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UtahState

UNIVERSITY

FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

March 18. 2013

3:00 - 4:30 p.m.
Champ Hall
Agenda
0[O I O | I o TN @ T o T PR Renee Galliher
Approval of Minutes February 19, 2013
3105 ANNOUNCEIMENTS . ..eiiiiiiieii ittt e e e e e e e s e e et e e e e e e e e e e s s e abbebareeaeaaeeeas Renee Galliher
¢ Next Brown Bag Lunch w/President March 28 noon Champ Hall
o Faculty Senate elections for President Elect first meeting in April
3110 UNIVErSity BUSINESS....uiiiiiiiiiiieei et e e e e e eeee s Stan Albrecht, President
Raymond Coward, Provost
3:30 Information Items
1. Professional Responsibilities and Procedures Committee Annual Report................ Terry Peak
2. Honorary Degrees and Awards Committee Report..........cccceeeeviiiieeeeiiiieeeenns Sydney Peterson
3. Disposition of Task Forces Review of AFT and BFW Feedback............... Renee Galliher/Vince
Wickwar
3:50 New Business
N = o O [ 1= o 1 TP PRURPUPTR Larry Smith
2. PRPC 402 dealing w/elimination of the Graduate Student Senate
[CT=Teto] g To l RT=T= Vo (1 0o ) PP U TP Terry Peak
4:00 Old Business

1. Restructuring of Faculty Senate and its Committees.................. Renee Galliher/Glenn McEvoy



UtahState

UNIVERSITY

FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES
FEBRUARY 19, 2013 3:00 P.M.
Champ Hall Conference Room

Present: Renee Galliher (Chair), Dale Barnard, Alan Blackstock, David Cassidy, Richard Clement, Todd Crowl, Jennifer
Duncan, Curtis Dyreson, Nancy Hills, Doug Jackson-Smith, Yanghee Kim, Vincent Wickwar, President Stan Albrecht (Ex-
Officio), Provost Ray Coward (Ex-Officio), Glenn McEvoy (Past President) (excused, Craig Petersen sub), Joan Kleinke

(Exec. Sec.), Marilyn Atkinson (Assistant) Guests: Larry Smith, Carol Kochan, Mark McLellan, Bryce Fifield, Terry Peak

Renee Galliher called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.

Approval of Minutes
Vincent Wickwar made a motion to approve the minutes of January 22, 2013. The motion was seconded by
Curtis Dyreson and passed unanimously.

Announcements
Brown Bag Lunch with the President & Provost. March 28, 12:00 noon in Champ Hall.

University Business — President Albrecht and Provost Coward.
President Albrecht gave a brief update of the current legislative process. He feels encouraged about the prospect
of receiving some funds for the Graduate School. There has been a delay in releasing the new state revenue
numbers which will have an impact on the dollars available for the legislative session. The Legacy bill has
received no push back and received a unanimous vote in the state Senate; it will be discussed in the house
tomorrow. The Campus Safety Amendment Bill passed, which gives universities the authority to dismiss
individuals who trespass on higher education institution property who disturb the peace, and open carry can be
defined as disruption of the peace. There is concern about Senate Bill 169 which forms a state task force of 14
legislators to review and make recommendations on long term policies regarding public and higher education. U
of U Medical School Admissions funding is going forward.

Interviews are in process for the Religious Studies Chair finalists and we are close to beginning interviews for the
STEM candidates. It is anticipated that the waivers being approved by the legislature will bring another 250
students to campus. There has been in increase in out of state applications from several surrounding states.
USU will celebrate its 125" Founders Day in March.

Information Items
Budget and Faculty Welfare Committee Report — Carol Kochan. There was some confusion with the BFW
committee on their reporting periods. FSEC asked for consistency on how reports are given. BFW will add the
number of EPC items reviewed to their report, make other revisions for consistency and submit it to Joan before
the Faculty Senate meeting.

A motion to place the report on the consent agenda was made by Jennifer Duncan and seconded by Vince
Wickwar. The motion passed unanimously.

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee Report — Bryce Fifield. The AFT report was based on the period
from May 2012 through today. The committee did not meet during the summer break, but has met 5 times since
September. Currently, there is one grievance in process. They are also exploring the development of directions
for chairs to help establish consistency. Two of their meetings have involved reviewing code recommendations.
The minutes of their meetings are posted on the Faculty Senate website.

A motion to place the report on the consent agenda was made by Craig Petersen and seconded by Curtis
Dyreson. The motion passed unanimously.

Research Council Report — Mark McLellan. Mark clarified that their reporting period was from July 2011
through July 2012. During this period, the comprehensive review of the graduate program was ending. There
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have been many changes and updates since this reporting period ended, which the Research Council will report
on next year to the FSEC.

A motion to place the report on the agenda as a consent item was made by Vince Wickwar and seconded by
Doug Jackson-Smith. The motion passed unanimously.

LibQual Survey — Jennifer Duncan. The library will be conducting the nationally normed LibQual Survey in April
that is critical for the upcoming library accreditation. Jennifer asked permission to present this to the Faculty
Senate as an information item at the next meeting, and provide senators with an information packet in the agenda
as a way to make faculty aware of the survey. There was discussion among the senators about the benefits of
limiting the survey sample from the entire faculty to a random sample across campus to increase response rates.
Jennifer will take that input back to the appropriate contacts in the library.

A motion to place the item on the agenda as an information item was made by Doug Jackson-Smith and
seconded by Curtis Dyreson. The motion passed unanimously.

New Business
EPC Items - Larry Smith. Larry emphasized a few proposals and actions from his report. Dietetics and Food
Sciences asked to reduce the number of credits in their PhD program. Psychology proposed a change in the
Masters in School Counseling from MS to MEd. A new Grad Certificate from the Center for Women and Gender
was approved. Larry will revise his report to reflect that these credits are being offered by the College of
Humanities and Social Science and they will share the advising and sign off responsibilities. Finally, the Gen Ed
Subcommittee created a new subcommittee called USU 1010 Connections/Gen Ed Subcommittee. Student
Services had previously had over site for the Connections courses, but since the students receive credit for the
course, it was decided it needed to have Gen Ed subcommittee input as well.

