching the faculty member's Self-Evaluation Report, any supporting documentation, Student Evaluation Report, and Annual Merit Salary Increase Recommendation to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

	May-August
	Faculty Contracts: The Office of the Chancellor should send the next year's contract, and salary increase information, to faculty members by the start of the new academic year.




Note that this calendar says we should receive this letter from the Chancellor by the beginning of the new academic year. This rarely happens partly because of delays from the NC Legislature 

The narrative on p 4-16 indicates
4-6.E    Annual Provost's Evaluation Report

The Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs reviews all the evaluative materials submitted by the Deans and recommends to the Chancellor whether or not to increase each faculty member's salary and how much to increase the salary, if an increase is recommended.

4-6.F     Chancellor's Evaluation

After reviewing all the materials accumulated by the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, and considering the recommendation of the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, the Chancellor makes the final decision on all faculty salary increases.

It is clear from this narrative that, unlike in a tenure and/or promotion evaluation, faculty members are not given documentation of the recommendation the Provost makes to the Chancellor regarding salary. Asking the Provost to respond to a rebuttal would, in effect, mandate that he reveal the salary recommendation he made to the Chancellor in cases where a rebuttal had been written. Further, this would, in effect, require that the Chancellor’s decision about a rebutting faculty member’s salary stand apart from the Provost’s recommendation. 

I do not believe that the faculty can require these kinds of administrative deliberations/individual recommendations and decisions to be revealed through Faculty Senate action.  

2. In addition to a mistaken belief that the Provost is required to respond to rebuttals in non-annual evaluations, it appears that at least some members of FDW feel that rebuttals of annual evaluations may “get lost” in the system (for lack of a better description.) They seem to feel that the only way to ensure that the Provost acts on a rebuttal (to either uphold it or to discount it) in an annual evaluation situation is to require an overt response from him.  

I think this is a mistaken belief. As the narrative from p 4-16 reproduced above indicates, the Chancellor makes his salary recommendation after receiving the Provost’s recommendation. Therefore, receiving a salary letter from the Chancellor is proof that the Provost has taken action. If the salary letter reveals no raise has been awarded (and that is what the dean recommended and what had been rebutted) then this salary letter is evidence that either 1) the faculty’s member’s rebuttal was not persuasive to the Provost or 2) although the rebuttal persuaded the Provost, the Chancellor did not agree with the Provost’s recommendation (which always could happen even in non-rebutted cases.) If the letter reveals a higher raise than was recommended by the dean, then the letter is evidence that the faculty’s member’s rebuttal was persuasive to either the Chancellor or to both the Provost and the Chancellor. In either case, the faculty member has been given the only answer to his/her rebuttal to which he/she is most likely entitled.    
3. FERS, through FIAC and the Faculty Senate, really cannot make the Provost do anything. In other words, in this case, we cannot mandate institutional policy regarding salary deliberations, unless the Senate passes an Act to that effect and the Chancellor later signs it. The different types of actions the senate can take according to Article II, Section 4 of the UNCP Faculty Constitution, p 11-2

Section 4.
Actions of the Senate completed

A.
Actions of the Senate shall be in one of three forms:

1.
Act. An Act shall have the effect of policy.

2.
Resolution. A Resolution shall express the sentiment of the Senate.

3.
Recommendation. A Recommendation shall express the advice of the Senate, giving advice only.

B.
No Acts of the Senate shall have the effect of policy unless they have been passed by a majority vote and bear the signature of the Chancellor of the University, indicating his approval.

C.
Upon passage of an Act, the Chair of the Senate shall submit the same in writing to the Chancellor within three school days of its passage.

D.
The Chancellor may veto an Act. In such case the Senate shall be notified of such action at its next meeting.

It seems clear, if we are going to do anything, it should take the form of a recommendation, not a resolution as was mentioned in Olivia’s email. I recommend we do nothing based on the above descriptions of how rebuttals are handled. It may also be helpful to share our reasoning at FIAC so that members of FDW can be made aware of it. 
Attachment #3
Administration of the Student Evaluation of Instruction Instrument

(SEI) in Online Courses
SEI data must be gathered in accordance with policies that appear in the Faculty Handbook
whether a course is taught online or is taught face-to-face. It is of great concern to the Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee (FERS) of the Faculty Senate that these policies may not have been followed by the Office of Distance Education in recent years. (Relevant excerpts from the Handbook appear at the end of this document).

Recommendations:
1. Section 4-6.B.3, Schedule of Student Evaluations, sets aside the rotation schedule for collection of data. FERS recommends that a procedure be developed to ensure that the Office of Distance Education can identify which online faculty members require evaluation by the SEI in a given semester. One suggestion is to forward this concern to either the Deans Council or to the Chairs’ Council. This would also ensure that department chairs are aware of the need to incorporate online course SEI data into annual evaluation reports. 

