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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 institutional policies and other written
institutional expectations as conveyed by supervisory authorities in accordance with UVU and
the Utah System of Higher Education (USHE) policies.

1.2 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.

2.0 REFERENCES

2.1 Duties and Responsibilities of the President of a Degree-granting Institution of Higher
Education—Approval by Board of Trustees, Utah Code § 53B-2-106.1

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

2.3 UVU Policy 165 Discrimination, Harassment, and Affirmative Action

2.4 UVU Policy 635, Faculty Rights and Professional Responsibilities

2.42.5 UVU Policy 641 Salaried Faculty Workload—Academic Year
2.52.6 UVU Policy 648 Faculty Personnel Reduction

2.62.7 UVU Policy 649 Faculty Renediation-Sanction, and Dismissal for Cause

3.0 DEFINITIONS
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3.1 Academic year: The Fall and Spring semesters combined.

3.2 Annual review reporting period: The annual review reporting period begins the first day of
summer term each year and ends at the start of summer term the following year. Faculty who do
not perform work for the University during the summer will report only on their work performed
during the academic year.

3.3 Annual goal-setting template: A template supplied by Academic Affairs for use during the
annual goal-setting process.

3.4 Annual review template: A template supplied by Academic Affairs for use during the
annual review process.

3.5 Compliance: Adherence to policies and other written institutional expectations as conveyed
by supervisory authorities per UVU and USHE policies.

3.6 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.

3.7 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).

3.8 Notice of improvement needed (NOIN): A non-diseiphinary-sanction type of feedback
regarding a minor or first-time performance issue that includes a plan developed by a faculty
member and their supervisor.

3.9 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.

3.10 Professional Improvement Plan (PIP): A non-diseiphnary-sanction type of feedback
regarding a more serious or repeated minor performance issue or clear violation of policy that
includes a plan developed by a faculty member and their supervisor.
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3123.11 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.

3.133.12 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.

3.13 Self-reflection: The portion of the annual review process completed by the faculty member

in which they reflect on their performance in the previous annual review reporting period.

3:153.14 Supervisor: The direct or first-level supervisor of a faculty member. For most faculty,
the supervisor is the department chair. If the faculty member is a department chair or was a
department chair during the previous year, the dean or associate dean is the supervisor for the
purpose of conducting the annual reviews.

3.163.15 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.

3.173.16 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 can occur throughout the year and
during the annual review process;

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
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4.1.1.4 Processes for clarifications and appeals.
4.2 Supervisor Feedback Levels

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

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.

4.2.1:2-Notice of Improvement Needed is used when a supervisor becomes aware of a minor or

first-time performance issue-forwhich-a NOIN-weuld-be-appropriate.
4.2.1.2

4.2.1.3 Professional Improvement Plan is used when a supervisor becomes aware of a more

serious or repeated minor performance issue-forwhich-a PHP-would be-appropriate. Faculty

members with two or more performance issues that resulted in PIPs duringin a five-yvear period
may be subject to discipline.

4.3 Annual Goal Setting Requirements

4.3.1 -Faculty members create goals once a year for the upcoming annual review reporting
period.

4.3.2 Faculty should set professional goals, which 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
pPolicies 632 Advancement in Academic Rank, 635 Faculty Responsibilities and Professional
Responsibilities, 637 Faculty Tenure, and 638 Post-Tenure Review.

4.3.3 Goals should incorporate 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 faculty mentor,
immediate supervisor, and the department RTP committee as they develop their annual goals.
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4.3:4-1If 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.

4.3.4

4.3.5-Supervisors must 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 will not be held responsible for the goals set by
faculty members.

4.3.5
4:44.3.6 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.

4.54.4 Annual Goal-Setting Template

4.5-14.4.1 Academic Affairs creates and maintains the annual goal-setting template within the
institutionally adopted system. At a minimum, it contains the following: (1) a place for faculty
members to set goals for teaching, scholarship/creative work as applicable, service as applicable,
and compliance; (2) a place for the supervisor to provide guidance regarding those goals; (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.

4.5.24.4.2 The Faculty Senate, Academic Affairs Council, and relevant technological support
staff shall be given the opportunity to provide input on the goal template each time Academic
Affairs considers revisions.

4.64.5 Annual Review Requirements

4.6-14.5.1 -Consistent with the principles established in UVU Policy 641 Salaried Faculty
Workload—Academic Year, expectations of a faculty member’s performance correspond to their
formally tracked and not formally tracked workload.