A motion to place the EPC monthly report on the consent agenda was made by Vince Wickwar and seconded by
Curtis Dyreson. The motion passed unanimously.

PRPC 402.12.6 & .7 Elimination of the Graduate Student Senate — Terry Peak. The wording of this section
was changed in four places to reflect the change in the elimination of the Graduate Student Senate. Language
was left that described a Graduate Student Leader as a generic term to accommodate any future student
government changes. It was suggested that the word “leader” be changed to “representative”. Terry will make
this change.

Yanghee Kim made a motion to place this on the agenda as New Business for a first reading. Jennifer Duncan
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Post Tenure Review Taskforce Outcomes — Renee Galliher and 406 Taskforce Outcomes — Vince Wickwar
There was a lengthy discussion of the outcomes of the Taskforces work and code change recommendations and
how to proceed with them. There is concern about timing with the end of the academic year approaching. It
seemed to be the consensus of the committee that AFT needed to be able to make a formal response to both of
the issues and that they be sent to PRPC for their review with the intent of providing specific feedback to FSEC.
It turned out the BFW did have a formal response and that we were given the wrong report. Carol Kochan
immediately emailed the formal response, and Joan Kleinke was asked to forward it to FSEC members.

A motion was made by Doug Jackson-Smith and seconded by Jennifer Duncan that the Post Tenure Review
Taskforce and the 406 Taskforce should meet again to review the input of AFT and BFW and make a submission
to PRPC. PRPC should provide their input and the reports be presented to FSEC again in March for further
action and if possible be placed on the Faculty Senate agenda for discussion in April. The motion passed
unanimously.

Adjournment
Renee Galliher asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. The meeting adjourned at 4:26 p.m.

Minutes Submitted by: Joan Kleinke, Faculty Senate Executive Secretary, 797-1776
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Professional Responsibilities and Procedures Committee (PRPC) Report 2012-13

The Professional Responsibilities and Procedures Committee shall advise the Faculty
Senate regarding composition, interpretation, and revision of Section 400 in University
Policies and Procedures. Recommended revisions shall be submitted to the Senate
for its consideration.

Committee Members:

Heidi Wengreen (Agriculture)

Chris Gauthier (Arts)

Randy Simmons (Business)

Susan Turner (Education & Human Services)
Richard Peralta (Engineering)

lan Anderson (Science)

John Elsweiler (Libraries)

Jerry Goodspeed (Extension)
Karen Woolstenhulme (RCDE)
Elaine Youngberg (Eastern)

Nancy Mesner (Natural Resources)
Jeanette Norton (Senate)

Stephen Bialkowski (Senate)
Cathy Bullock (Senate)

Terry Peak (Chair, CHaSS)

PRPC Meetings 2011-12
There was an additional PRPC meeting held in March 2012 after last year’s report was
submitted.

e The PRPC committee met March 27, 2012, in Library 249 at 1:30 P.M. The
committee discussed several options to revise the existing wording in the Faculty
Code that pertains to external letters, 405.7.2(1). Below is the language that the
committee approved.

Each external reviewer should be asked to state the nature of his or her
acquaintance with the candidate and to evaluate the performance, record,
accomplishments, recognition and standing of the candidate in the major area of
emphasis in his or her role statement. If the candidate, department head, and
tenure™ advisory committee all agree, external reviewers may be asked to
evaluate the secondary area of emphasis in the role statement as well.

[1] This word would be changed to “promotion” in 405.8.3(1)

In addition, there was committee discussion of the utility of external review letters for
non-tenure or tenure-track ranks.



PRPC Meetings 2012-13
e Wednesday, September 12, 2012 in Lib 249 (Karen and Elaine participate by
speakerphone) to discuss HR-generated issues in 407 pertaining to medical
incapacity and USU compliance with federal regulations. PRPC committee
appoints a subcommittee (Jeanette Norton, Cathy Bullock, Heidi Wengreen,
Stephen Bialowski) who meet with BrandE to clarify what needs to be done.

e PRPC met again Friday, November 2, 2012 in Main 224 (Karen and Elaine
participate via IV-C) to hear report from 407 subcommittee. BrandE had several
additional suggestions beyond those absolutely necessary to be in compliance
with federal regulations but the committee (and FSEC) thought it best to delay
those additional considerations for the 407 task force.

The HR-generated corrections appear in 407.1 and 1.1:

407.1 Introduction

This section of the policy manual describes allowable sanctions that may be imposed on a faculty
member and specifies procedures for the imposition of a sanction, fer-establishing-medical-
neapaeity, and for conducting a grievance hearing.

1.1 Non-punitive measures.

Non-punitive measures such as-guidance-counseling, therapy, leave of absence, voluntary
resignation, or early retirement should be considered and taken in lieu of a sanction when: (1) it
is available; (2) it will provide reasonable assurance that the faculty member will not repeat
his/her violation of professional responsibility; (3) substantial institutional interests are not
undermined; and (4) the faculty member consents thereto. The faculty member should consult
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Coordinator within the Office of Human
Resources (HR) if performance issues are medically related.

In 407, in the paragraph on Termination, the words for medical reasons were deleted.
And, the entire section, 407.5, Medical Incapacity, was deleted.

New PRPC task assignment.

FSEC asked PRPC to address several minor issues in 402.12 about the procedures for

filling positions in university standing committees and in 405.8.2 about the presence of
ombudspersons at promotion meetings..

e PRPC scheduled a meeting via email (Nov. 27, 28) to discuss 402 as well as
405.8.2. In each place in 402 where it fit, the phrase Regional Campuses and
Distance Education was added. For 405.8.2, the phrase Ombudspersons may
participate in person or by electronic conferencing was added to the relevant
sections of 405.




At one of the FS meetings where the 402 changes were read and discussed, a faculty
senator mentioned that GSS was no longer functioning, which generated another minor
change in the language in 402 pertaining to graduate student committee participation.

e The next PRPC meeting on Feb. 5, 2013 was also via email, about 402.12.6/7
about elected graduate student representative participating on standing
committees. The phrase: one-studentofficerfrom-the-GSS elected graduate student
representative was added, and the sentence about terms of office for student
officers now reads: The term of office for student members shall be one year.