2). The SEI data for courses taught online must be incorporated into the Chairs’ Annual Evaluation Reports which are distributed to faculty members for their signatures between April 15 and May 1. (Please see the Typical Calendar of Events for Annual Evaluations, Section 4-13.A and Preparation of Student Evaluation Reports, Section 4.6.B.4). Therefore, SEI data gathered by the Office of Distance Education in spring semester courses must be provided to department chairs no later than April 1.

3). To ensure that data are collected at an approximately equivalent point in the fall semester, it is recommended that SEI data gathered by the Office of Distance Education in fall semesters be collected in November. It is further recommended that these data be provided to department chairs no later than about December 1. These data must be available to first-year faculty for discussion and incorporation into their renewal portfolios that are due to department chairs in mid-January. In addition, SEI data may fulfill a formative purpose for all faculty members, so timely dissemination is critical. 

4). As is noted in the Handbook policies,  faculty may not be given access to their SEI data by department chairs until the semester is over and all course grades have been submitted. To ensure uncontaminated data, it is equally important to ensure that online students not be allowed to complete the SEI after they have received their final course grades. 

5). SEI data should be provided to the chair of the department who is responsible for performing the annual evaluation of that faculty member ONLY. Normally, this is the chair of the department where the faculty member holds rank. If a department chair is teaching an online course, SEI data for his/her course should be provided to the dean of the department chair’s school or college. 

6). Graduate course assessments are conducted according to procedures approved by the Graduate Council and the Faculty Senate. These data are used to assess courses and cannot be used to evaluate faculty. FERS recommends that the Graduate Council and/or Faculty Senate insert a description of this process for collecting graduate course evaluations in the Faculty Handbook. The current Handbook (Section 4-6.B.2) states only “Graduate courses are evaluated following procedures approved by the Graduate Council and the Faculty Senate. These procedures can be found in the Graduate Faculty Handbook.” However, the webpage for the School of Graduate Studies merely states that the Graduate Faculty Handbook is “Coming soon!” Given the continuing confusion over procedures related to the collection of these course data, as well as their purpose, it might be useful to have this information more readily available to faculty and to those who are responsible for evaluating faculty. Collection of these data for online courses should mirror data collection procedures used for face-to-face courses. 

Relevant excerpts from the Faculty Handbook:

4.6.B.1  Policies for Student Evaluation

All course instructors (full-or part-time faculty, department chairs, or administrators who teach) are evaluated by students in all their classes. Full-time faculty are evaluated during one semester of each academic year and part-time faculty are evaluated each semester. The Student Evaluation of Instruction Form must be approved by the Senate of the Student Government Association and the Faculty Senate (see Figure, Section 4-12.D). A department may add up to five supplementary items or scales to this form without approval from the Senate. Alternatively, a department may develop a substitute Student Evaluation of Instruction Form in lieu of the general form. The Senate of the Student Government Association and the Faculty Senate must approve any alternate forms. 

4-6.B.2  Collection Procedures for Student Evaluations

Instructors being evaluated by students must employ the following evaluation procedures. First, the class is to select a student who will distribute the forms, collect the completed forms, place them in an envelope, and return the sealed envelope to the department secretary. Second, the faculty member must be absent from class while the evaluations are completed. Third, the faculty member being evaluated must not tabulate the student evaluations. Fourth, the faculty member must not receive any report on his or her evaluations until grades for the current semester have been submitted; verbatim evaluation statements will be transcribed when possible. Faculty members are encouraged to conduct student evaluations at the beginning of a class session, to allow students adequate time to complete them.

Student evaluation of graduate instruction follows the same procedures as in undergraduate instruction. Graduate courses are evaluated following procedures approved by the Graduate Council and the Faculty Senate. These procedures can be found in the Graduate Faculty Handbook.

4-6.B.3  Schedule of Student Evaluations

All first-year faculty are to be evaluated by students in both fall and spring semesters. Other faculty members are to be evaluated once a year on the following schedule:

Academic years that begin in odd-numbered years (e.g., fall, 1995-spring, 1996)


Faculty whose last names begin A-M are evaluated in the fall semester


Faculty whose last names begin N-Z are evaluated in the spring semester

Academic years that begin in even-numbered years (e.g., fall, 1996-spring, 1997)


Faculty whose last names begin N-Z are evaluated in the fall semester


Faculty whose last names begin A-M are evaluated in the spring semester

4.6.B.4  Preparation of Student Evaluation Reports
A quantitative summary of the ratings in each course is prepared as soon as possible and transcripts of student comments are prepared when possible. The faculty member being evaluated must not prepare the quantitative summary or the transcript of comments. The department chair must retain the raw Student Evaluation of Instruction Forms for as long as these may be required for future evaluation reviews. 

After grades have been submitted, the faculty member receives copies of the quantitative summaries and copies of the transcribed student comments if available. The faculty member may examine the original comments in the department chair’s office.

The department chair prepares the Student Evaluation Report, based on both undergraduate and graduate student evaluations, to be included in the annual Chair’s Evaluation Report, by summarizing in a narrative the quantitative summaries and individual comments given by students. 