4.6.24.5.2 At a minimum, an annual review must address the following: (1) the expectation
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
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written institutional expectations conveyed by supervisory authorities, and (3) the details
specified in a NOIN or PIP, when such exist.

4.6-34.5.3 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 responsible institutional
office.

4.6:44.5.4 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-ther self-evaluationontime-and-submitted their self-reflection on time and made

themselves available for a meeting with the supervisor.

4.6:54.5.5 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.

4.6:64.5.6 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 to 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.

4.6.7-The annual review is included in the faculty personnel file.
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4.74.6_ Annual Review Rating Scale

4.7-4-Faculty performance in each of the annual review performance areas (teaching,
scholarship/creative works, service, and compliance) is rated using one of fiwe-two ratings:

4.6.1

47 41-Does Not Meet Expectations, which is used when a faculty member must sieniticanthy
improve their performance in order to meet the expectations of their job.

4.6.1.1

4.7:2-Meets Expectations, which is used when a faculty member consistently meets the
expectations of their job and there are no areas of concern. Most faculty members at the
University will receive a rating of Meets Expectations.

4.6.1.2

4.6.2 Faculty members who have an uvneempleted-orunremediated behavior that warrants a PIP
must be given a Does Not Meet Expectations rating for the relevant area(s). In-erderforafaculty

4.73-Annual review must be tied to portfolio activity reports and student ratings of instruction,
not statement of accomplishments alone.

4.6.3
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4.74-The rating of a faculty member who has completed a PIP during an annual review cycle
should be based on their overall performance in that area, including the fact that they
successfully completed the PIP.

4.6.6 MThe faculty member may not receive Meets Expectations if the faculty member has is-on

er-hasean uncompleted sanction.

4-8-Faculty Annual Review Template and Rubric

4.7

4.94.7.1 Academic Affairs creates and maintains the faculty annual review template within the
institutionally adopted system. At a minimum, this templateit contains the following: (1) a place
for a faculty member’s self-evaluation-reflection of their teaching, scholarship/creative work as
applicable, service as applicable, and compliance; (2) a place for rarrative-and-annual goals and
related comments; (32) a place for the supervisor evaluation; (4323) a place for addenda-NOINs
PIPs and sanctions if anyreeded; (5424) a place for the second-level supervisor to sign off and
provide optional written comments;-if-desired; and (6545) a place for additional review and an
appeal if needed.- Supervisors and faculty members must use the annual review template.

4.9-1-The Faculty Senate, Academic Affairs Council, and relevant technological support staff
shall be given the opportunity to provide input on the annual review template each time
Academic Affairs considers revisions.
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4.9.2-At the discretion of the dean, a college/school may elect to use an annual review rubric as a
supplement to department/program RTP criteria to (1) make more explicit the criteria by which
faculty will be evaluated in their annual reviews and (2) ensure equality and fairness in the
evaluation of faculty members across the college. If a dean does not choose to use an annual
review rubric for the college/school, then departments, at the discretion of the department chair
and faculty and in cooperation with the dean, may elect to use an annual review rubric as a
supplement to the department/program RTP criteria. Annual review rubrics should be based on
and consistent with relevant RTP criteria and must be compatible with the annual review
template.

4.7.3
4:104.8 Eligibility for Merit Pay
410-14.8.1 All full-time faculty in good standing are eligible for merit pay.

4.8.2 Merit awards are limited to the top 25% of full-time faculty, excluding placeholder
lecturers, in the school or college.

4-10:24.8.3 In order to be in good standing for merit, a faculty member must have met the
following:

4-10-34.8.4 Must have met expectations in all three areas if tenured or tenure-track, and have met

expectations in teaching and-maintainine professienal- developmentif non-tenure track;

4-10:44.8.5 Must have completed all mandatory trainings and conflicts of interest disclosures
(and have a conflicts management plan, if applicable); and

4-10-5-Must not be on an incomplete NOIN, PIP, or discipline.
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4:20-114.8.6

5.0 PROCEDURES

5.1 Guidance Procedures and Timeline

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

5.2 NOIN and PIP Procedures 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) clearly indicating how the faculty member is not meeting expectations; (2) establishing a plan
with the faculty member to help them meet expectations; (3) offering reasonable resources or
training for the faculty member if needed and consistent with established practices; (4) setting a
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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, the
collaborative process begins between the faculty member and the supervisor to develop the
NOIN or PIP. If a faculty member is not collaborative or responsive, the supervisor can develop
the NOIN or PIP and issue it as a directive.