This brings us up to the present. PRPC expects to be assigned something about PTR
and possibly financial exigency but that has not yet occurred.

Respectfully submitted,
Terry Peak, Chair



Post-Tenure Review Task Force
Report and Recommendations to the Faculty Senate
March 1, 2013

The enclosed packet of materials is submitted to the Faculty Senate by the Post-Tenure Review
Taskforce and contains 1) areport from the task force, summarizing their work over the past year
and a half and proposing arevised version of the post-tenure review process outlined in 405.12
2) recommendations, questions, and concerns provided by the Academic Tenure and Freedom
and Budget and Faculty Welfare committees of the faculty senate, following their independent
reviews of the taskforce report.

Taskforce Recommendations for “next steps”

1) Thetask force seeks input from the full senate regarding three primary areas of concern
that were consistently identified in the independent reviews of the taskforce report (see
below).

2) ldedly, afull senate discussion will lead to explicit recommendations that will guide
continued revision of the proposed code in accordance with senate specifications.

3) PRPC will be charged to draft a new version of proposed code that responds to the full
senate discussion and recommendations

4) Return to the full senatein fall 2013 for formal vote on any code modification

Relative Consensus on Areas of Progress: The following aspects of the taskforce
recommendations were relatively consistently viewed by independent reviewers as
improvements to the current code, and/or were viewed as most consistent with the problems
identified in the data gathering phase of the task force efforts.

1) Greater clarity and detail in code so that implementation can be more consistent across
departments and colleges.

2) Reduction in faculty burden by eliminating the 5-year review for al faculty members

3) Peer review as a counterbalance for administrative review when faculty have been
identified as underperforming

4) College level review committees providing alittle more “distance” so that faculty
members are not evaluating close colleagues

Remaining Issues to be Resolved by the Senate: Three issues were raised most consistently
across independent reviewers, requiring additional guidance from the senate. Other issues were
more idiosyncratic, and can be addressed at alater point when senate guidance on the primary
concerns has been incorporated.

1) Clarifying the standards to be used when evaluating the performance of tenured faculty
members.



2) Implementation of the professional development plan —how is the development plan to
be developed and who retains final authority in determining the content of the plan?

3) Timing of remediation and consequences — how much time should be alowed for faculty
members to return to fulfillment of their responsibilities once a deficit isidentified?



Post-Tenure Review (PTR) Task Force
Impetus for taskforce development:

1. NWCCU 2007 accreditation team recommended USU review its PTR policies for possible
revision and for consistent implementation (based on the finding that some 5 year reviews are
cursory in nature and “faculty don’t have time to perform rigorous annua reviews")

2. BEvery year at the state legislature there is discussion of eliminating tenure for new faculty hires,
but so far no bill has made it out of committee

3. Utah Board of Regents policy (R481) saysthe purpose of PTR isto: &) recognize good
performance, and b) communicate to faculty specific areasin need of improvement

The PTR Task Force

Co-chairs: Raymond Coward and Glenn McEvoy (2011-2012)/Renee Galliher (2012 - 2013)
Members: Renee Galliher, Gretchen Peacock, Robert Schmidt, Diane Calloway-Graham, Ralph
Whitesides, Richard Jenson

Task Force Activities: Across spring and summer 2012, the task force met 15 times, held three “town
hall” meetingsto gather feedback from faculty, met with the administrative councils for all colleges and
the library, and reviewed the faculty codes for 10 sister ingtitutions. This information was analyzed to
generate a summary of issues and recommendations presented to the faculty senate in April. A
recommended code revision was drafted over summer/fall 2012. Unanimous approval of arecommended
code revision was not achieved by the task force. The current draft of suggested revisions represents a
compromise that the task force presents to the broader faculty for additional input and review.

Task Force Meetings: February 14, 2012 (Science)

February 1, 2012 February 15, 2012 (Agriculture; Education and Human
February 8, 2012 Services)

February 22, 2012 February 16, 2012 (Arts; Humanities and Social

March 1, 2012 Sciences; Natural Resources)

March 6, 2012 February 27, 2012 (Business)

March 19, 2012 Town Hall (Faculty Forum) Meetings:

March 27, 2012 February 14, 2012

April 3, 2012 February 15, 2012

April 9, 2012 February 16, 2012

April 18, 2012 Task Force Report Dissemination

May 3, 2012 December 12, 2012 Disseminated to chairs of BFW/AFT
May 9, 2012 January 10, 2013 First meeting with AFT — answer
June 12, 2012 questions and summarize report

August 28, 2012 January 14, 2013 First meeting with BFW — answer

October 11, 2012

Meetings with Colleges:

February 7, 2012
(Libraries)
February 9, 2012
(Engineering)

guestions and summarize report

February 7, 2013 Second meeting with AFT — collect
feedback

January/February 2013 — additional meetings of BFW to
compile feedback



Guiding Principles of the Task Force Efforts

1)

2)

3)

Retain the integrity of tenure as a valued system for protecting academic freedom: See
405.12 “Tenure is ameans to certain ends, specifically academic freedom and a sufficient degree
of economic security to make the profession attractive to men and women of ability”

In USU’ s system of shared governance, faculty have primary responsibility for appointments,
promotions, tenure, terminations, and dismissals of other faculty (401.8.1(3)).

“To hold a position with tenure means that appointment is permanent and not subject to dismissal
or reduction in rank except as defined in Policy 407" (405.1.2).

Demonstrate to external stake holders that tenured faculty members undergo meaningful
and rigorous evaluation, with explicit remediation guidelines and consequences for chronic

underperformance:

The current code says that if a DH determines that the performance of atenured faculty
member is unsatisfactory, he or she “may initiate the negotiation of a professiona devel opment
plan” (405.12.3). Thisdraft of proposed code says that upon finding that a tenured faculty
member’ s performance is unsatisfactory for two consecutive years, the DH “must initiate a
professional development plan” and this plan is written by the DH in consultation with the faculty
member.

The current code says that if performance problems by tenured faculty are not rectified
through the professional development plan process then “ other nonpunitive measures should be
considered in lieu of asanction...the standard for sanction remains that of adequate cause,
namely conduct contrary to the standards set forth in policy 403.” This draft of proposed code
states that if the DH finds the tenured faculty member’ s performance unsatisfactory over three
years and a comprehensive peer review committee agrees with this assessment in two consecutive
years, then “the department head and dean will refer the matter to the President who may initiate
sanction proceedings as outlined in Section 407.”