5.2.4 NOINs and PIPs, when they exist, are included in the faculty personnel file and must be
included in the annual review for the 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-o+PIP may be appealed via additional review. A-NOIN-isnotappealable:

5.3.2 If a faculty member requests an additional review at the conclusion of the process of
developing the NOIN-6+PIP, an-ad-hoecommittee-willthe dean or designee will complete an
evaluation appeal. In-easesin-whichthe department-chair requests-an-additional reviewthe
deputy provost will complete an evaluation appeal. The committee’s recommendation is then sent
bome e cneppaboe e e o e e b el o ne e b e e ol The donn e

chocbe e s el s o e e o e Lot s e Ll el e e g
final. Both the ad-heedean’s appeal report and the recommendation will be kept in the annual

review file in the university-—approved system.

5.3.3 The dean may ask for additional information to help make a final decision.

5.3.25.3.4 The dean may determine to keep the PIP as is, change or eliminate the PIP,
recommend a NOIN instead, or recommend additional sanctionsdiseipline:

5.3:35.3.5 If the ad-heeecommitteedean or designee determines that changes are to be made to the
NOIN-o+-PIP, the supervisor must complete the changes.

NOIN-orPIP Appeal Timeline
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The ad-hoe-ecommitteedean or designee must render their decision 20 business days
If there are to be changes to the NOIN-o+PIP, the changes must be made | 10 business days

5.4 Annual Goal-Setting Procedures and Timeline

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

5.4.2 The supervisor reviews the faculty member’s goals and provides guidance on those goals in
accordance with the details set forth in this policy.

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 SeptemberMay 3115,
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 Ap+H-+June 1.
2) Supervisor review of goals and guidance must be
completed no later than Octeber August 15.

Faculty can modify their goals at any time during the annual review reporting period. Faculty
should notify their supervisor of their modified goal% but do not need to submit the modlﬁed
goals in the template.

5.5 Annual Review Procedures and Timeline

5.5:15.6 Faculty members must provide a self-evalaation-reflection of their performance in the

preV10us annual reV1eW reportmg perlod %@ekf—eva&uaﬁea—me&rée@—aa%e&eempeﬂeﬂ{—aﬁd—a

5:5:25.7 If a faculty member holds administrative, professional, or other unique assignments
during the annual review reportmg perlod those asmgnments shall be included in the self-
eva}uaﬁe&releﬂ Eaculty v Fe-an anartme
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5.5:35.7.1 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.

5:5:45.7.2 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.

5:5.55.7.3 Second-level supervisors sign off on annual reviews before they are finalized and can
provide written comments if desired.
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Annual Review Timeline

Faculty prepare and submit their b The system opens for faculty on April 1.

self-reflectionevaluation. 2) Self-evaluations-reflections are due by
May 319.

Supervisors prepare and submit the 1) Supervisors can review self-evaluations

supervisor evaluation. reflections and submit supervisor evaluations

soon as faculty share their self-evaluations
reflections with the supervisor, beginning on

April 1.
2) Supervisor evaluations are due by 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 must read annual
reviews and comments are due by December 15.

5:65.8 Addendum and Appeal Procedures-and and Timeline

5:6-15.8.1 Annual reviews may be clarified via addendums and appealed via an additional
review.

5.6:2-1f 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.

5.8.2

5:6:3-1f 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.

5.8.3
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5.8.4 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.

5.8.5 The dean ei—deﬁgne%wﬂl eAH—ad—he&ee&%&e%er—eemp{etelewew the a&evaluatlon
appeal, and e -

tothen make the ﬁnal decmon.

5.8.6 Both the ad-hoedean-ordesienee-appeal report and the recommendation-decision will be
kept in the annual review file.

5:6-4-The outcome arrived at through this 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 soemmnmmiiios s n b e bonlbe Do ppe oy o 20 business days

cooperattor-with-Aecademte Adfairsand-theappheable Bdeans-ettice

must render their decision

If there are to be changes to the annual review or supervisor addendum, 10 b+o-business
the changes must be made days

5.9 Merit Pay

5.9.1 Based on guidance from the Provost’s office, deans will determine merit pay awardees and
the amounts in collaboration with department chairs.
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5.9.2 Deans must submit a list of their faculty receiving merit pay and the amount the faculty
member is receiving to the deputy provost for review.

5.9.3 The deputy provost may not add faculty or significantly alter the amounts awarded but may
eliminate any faculty member who is found to not be in good standing.

appealedFaculty cannot appeal the decision to be awarded merit pay or the amount of merit pay
awarded..Merit Pay
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Due Date of Next Review: Click here to enter a date.
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April 25, 2024 Compliance change, mandated by HB 438, UVU President’s Council
Utah Legislature, approved.
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POLICY 633/654 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Policy Number and Title: Policy 633 Faculty Performance Evaluation and Feedback
(revision)/Policy 654 Faculty Merit Pay (deletion)
Date: March 27, 2025
Sponsor: Wayne Vaught
Steward(s): Kat Brown
Policy Process: Regular
Policy Action: Revision—Limited Scope
Policy Office Editor: Amanda Cooke
Embedded Attorney: Click here to enter the name of the embedded attorney.

Issues/Concerns (including fiscal, legal, and compliance impact):

The faculty self-evaluation and five different categories for annual review ratings have caused
much confusion. The current merit pay system is too complicated, involves too many people, and
grants access to personnel files that may not be appropriate. We have simplified the merit pay
process and added that content to Policy 633. This means we can now delete Policy 654 Faculty
Merit Pay. Additionally, we deleted content from Policy 633 that dealt with post-tenure review
because UVU now has a separate Post-Tenure Review policy (Policy 638).

Suggested Changes:
We suggest the following limited scope changes to Policy 633:

Section 5.5: Remove self-evaluation and the related actions related to the self-evaluation;
Section 4.7: Change annual review ratings scale to two ratings;

Section 4.7.1.2: Clarify when a PIP will affect the overall rating, including adding provisions to
make clear when certain ratings are required;

Section 4.9: Create a space in the annual review template for PIPs and NOINs;

Sections 4.10, 5.3, and 5.4: Revise the merit pay sections to better align with the researched
norms including decisions regarding awardees and amounts of merit pay is at the discretion of
the dean;

Section 4.11: Delete post-tenure review language due to the implementation of the new UVU
Policy 638 Post-Tenure Review.

Sections 5.3 and 5.6: Change the appeal process for NOINS and annual reviews

Section 5.5: Remove self-evaluation and the related actions related to the self-evaluation;

We also propose the deletion of UVU Policy 654 Faculty Merit Pay because including merit

pay in the annual review policy is more appropriate to illustrate the connection between annual
reviews and merit pay.
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Requested Approval from President’s Council: Entrance to Stage 2

Proposed Drafting Committee: Kathren Brown, Nizhone Meza, Daniel Horns, Cathy Jordan,

Evelyn Porter, Jonathan Allred, Laurie Toro, Roxanne Brinkeroff, Doug Gardner, Eric Russell,
and Amanda Cooke.

Target Date for Stage 1 Draft to Enter Stage 2: 3/27/2025

Target Date for Board of Trustees Review: Click here to enter a date.
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EQUITY ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (EAC) FORM

Policy Number and Title: Policy 633 Faculty Performance Evaluation and Feedback

Sponsor: Wayne Vaught

Steward(s): Kat Brown

EAC Review: April 7, 2020

Owner Review: Click here to select the date.

UVU Scope (Groups Impacted):

Adult learners Pregnancy, pregnancy-related conditions
Age (40+) Race and ethnicity

Color Religion, spirituality, and worldviews
First-generation student status Sex, gender identity, and gender expression
Individuals with apparent or non-apparent disabilities Sexual orientation

National origin and citizenship status Socioeconomic status

Veteran status (including uniformed military status)

Note: This form is for internal use only by the EAC and policy owners (sponsors, stewards, and coordinators). This form captures general equity
concerns and those that impact the specific groups listed. This form will accompany the Stage 2 drafi.

. Groups | General . . Policy Owner Proposed
Section p . Equity Concern Recommendation Y . P
Impacted | Equity Solution
5.6.5 X Section 5.6.5. We are concerned with | We recommend that the drafting

the ad hoc committee no longer part | committee reconsider giving

of the process and the final approval | complete authority of approval to the
with dean, that there is a potential for | dean.

too much discretionary power.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Policy Title: Faculty Performance Evaluation and Feedback \ Policy Number: 633/654
Sponsor: Wayne Vaught | Steward: Kat Brown
Presentation to: AAC | Date Presented: April 8, 2025

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 CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE
ENTITY | SECTION | Comment?| Comment?
IAAC 4.8 X There is no guidance on procedures for  [Procedures do not belong in 4.0 (Policy). They
selecting faculty members to receive  |belong in 5.0 (Procedure). There will be
merit pay guidance from the Provost’s Office, as stated
in the new section 5.7.
4.8 X Suggest language be placed in requiring [P&C supervises audits of merit awards.