The current standard for sanctioning a faculty member for performance problemsis that
faculty members must exercise “reasonable care in meeting their commitments to the institution”
(403.3.2(7)) and “reasonable care” is defined in 403.3.5. This draft of proposed code leaves this
standard in place, but suggests adding a second standard of conduct related to performance:
namely that “faculty members fulfill the duties associated with their position as specified in their
role statements.” The current code says that the criteria for the award of tenure or promotion shall
not be employed in post-tenure reviews (405.12.2) and, that the basic performance standard for
both annual reviews and for post-tenure reviews is whether the faculty member discharges
“conscientioudy and with professional competence” the duties associated with his or her position
(405.12.1 and 405.12.2). Thisdraft of proposed code contains a statement that says“ The basic
standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member under review fulfills the duties
associated with hig’her position as specified in his/her role statement.” Thus, the standard of
performance against which atenured faculty member is reviewed changes from discharging
duties “ conscientiously and with professional competence” to the standard that is articulated in
therole statement.

Respond to suggestions and concerns raised by faculty and administrative colleagues
regarding strengths and challenges with current post tenure review: Seetable below



The Current Draft Code Revision Proposal: The following table summarizes the reports to the faculty
senate on April 2™ and April 30", along with specific code revision suggestions outlined in the attached

code draft.

Issues Identified during
Data Collection
(Presented to FS on
April 2)

General Guiding principles for
Revision (Presented to FS on
April 30)

Specific Code Revision
Recommendations

The conduct of post-tenure
reviews varies widely across
campus.

In revising the process, practices for
post-tenure  review  should be
standardized across the university
and more detailed instructions
should be provided in Section 405 of
the USU Policy Manual.

Greater detail throughout the
section to provide more structure;
annual review process described in
greater detail with timeline and
decision making criteria;
comprehensive peer review occurs
at college level to provide greater
consistency; language clarified
throughout to reference role
statement as standard for
evaluating performance

The current policy
requiring 5-year post-
tenure reviews for all
tenured faculty members
islabor intensive, time
consuming and largely
focused on faculty who
are meeting or exceeding
expectations in all areas
of their role statement.

In light of the small number of
tenured faculty with serious
performance deficiencies as well
asthe fact that all faculty
members are reviewed annually
by their department heads,
conducting a comprehensive peer
review on every tenured faculty
member every five years (as
required by the present USU
Policy Manual) provides little
added value. Instead, we suggest
that some type of precipitating
event (e.g., multiple negative
performance reviews by the
department head) be used to
trigger a more comprehensive
post-tenure review. In essence,
the annual review of al tenured
faculty members by their
department head that is required
by current code is a post-tenure
review.

Section12.1 —the annual review
serves as the basis of post
tenure review

Section 12.2(2) —a
comprehensive peer review is
triggered by two consecutive
annual reviews stating that the
faculty is not fulfilling the
duties outlined in therole
statement

The current requirement
of an individualized

If comprehensive post-tenure
reviews involving peers only
occur after some “ precipitating
event;” this problemis

Section 12.2(2) and 12. 4 —a
comprehensive college peer
review committee will be
utilized




review committee for
each tenured faculty
member increases the
work load for senior
faculty and, moreover,
can pit “neighbor against
neighbor” in avery
delicate and critical
personnel decision. These
procedures can result in
uncomfortable or difficult
relationships between
colleagues.

significantly diminished. Further,
we believe that standing college
committees provide greater
experience and consistency than
do unique committees that are
formed for each individual
undergoing a comprehensive
post-tenure peer review.

Substandard faculty
performance needs to be
addressed quickly and
should not wait for the
next scheduled 5-year
post-tenure review. The
annual performance
reviews of tenured faculty
by department heads can
be misleading if based on
a 12-month cycle instead
of a“rolling” 3to 5 year
period.

If the annual review is considered
the post-tenure review, then
deficiencies in performance can
be identified on an annual basis
and professional development
plans (if needed) can be
implemented to “help the tenured
faculty member more fully meet
role expectations” (Section
405.12.3). Given the vagaries of
review and publication cycles, as
well as fluctuations in other
performance metrics, annua
reviews of tenured faculty by
department heads should cover
the last three to five years versus
just the past 12 months; i.e., a
rolling system.

Section 12.1 and 12. 2(1) —
Annual review covers past 5
years, professional development
plan may beinitiated after first
negative annua review;
comprehensive peer review
must be conducted after second
negative review; if the peer
review committee agrees that
the faculty member is
underperforming a professional
development plan must be
initiated.

Our current system of
post-tenure review does
not include sufficient
balance and coordination
between the feedback
from peers and that from
administrative colleagues
(i.e., department heads
and deans).

We endorse the idea of checks
and balances in post-tenure
review — some combination of
administrative perspective
balanced with some sort of peer
review. After the precipitating
event, input of both constituents
should be solicited. After a
serious performance deficiency is
identified and communicated in
the comprehensive post-tenure
review, the faculty member
should have a reasonabl e period

Section 12.2 - An initia
negative review from the
department head indicates
declining performance across
the past 5 years. Following the
first negative annual review, the
faculty member has one year to
demonstrate improvement. The
next annual review isto take
“into account progress on the
professional development plan”
(Section 12.3) if one was
implemented. Thus, the faculty




of time to improve his’her
performance.

member may not have returned to
the desired level of performance
over the course of one year, but
progress on the professional
development plan in accordance
with the timeline outlined in the
plan will move the faculty
member out the comprehensive
review process. If a subsequent
annual review indicates failureto
meet expectations of the role
statement and a comprehensive
review committee agrees that the
faculty member is not satisfying
hisor her role statement, a
professional development plan
must be implemented. Thus,
faculty members have two years
following the first negative
review to return to satisfactory
fulfillment of the role statement.

In the ideal, there should
be some financial reward
for superior post-tenure
performance.

If the annual review is considered
as our post-tenure review process,
then every year when there are
revenues allocated there will be
opportunities for merit, equity,
and retention adjustments for
tenured and untenured faculty.
Given the vagaries of legidative
funding, it is not possible to
guarantee senior faculty afixed
salary increase for apositive
post-tenure review.