an audit of merit awards each year
provided to faculty senate. Audit would
not indicate individual names nor
amounts received- Would include
distribution by gender, rank, if a person
received previous year- done by each
college/school- add as report evolves.
Objectives include ensuring awards are
for merit and not salary adjustments or
other considerations. Add measures as
the committee sees fit. This will also
help alleviate concerns that merit is less
than transparent under this distribution

model.
3.3,34, X The goal setting template and annual |Due to technology, this is not yet possible.
411.2, review template should be a single Current language does not prohibit the
4.1.1.3, etc. template. The processes should also be ~ [eventual merging, if possible.

combined. In some places in the policy
draft (such as section 4.7.1) it looks like
the policy is going to do this, but in
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other sections it does not. The policy
should be consistent in this regard.

3.14

“Self laation—T! I T
.
: ber | oo 5|
annualreviewreporting-period.” Itis
proposed that this section be deleted,
but it is very important for faculty to
evaluate their previous year’s efforts for
several reasons: (1) there is inherent
value in the reflection, (2) it allows
faculty to provide an overview of their
year, (3) it allows faculty to provide the
larger context for the things found in
the Activities portion of Faculty Success,
(4) it allows faculty to report on
whether they met their goals, and (5) it
provides the narrative and evaluative
framework for tenure and rank
advancement submissions. This
evaluation should be a written report
about their performance in the previous
year. This is different from a self-rating,
but the deletion of this section and
section 5.5.1 suggests that faculty do
not provide anything written about
their previous year. This section should
not be deleted, but it may be worth
considering other labels if “self-
evaluation” is unclear. It could be a
“faculty written report,” “written
review,” “written summary,” or “annual
report narrative” or something like that.

'We agree that faculty self-reflection would be
positive and will include it in the policy.

3.14

In addition to the points made above,
limiting faculty analysis to the portfolio
activities section alone could add an
additional step if faculty must add
context into the activities summary for
annual review purposes but then need
to remove it afterward for RTP purposes
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(as a continuing record not connected
to a specific year).

4213

There is an important distinction that
can be made between (1) the
performance issue that led to a NOIN or
PIP and (2) the non-disciplinary NOIN or
PIP. “Faculty members with two or
more PIPs in a five-year period may be
subject to discipline” confuses the two.
Faculty should not be subject to
discipline because they had two PIPs,
they should be subject to discipline
because they had two performance
issues that resulted in PIPs. The
sentence should read, “Faculty
members with two or more
performance issues that resulted in PIPs
during in a five-year period may be
subject to discipline.”

The suggested language was added. It now
reads: “Faculty members with two or more
performance issues that resulted in PIPs during
a five-year period may be subject to
discipline.”

434

“When a faculty member modifies their
goals, they should notify their

supervisor-the-supervisorwillagain-be

. | e auid
the-modified-goals.” Many faculty goals
are fluid, especially related to
scholarship. For example, the pandemic
shut down many projects but opened
up the possibility of others. Scholarly
goals may change depending on
changing access to data, archives and
collections, participants, and invitations
to contribute articles and book
chapters. Faculty should notify their
supervisor if goals change, but this does
not need to be built into the Faculty
Success workflow.

4.41

@) for facult boret

: . iodif ;
and-{4)-a-placeforthe-supervisorto

'We disagree. These things mentioned are not
required by every faculty member in goal
setting, but there will be a place available if

mecessary.
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. i ; Fod
goals.” Delete this. It is not needed.

454

Faculty should submit a self-evaluation.
See comments on 3.14.

IAddressed.

461

If the university is going with a two-level
rating scale where Meets Expectations is
defined as “consistently meeting the
expectations of their job and there are
no areas of concern,” what is the
appropriate description for Does Not
Meet Expectations? The policy current
has “a faculty member must
significantly improve their performance
in order to meet the expectations of
their job,” but the description in
Sometimes Meets Expectations may be
the bettor descriptor, “a faculty
member must improve their
performance in order to meet the
expectations of their job.”

Deleted “significantly” and added “in order” so
it now reads: “when a faculty member must
improve their performance in order to meet the
expectations of their job.”

46.2

The first sentence can be simplified.
“Faculty members who have an
uncompleted-PIP-orhave un-
remediated behavior that warrants a
PIP must be given a Does Not Meet
Expectations rating for the relevant
area(s).”

IAddressed.

46.2

It is unclear why we would be going
back to an overall rating or what the
advantage would be for doing so.

IAddressed.

4.6.2

“Annual review must be tied to portfolio
activity reports and student ratings of

IAddressed.
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instruction, not statement of
accomplishments alone.”

46.2

It is unclear when faculty should update
portfolio activity for annual review
purposes. A deadline would be helpful,
to provide chairs enough time to
complete their portions of the review.

This is a procedural issue and should go in
section 5.0.

46.3

“The rating of a faculty member who
has completed a PIP during an annual
review cycle should be based on their
overall performance in that area,
including the fact that they successfully
completed the PIP.

IAddressed.

46.4

Itis unclear why we would be going
back to an overall rating in addition to
the ratings for teaching,
scholarship/creative works, and
teaching, or what the advantage would
be for doing so.

a8 | ‘e ranked.C

IAddressed.

471

This section appears to combine the
annual review and goal templates. That
is a good move, but there should be a
place for faculty to write a self-
evaluation or report about their year. It
seems odd that faculty can write their
goals for the next year but are not
allowed to write about whether they
met their goals from the previous year.
Remove the strikethrough from “a place
for a faculty member’s self-evaluation
of their teaching, scholarship/creative
work as applicable, service as
applicable, and compliance.” As noted
above, if “self-evaluation” is confusing
another term could be used for the

IAddressed.
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faculty member’s written account of
their previous year’s performance.

482

“Merit awards are limited to the top
25% of faculty in the school or college in
each of the following categories: (1)
lecturers (this includes professional-in-
residence); (2) tenure-track faculty; and
(3) tenured faculty.” This is ambiguous.
Does this mean that the 25% of faculty
number is calculated based on the
number of faculty in these categories,
or does it mean that merit must be
given to 25% of the faculty in each of
these categories? Are all lecturers
including placeholder lecturers eligible
for merit if they continue for a second
year because of a failed search?

Changed to “top 25% of full-time faculty,
excluding placeholder lecturers in the school
or college.”

484

“Must have met expectations in all
three areas if tenured or tenure-track,”
Note that eligibility for merit pay makes
no reference to the overall rating, which
is a good thing. There is no reason to
have the overall rating.

“and have met expectations in teaching

and-maintaining-professional
development if non-tenure track.”

Professional development is a well-
established part of teaching. It is not an
area that is rated separately in annual
reviews. It is misleading as written.

IAddressed.

5.4 and 5.5

These section should be combined and
the headings and tables should be

We disagree.

54.3

adjusted accordingly.

EEE.EEEE:% SPDOFOF
diseuss-the Faculty goals er and
supervisor guidance can be discussed in
the annual review meeting.”

'We eliminated 5.4.3 since it is implied in
5.4.2.

5.4 table
2nd row

The first item isn’t needed.
Recommendation to delete. The

'We left it in to clarify that the report is not

open year-round.
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deadline for completing the review is
the important part. “Supervisors-can
i | | e aui

‘sor_beginni ”

5.4 table
3 row

“Faculty can modify their goals at any
time during the annual review reporting
period. Faculty should notify their
supervisor of their modified goals, but
do not need to submit the modified
goals in the template. When-they-do-so;
he-supe HSOFWIROE .Et Serane
EI';HIE’l o E“f.';.'; IE' ° "IE >g¢ E.E"';IE

manner.” See comments on 4.3.4. What
is possible in Faculty Success?

IAddressed.

5.5.1
(currently
strikethroug
h)

“5.5.1 Faculty members must provide a
self-evaluation of their performance in
the previous annual review reporting
period. The-self-evaluation-includesa
. .
; hof I rovi S
performance-areas.” Keep the reference
to the self-evaluation or use another
term. Delete the reference to the self-
rating.

IAddressed.

55

“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.” The first sentence
should be retained.

“Eacult
appointmentiotwo-departmentsmust
. . ¢ i I
supervisors.” If this is being deleted, the
similar wording in 4.3.3 about goals

should also be deleted.

IAddressed.
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5.5 table
1strow

This row should not be deleted. There
needs to be a deadline for faculty to
have their annual review materials
ready. Change “self-evaluation” to
another term if that is the issue. The
deadline should be the same as the
deadline for goals (May 31).

'We changed evaluation to reflection and the
date to May 31.

56.5

“The dean’s er designee will complete
an evaluation appeal, and their
recommendation is then sent to the
faculty member’s second-level
supervisor to make the final decision.”
For the vast majority of faculty, the
dean is the second-level supervisor. This
should be modified as suggested for
clarity.

Suggestion noted, and changed language to
“The dean will review the appeal and make the
final decision.”