Section 12.2(1) Faculty
members are eligible for merit
increases as available when the
annual review indicates that
they are fulfilling the
expectations outlined in their
role statements.




Recommended changes with track changes

405.12 REVIEW OF FACULTY

In addition to the reviews that are mandatory Fhere-are-two-additionalreviewsof faculty

perfermanece-other-than-thesefor tenure-eligible faculty and for promotion, the performance of all
faculty members will be reviewed annually. -These are-annual reviews ferfacutty-will be used as

the basis for recommendations for salary adjustments and for term appointment renewal -and

guithguennial-reviewsoftenuredfaculty._ They will also serve as the basis for the post-tenure review

process for tenured faculty.

Tenure (see Section 405.1) is ameansto certain ends, specifically:; freedom of teaching, research
and other academic endeavors, and a sufficient degree of economic security to make the profession
attractive to men and women of ability. Academic freedom and economic security for faculty are
indispensable to the success of auniversity in fulfilling its obligation to its students and to society.
With tenure comes a professional responsibility; the-ebligationto conscientioudy and competently to
devote one's energies and skills to the teaching, research, extension and service missions of the
university. A central dimension of academic freedom is the exercise of professional judgment in such
matters. The intent of the pest-tenure-review processisto support the principles of academic freedom
and tenure through the provision of effective evaluation, useful feedback, appropriate intervention,
and timely and affirmative assistance to create an environment where ensure that-every-faculty
members can continues to experience professional development and accomplishment during the
various phases of his-erhertheir careers. Useful feedback should include tangible recognition to those
faculty members who have demonstrated high or improved performance. It is also the intent of this
policy to acknowledge that there will be different expectationsin different disciplines and changing
expectations at different stages of faculty careers. Consistent with these differing expectationsis the
realization that the eval uative weights allocated within a faculty member’ s role statement may
change over time to reflect new duties and responsibilities as one’' s career evolves. (See policy
4.5.6.1 for a description of the process that must be followed to change the role statement of a faculty

member.)

12.1 Annual Review of Faculty

Each department, in collaboration with the academic dean or vice president for extension and
agriculture, and where appropriate, the chancellor or regional campus dean, shall establish
procedures by which all faculty members shall be reviewed annually. Such reviews shall focus on;-at
a-mintmum-Hheerperate an analysis of the fulfillment of the duties outlined in the role statement.
Recognizing that faculty accomplishments do not always occur in alinear fashion, this review should
take into account performance over the past 5 years (or since the individual’ s appointment to USU if
lessthan 5 years). The basc standard for appralsal shall be whether the faculty member under review
fulfills theeh » mpetence-the duties associated with
his/her position asspecmed in essﬁnedwrthl-n—theeentext—efhls/her role statement._If this standard is
met, the faculty member will be considered to be meeting expectations. appropriatehy-assoetated-with
his-er-herpesition-The department head or supervisor shall meet with the faculty member annually
to review this analysis of the fulfillment of the role statement and, subsequently, provide awritten
report of thisreview to the faculty member. A copy of this report shall be sent to the academic dean
or vice president for extenS| on and agriculture, and Where appropnate chancellor or reglonal
campus dean. \ ' : . ,




! aculty A 3y g SHew: s —For faculty with
term appointments, the annual review shall also include a recommendation regarding renewal of the
term appointment. This annual review isthe basis for merit increases when funding for such
increasesis available.

12.2 QuinguennialPost-Tenure Review of Tenured Faculty

(1) Annual Review




For tenured faculty, the annual review specified above constitutes the post-tenure review aslong as
the faculty member continues to fulfill the duties associated with his’her position as specified in
his’her role statement. If atenured faculty member is deemed to be fulfilling the duties as outlined in
hig’her role statement, he/she will be considered to be meeting expectations and will be considered
eligible for amerit increase, if such monies are available.

If atenured faculty member is deemed to not be fulfilling the duties specified in higher role
statement, a professional development plan may be implemented to address the specific area(s) of
concern (see section 405.12.3). The department head or supervisor has the latitude to consider other
options, including re-negotiation with the faculty member of hig'her role statement to emphasize
area(s) in which the faculty member is fulfilling duties as specified in his’her role statement. In
addition, other options, such as phased resignation/retirement, medical |eave, unpaid |eave of
absence, or career counseling may be available to the faculty member upon consultation with the
USU Office of Human Resources.

If the next annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is fulfilling the dutiesin his’her
role statement, taking into account progress on the professional development plan if one was
implemented, the faculty member will be considered eligible for merit pay increases if available.
However, if the faculty member isjudged as not fulfilling his’her duties as specified in his'her role
statement by the department head for a second consecutive year, then a more comprehensive post-
tenure review process will occur, as outlined below.

(2) Comprehensive Peer Review

If atenured faculty member receives a second consecutive annual review in which he/sheis deemed
to not be fulfilling the duties of his’/her position as specified in his’her role statement, the department
head will request a comprehensive peer review be conducted by the appropriate college peer review
committee (see section 405.12.4). College peer review committees will receive copies of the annual
reviews from the previous two years (with each review covering a 5-year period as stated in
405.12.1), the material upon which the annual reviews were based (e.g., current curriculum vita, role
statement, and self-assessment material), the most recent professional development plan (if one was
implemented), and any additional material the faculty member or department head wishes the
committee to consider. The committee may also elect to invite the faculty member and/or
department head to provide additional input.

Following the review of all materials submitted by the department head and faculty member, the peer
review committee will prepare awritten report, providing an assessment of the faculty member’s
performance relative to his or her role statement, including a statement regarding whether the faculty
member under review fulfills the duties associated with his/her position as specified in hisher role
statement. Copies of the written report will be provided to the faculty member, department head,
academic dean or vice president for extension and agriculture, and, where appropriate, the chancellor
or regional campus dean. An ombudsperson must be present at all meetings of a comprehensive peer
review committee. Ombudspersons must receive adeguate advance notice of a committee meeting
from the chairperson (see policy 405.6.5).

If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is not fulfilling the duties associated
with his’her position as specified in his’her role statement, the department head will implement a
Professional Development Plan in consultation with the faculty member, as described in 405.12.3.