5.6.6

“Both the dean-ordesignee appeal

report and the recommendation will be
kept in the annual review file.” This edit
addresses the same issue as the edit for
5.6.5 above. It also simplifies the
sentence.

Addressed, though changed “recommendation”
to “decision.”

573

“Faculty cannot appeal the decision to
be awarded merit pay of or the amount
of merit pay awarded.”

Fixed the “f” to an “t” to read “or” instead of
Hof! .
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Policy Title: Faculty Performance Evaluation & Feedback

| Policy Number: 633

Sponsor: Wayne Vaught

| Steward: Kathren Brown

Presentation to: Faculty Senate

| Date Presented: April 29, 2025

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 CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD
ENTITY | SECTIO | Comment | Comment RESPONSE
N ? ?
Faculty 3.8, 3.10, X While 3.8 and 3.10 refer to them as | We changed non-disciplinary to “non-
Senate 4.8.5 non-disciplinary, making faculty with | sanction”.
an active PIP or NOIN ineligible for
merit pay (4.8.5) by default makes
these disciplinary in nature.
Recommend removing non-
disciplinary from the definition or
add a definition of disciplinary and
non-disciplinary to the definition
section.
Faculty 4211 X Cut everything after the “for” or this | Done.
Senate sounds a lot like a circular
argument.
Faculty 4213 X Cut everything after the “for” or this | Done.
Senate sounds a lot like a circular
argument.
Faculty 4211, X Clarify the influence a PIP We changed “non-disciplinary” to “non-
Senate 4.6.1, must/should have on the annual sanction.” The consequences of a NOIN
46.2,4.6.6 review rating. Also need to clarify PIP on the annual review differs widely,
the seriousness of a NOIN and if it based on the behavior warranting a
must affect the annual review NOIN or PIP. Thus, we cannot codify
rating. what impact a NOIN or PIP will have on
the annual review.
Faculty 4.3.2 X We should help new faculty Done.
Senate members out by narrowing this
broad wording down to a few
specific policies (perhaps 635,
tenure, rank, and post tenure
review) in addition to department
RTP criteria.
Faculty 46.3 X Ensure policy wording stays broad 4.6.3 does not address technology, so
Senate enough that if we have to change we are not sure what is meant to be
the technology tool we are using for | addressed.
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the process we still have a method
to meet policy requirements.
Faculty 46.4 Recommend removing the overall Removed.
Senate rating and just rating faculty in each
area, teaching, scholarship, and
service.
Faculty 44 &4.7 Clarify how the annual goal setting This will be done in training.
Senate (and the goals once they are set)
integrate into the annual review
process.
Faculty 471 Provide a place where faculty can We added/kept a narrative place for
Senate frame their accomplishments in self-reflection.
narrative form.
Faculty 4.8 Policy should state how merit pay is | While this would be ideal, the funding
Senate funded. There should be more will differ from year to year. Deans will
transparency regarding funding be required to have a merit pay plan.
given the importance of merit pay in
promoting faculty morale &
retention.
Faculty 4828&57 Create clear & transparent Merit pay decisions are at the discretion
Senate guidelines on how merit pay is of the dean and in collaboration with
being decided & how the amount of | department chairs. And you are correct
each individual (assuming it could in that it could be different across
be different across colleges/schools | colleges/schools.
or even within a college/school) is
determined.
Faculty 5.2 Include specific language stating Because each NOIN/PIP is different, we
Senate how PIPs and NOINs will end or be | believe section 5.2.2 gives chairs
resolved and how it is officially enough guidance to set a timeline and
tracked as resolved. determine how the intervention will be
resolved. Section 5.2.4 states how it is
tracked.
Faculty 5.2.1 Either make the language for what NOINs/PIPs are for a variety of
Senate falls short more specific, or tie it to reasons. We have added Policy 635 to
section 4.4 of policy 635 (which the list of references, as it
does have more specific language). | encompasses faculty professional
responsibilities.
Faculty 523 Responsive is defined in 5.2.5 given | The 2 days for response is for both
Senate faculty members 2 days to supervisors and faculty members.
substantively respond, but the
collaboratively section could be
misused. Recommend adding
clarity to process that emphasizes
there should be discussion between