If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties associated
with his/her position as specified in his’her role statement, no sanctions will be pursued against the
faculty member relative to standard X in 403.3.2 and the faculty member will be eligible for merit
increases as available.

Following a comprehensive peer review and theinitiation of a Professional Development Plan, if the
subsequent annual review indicates that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties of his’her position
as specified in his/her role statement, the Professional Development Plan will be considered complete
and the faculty member will be eligible for merit pay increase as available.

(3) Uncorrected Performance Deficiencies over Time

If, following an initial comprehensive peer review and the initiation of a Professional Development
Plan, the subsequent (third consecutive) annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is
continuing to not fulfill the duties associated with histher position as specified in his/her role
statement, the department head will request a second comprehensive peer review. The procedures
for this peer review will be the same as those outlined in 405.12.2 (2).

If the committee concludes that the faculty member continues to demonstrate recurrent and chronic
performance deficiencies and is not fulfilling the duties of his’her position as specified in higher role
statement, the department head and dean will refer the matter to the President who may initiate
sanction proceedings as outlined in Section 407.

12.3 Professional Development Plan

(2) The professional development plan should include elements which: (1) identify the faculty
member’ s specific strengths and weaknesses {H-any)}-and relate these to the allocation of
effertevaluative weight assigned in the role statement; (2) define speetie-goals or outcomes needed
to remedy the identified performance deficiencies; (3) outline the activities that are necessary to
achieve the needed outcomes; (4) set appropriate time lines for Hplermenting-and-menitoringthe
activities-and-achieving the outcomes; (5) indicate appropriate criteria for progress reviews and the
evaluation of outcomes; and (6) identify any institutional commitments-+r-theplan.

(3) The faculty member shall meet with the department head or supervisor, at timesindicated as
appropriate in the professional development plan, to monitor progress toward accompllshment of the
goals or outcomes included in the plan. ! , .




the professiona-development-plan;At the next scheduled annual evaluation, the department head or
Supervisor wi II evaluate the performance of the faculty member to determr neif it new—tultr#mentef

whether—thetaeetwmemberr scons stent wrth the dutr es set forth in hrs/her roI e statement taking into
account progress on the profuu onal devel opment plan Iheelepartment—heael—er—supemeepshal-t

reg+enal—eampuselean—For meetl ngs held between erther the department head or supervrsor and the
faculty member to discuss the report, the faculty member or department head or supervisor may
reguest the presence of an ombudsperson in accordance with policy 405. 6 5.

12.4 College Comprehensive Peer Review Committee

Comprehensive peer review committees consisting of five standing members and three alternates, all
of whom are full Professors, shall be formed by every college, the Library, and Extension. Standing
committee members will include four individuals elected by the college faculty and one individual
appointed by the college dean. Alternates will include two elected individuals and one individual
appointed by the dean. While only full Professors can serve on the peer review committee,
nominations for the elected positions will be sought from all tenured and tenure-eligible faculty
members within the college. All tenured and tenure-eligible faculty members will then vote for the
appropriate number of candidates to ensure there are four €l ected standing members and two el ected
alternate members. With the exception of the Library, no more than two members can be from any
one department. Department heads, associate deans, and others with full- or part-time administrative
assignments are not eligible to serve on these committees. If a committee member takes on an
administrative position during his’her period of committee service, he/she will be replaced.

Each comprehensive peer review committee member will serve athree-year term. However, terms
will be staggered to ensure some continuity and to avoid, if possible, no more than half of the
members being replaced in any given year. Vacancies will be filled through college el ections for the
four elected members and two €elected alternates and dean appointment for the one appointed member
and one appointed alternate. Each year the committee will €lect an individual from within the
committee who will serve as the committee chairperson for that year.

When atenured faculty member undergoes a comprehensive peer review, the faculty member and/or
department head or supervisor may each request that one committee member recuse him/herself and
be replaced by an alternate member. Such requests should be made only when thereisaclear
conflict of interest (e.g., faculty member or department head has a close personal or professional

rel ationship with a committee member). The alternate selected will be an el ected alternate if an




elected standing member is replaced and the appointed alternate if the dean-appointed member is

replaced.

Note: With the referral to Section 407 for sanction determination an additional standard must be
added to section 403.3.2 (Standards of Conduct — Professional Obligations). This standard would
read as follows:

Faculty members fulfill the duties associated with their position as specified in their role
statements.



“Clean” version of recommended changes
405.12 REVIEW OF FACULTY

In addition to the reviews that are mandatory for tenure-eligible faculty and for promotion, the
performance of all faculty memberswill be reviewed annually. These annual reviews will be used as
the basis for recommendations for salary adjustments and for term appointment renewal. They will
also serve as the basis for the post-tenure review process for tenured faculty.

Tenure (see Section 405.1) isameansto certain ends, specificaly: freedom of teaching, research and
other academic endeavors, and a sufficient degree of economic security to make the profession
attractive to men and women of ability. Academic freedom and economic security for faculty are
indispensable to the success of auniversity in fulfilling its obligation to its students and to society.
With tenure comes a professional responsibility to conscientiously and competently devote one's
energies and skillsto the teaching, research, extension and service missions of the university. A
central dimension of academic freedom is the exercise of professional judgment in such matters. The
intent of the review process isto support the principles of academic freedom and tenure through the
provision of effective evaluation, useful feedback, appropriate intervention, and timely and
affirmative assistance to create an environment where faculty members can continue to experience
professional development and accomplishment during the various phases of their careers. Useful
feedback should include tangible recognition to those faculty members who have demonstrated high
or improved performance. It is aso the intent of this policy to acknowledge that there will be
different expectationsin different disciplines and changing expectations at different stages of faculty
careers. Consistent with these differing expectations is the realization that the evaluative weights
allocated within a faculty member’ s role statement may change over time to reflect new duties and
responsibilities as one’ s career evolves. (See policy 4.5.6.1 for a description of the process that must
be followed to change the role statement of afaculty member.)