May 22, 2025




all parties to come to an agreed
upon solution.
Faculty 5.3 If a NOIN can impact the ability to Both PIPs and NOINs are appealable.
Senate receive merit pay, tenure and/or
post-tenure review it should be
something a faculty member can
appeal. Either include an appeal
process/procedure for a NOIN or
adjust policy so that the presence of
a NOIN does not affect eligibility for
merit pay.
Faculty 5.5.3 - Policy needs to state a date | Supervisors can begin reviewing
Senate by which faculty members portfolios after the faculty member
need to ensure their submits it, which is after April 15t. There
activities section is updated | will be self-reflection section and faculty
(i.e. what's the earliest date | will still be responsible to submit their
supervisors can start portion before supervisors evaluate
reviewing portfolios). their portion.
- This is especially important
since there is no longer a
self-evaluation portion and
it is unreasonable to allow
faculty to continue to
upload items until the last
day supervisors have to
have the evaluations
completed by.
Faculty 55.3 Ensure the timeline supports people | Annual reviews open on April 15t and
Senate being able to complete their faculty are allowed to complete their
evaluations during contract time. evaluations during their contract time.
The deadline is extended beyond
contract time for those who need more
time.
Faculty Overall These revisions seem beyond the This policy will be opened for full
Senate spirit of limited-scope. These revision shortly after this limited scope
changes would be more revision so we can spend more time
appropriately addressed under a full | with various parts of the policy.
revision.
Faculty 43.1.2, There is no text in these sections. It's a formatting issue that the Policy
Senate 4.7.3, Recommend deleting these sub- Office will take care of when they get
4.8.6,5.6.3 section headings. the document ready for final approval.
Faculty 5.7.4 “Faculty cannot appeal the decision | Done.
Senate to be awarded merit pay of or . . .”,
replace “of” with “or”.
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2> sE| 28
o | POLCY | sE|SE CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD RESPONSE
<=z SECTION | 35 g 2 g
o4 we (3o
PACE Overall X 4.6.1 talks about “in each of the annual review | We have removed the reference to “an
4.6.1, performance areas (teaching, overall rating”. There are just the ratings
4.6.2, scholarship/creative work, service, and in the three areas of teaching,
46.4 compliance)” and has no mention of an overall | scholarship/creative works, and service.
rating. But then sections like 4.6.4 talks about
“the rating of a faculty member” and 4.6.2 says
“receive an overall Meets Expectations”.
Would help if there was an explanation of what
the overall rating is, how it is calculated, and
what it means or impacts.

PACE 454 X In the Annual Review requirements, it states As with all duties that an employee does
that the supervisor and faculty member must not fulfill, when a supervisor fails to set
meet but that faculty will not be held up a meeting required by policy (Policy
responsible for their supervisor’s failure to 644 Department Leadership), then it will
complete the supervisor evaluation, provided be reflected in the supervisor's annual
the faculty member made themselves available. | review. This is standard practice and
What happens if the supervisor doesn’t set up a | does not need to be reflected in policy.
meeting? Should that be included in policy?

PACE 5.3.1 X There is no appeals process for a NOIN, butis | There is now an appeal process for a
there a way for the faculty to write a response NOIN.
or otherwise have a additional review? What if
the NOIN is created unfairly / unjustly?

PACE 534 X 5.3.4 uses the word sanctions, with discipline Disciplinary action can be action taken
crossed out. to correct performance while all

sanctions are disciplinary in nature, not
4.6.6 and 4.7.1 also use the word sanction. all disciplinary actions are sanctions.
Thus, it is appropriate to use both words
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4.2.1.3 uses discipline. because of that distinction.
4.8.....67 says “must not be on an incomplete
NOIN, PIP, or discipline.”

Difference between sanction and discipline is
not clear and confusing to have both.

Policy 371 for Staff uses sanctions for a
discipline system. This policy could be worded
similarly for consistency.

PACE 4.8.5 X Should say “conflict of interest disclosures” not | We have added “disclosures”.
just “conflicts of interest”.
PACE 5.7...47 X “Faculty cannot appeal the decision to be Corrected.
(Numberin awarded merit pay of the amount of merit pay
g is crazy, awarded.”
sorry)
Should be “or” not “of”
UVUSA Clarify differences of SRl and new changes We are not sure what you mean here,

nor which section you are referring to.
Would you please clarify.

Policy Title: Faculty Merit Pay | Policy Number: 654
Sponsor: Wayne Vaught

Presentation to: Faculty Senate

| Steward: Kat Brown

| Date Presented: April 29, 2025

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 CONCERN SPONSOR/STEWARD
ENTITY | SECTIO | Comment | Comment RESPONSE
N ? ?
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Faculty
Senate

Overall

The deletion of this policy is
rushed. Care is warranted here,
given the sensitive nature of the
discussion surrounding the limited-
scope revision of Policy 633.

654 will be replaced by 633, and
therefore must be deleted as 633 is
approved.
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