12.1 Annual Review of Faculty

Each department, in collaboration with the academic dean or vice president for extension and
agriculture, and where appropriate, the chancellor or regional campus dean, shall establish
procedures by which all faculty members shall be reviewed annually. Such reviews shall focus on an
analysis of the fulfillment of the duties outlined in the role statement. Recognizing that faculty
accomplishments do not always occur in alinear fashion, this review should take into account
performance over the past 5 years (or since the individual’ s appointment to USU if lessthan 5 years).
The basic standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member under review fulfills the duties
associated with his/her position as specified in hisher role statement. If this standard is met, the
faculty member will be considered to be meeting expectations. The department head or supervisor
shall meet with the faculty member annually to review this anaysis of the fulfillment of the role
statement and, subsequently, provide awritten report of thisreview to the faculty member. A copy of
this report shall be sent to the academic dean or vice president for extension and agriculture, and,
where appropriate, chancellor or regional campus dean. For faculty with term appointments, the
annual review shall also include a recommendation regarding renewal of the term appointment. This
annual review isthe basis for merit increases when funding for such increasesis available.

12.2 Post-Tenure Review of Tenured Faculty

(1) Annual Review



For tenured faculty, the annual review specified above constitutes the post-tenure review aslong as
the faculty member continues to fulfill the duties associated with hig’her position as specified in
his/her role statement. If atenured faculty member is deemed to be fulfilling the duties as outlined in
his/her role statement, he/she will be considered to be meeting expectations and will be considered
eligible for amerit increase, if such monies are available.

If atenured faculty member is deemed to not be fulfilling the duties specified in hig’her role
statement, a professional development plan may be implemented to address the specific area(s) of
concern (see section 405.12.3). The department head or supervisor has the latitude to consider other
options, including re-negotiation with the faculty member of his/her role statement to emphasize
area(s) in which the faculty member isfulfilling duties as specified in hig’her role statement. In
addition, other options, such as phased resignation/retirement, medical leave, unpaid |leave of
absence, or career counseling may be available to the faculty member upon consultation with the
USU Office of Human Resources.

If the next annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is fulfilling the dutiesin his/her
role statement, taking into account progress on the professional development plan if one was
implemented, the faculty member will be considered eligible for merit pay increases if available.
However, if the faculty member isjudged as not fulfilling his/her duties as specified in his/her role
statement by the department head for a second consecutive year, then a more comprehensive post-
tenure review process will occur, as outlined below.

(2) Comprehensive Peer Review

If atenured faculty member receives a second consecutive annual review in which he/sheis deemed
to not be fulfilling the duties of his/her position as specified in his/her role statement, the department
head will request a comprehensive peer review be conducted by the appropriate college peer review
committee (see section 405.12.4). College peer review committees will receive copies of the annual
reviews from the previous two years (with each review covering a 5-year period as stated in
405.12.1), the material upon which the annual reviews were based (e.g., current curriculum vita, role
statement, and self-assessment material), the most recent professional development plan (if one was
implemented), and any additional material the faculty member or department head wishes the
committee to consider. The committee may also elect to invite the faculty member and/or
department head to provide additional input.

Following the review of all materials submitted by the department head and faculty member, the peer
review committee will prepare awritten report, providing an assessment of the faculty member’s
performance relative to his or her role statement, including a statement regarding whether the faculty
member under review fulfills the duties associated with his’her position as specified in his’/her role
statement. Copies of the written report will be provided to the faculty member, department head,
academic dean or vice president for extension and agriculture, and, where appropriate, the chancellor
or regional campus dean. An ombudsperson must be present at all meetings of a comprehensive peer
review committee. Ombudspersons must receive adequate advance notice of a committee meeting
from the chairperson (see policy 405.6.5).

If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is not fulfilling the duties associated
with his/her position as specified in higher role statement, the department head will implement a
Professional Development Plan in consultation with the faculty member, as described in 405.12.3.



If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties associated
with hig/her position as specified in hisher role statement, no sanctions will be pursued against the
faculty member relative to standard X in 403.3.2 and the faculty member will be eligible for merit
increases as available.

Following a comprehensive peer review and the initiation of a Professional Development Plan, if the
subsequent annual review indicates that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties of his/her position
as specified in his/her role statement, the Professional Development Plan will be considered complete
and the faculty member will be eligible for merit pay increase as available.

(3) Uncorrected Performance Deficiencies over Time

If, following an initial comprehensive peer review and the initiation of a Professional Devel opment
Plan, the subsequent (third consecutive) annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is
continuing to not fulfill the duties associated with his/her position as specified in higher role
statement, the department head will request a second comprehensive peer review. The procedures
for this peer review will be the same as those outlined in 405.12.2 (2).

If the committee concludes that the faculty member continues to demonstrate recurrent and chronic
performance deficiencies and is not fulfilling the duties of his’her position as specified in higher role
statement, the department head and dean will refer the matter to the President who may initiate
sanction proceedings as outlined in Section 407.

12.3 Professional Development Plan

(1) The professional development plan iswritten by the department head or supervisor in
consultation with the faculty member. The final plan shall be approved by the academic dean or vice
president for extension and agriculture, and, where appropriate, the chancellor or regional campus
dean.

(2) The professional development plan should include elements which: (1) identify the faculty
member’ s specific strengths and weaknesses and relate these to the allocation of evaluative weight
assigned in the role statement; (2) define goals or outcomes needed to remedy the identified
performance deficiencies; (3) outline the activities that are necessary to achieve the needed
outcomes, (4) set appropriate time lines for achieving the outcomes; (5) indicate appropriate criteria
for progress reviews and the evaluation of outcomes; and (6) identify any institutional commitments.

(3) The faculty member shall meet with the department head or supervisor, at timesindicated as
appropriate in the professional development plan, to monitor progress toward accomplishment of the
goals or outcomes included in the plan. At the next scheduled annual evaluation, the department head
or supervisor will evaluate the performance of the faculty member to determineif it is consistent with
the duties set forth in his/her role statement, taking into account progress on the professional
development plan. For meetings held between either the department head or supervisor and the
faculty member to discuss the report, the faculty member or department head or supervisor may
request the presence of an ombudsperson in accordance with policy 405.6.5.

12.4 College Comprehensive Peer Review Committee



Comprehensive peer review committees consisting of five standing members and three alternates, all
of whom are full Professors, shall be formed by every college, the Library, and Extension. Standing
committee members will include four individual s elected by the college faculty and one individua
appointed by the college dean. Alternates will include two e ected individuals and one individual
appointed by the dean. While only full Professors can serve on the peer review committee,
nominations for the elected positions will be sought from all tenured and tenure-eligible faculty
members within the college. All tenured and tenure-eligible faculty members will then vote for the
appropriate number of candidates to ensure there are four elected standing members and two elected
alternate members. With the exception of the Library, no more than two members can be from any
one department. Department heads, associate deans, and others with full- or part-time administrative
assignments are not eligible to serve on these committees. I1f a committee member takes on an
administrative position during his’her period of committee service, he/she will be replaced.

Each comprehensive peer review committee member will serve athree-year term. However, terms
will be staggered to ensure some continuity and to avoid, if possible, no more than half of the
members being replaced in any given year. Vacancies will be filled through college elections for the
four elected members and two elected alternates and dean appointment for the one appointed member
and one appointed alternate. Each year the committee will elect an individua from within the
committee who will serve as the committee chairperson for that year.

When a tenured faculty member undergoes a comprehensive peer review, the faculty member and/or
department head or supervisor may each request that one committee member recuse him/herself and
be replaced by an alternate member. Such requests should be made only when thereisaclear
conflict of interest (e.g., faculty member or department head has a close persona or professional
relationship with a committee member). The alternate selected will be an elected alternate if an
elected standing member is replaced and the appointed alternate if the dean-appointed member is
replaced.

Note: With the referral to Section 407 for sanction determination an additional standard must be
added to section 403.3.2 (Standards of Conduct — Professional Obligations). This standard would
read as follows:

Faculty members fulfill the duties associated with their position as specified in their role
statements.



Original code

405.12 REVIEW OF FACULTY

There are two additional reviews of faculty performance other than those for tenure-eligible faculty
and for promotion. These are annual reviews for faculty for salary adjustments and for term
appointment renewal, and quinquennial reviews of tenured faculty.

Tenure (see Section 405.1) isameansto certain ends, specificaly; freedom of teaching, research and
other academic endeavors, and a sufficient degree of economic security to make the profession
attractive to men and women of ability. Academic freedom and economic security for faculty are
indispensable to the success of auniversity in fulfilling its obligation to its students and to society.
With tenure comes professional responsibility, the obligation conscientiously and competently to
devote one's energies and skills to the teaching, research, extension and service missions of the
university. A central dimension of academic freedom is the exercise of professional judgment in such
matters. The intent of post-tenure review isto support the principles of academic freedom and tenure
through the provision of effective evaluation, useful feedback, appropriate intervention, and timely
and affirmative assistance to ensure that every faculty member continues to experience professional
devel opment and accomplishment during the various phases of his or her career. Useful feedback
should include tangible recognition to those faculty who have demonstrated high or improved
performance. It is also the intent of this policy to acknowledge that there will be different
expectations in different disciplines and changing expectations at different stages of faculty careers.

12.1 Annual Review of Faculty

Each department shall establish procedures by which all faculty shall be reviewed annually. Such
reviews shall, at a minimum, incorporate an analysis of the fulfillment of the role statement. The
basic standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member under review discharges
conscientioudy and with professional competence the duties appropriately associated with his or her
position. The department head or supervisor shall meet with the faculty member annually to review
this analysis of the fulfillment of the role statement and, subsequently, provide a written report of this
review to the faculty member. A copy of thisreport shall be sent to the academic dean or vice
president for extension, and, where appropriate, chancellor or regional campus dean. The annual
evaluation and recommendation by the department head or supervisor for tenure-eligible faculty
(405.7.1 (3)) may constitute this review for salary adjustment. For faculty with term appointments,
the annual review shall also include a recommendation regarding renewa of the term appointment.

12.2 Quinguennial Review of Tenured Faculty

Tenured faculty shall be reviewed every five years by a post-tenure quinquennial review committee
consisting of at least three tenured faculty members who hold rank equal to or greater than the faculty
member being reviewed. The committee shall be appointed by the department head or supervisor in
consultation with the faculty member and academic dean or vice president for extension, and, where
applicable, the chancellor or regional campus dean, and must include at least one member from
outside the academic unit. If there are fewer than two faculty members in the academic unit with
equal to or higher rank than the candidate, then the department head or supervisor shall, in
consultation with the academic dean or vice president for extension, and, where appropriate, the
chancellor or regional campus dean, complete the membership of the committee with faculty of
related academic units. Department heads and supervisors of the faculty member being reviewed
shall not serve on this committee, and no committee member may be a department head or supervisor
of any other member of the committee. An administrator may only be appointed to the quinquennial
review committee with the approval of the faculty member under consideration.



For post-tenure quinquennial review meetings and for meetings held between either the department
head or supervisor and the candidate to review the committee's evaluation and recommendation, the
candidate or department head or supervisor may request the presence of an ombudsperson in
accordance with policy 405.6.5. The basic standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member
under review discharges conscientiously and with professional competence the duties appropriately
associated with his or her position as specified in the role statement. It is the intent of this policy to
acknowledge that there will be different expectationsin different disciplines and changing
expectations at different stages of faculty careers. This evaluation of tenured faculty shall include the
review of the annual evaluation (405.12.1), and shall include the current curriculum vita and other
professional materials deemed necessary by the faculty member, and any professional development
plan in place. The review will be discipline and role specific, as appropriate to evaluate: (1) teaching,
through student, collegial, and administrative assessment; (2) the quality of scholarly and creative
performance and/or research productivity; and (3) service to the profession, the university, and the
community. The criteriafor the award of tenure or promotion to the most senior ranks shall not be
employed for the review of the tenured faculty. In the event that a faculty member is promoted to the
most senior rank, the review made by his or her promotion committee shall constitute the
quinquennial review. In such cases, another review need not be scheduled for five years.

Upon completion of its review, the review committee for tenured faculty shall submit a written report
to the department head or supervisor, who shall forward a copy to the academic dean or vice
president for extension, and, where appropriate, chancellor or regional campus dean. A copy of the
committee's report shall be sent to the faculty member. In the event that the outcomes of a
professional development plan are contested (405.12.3(3)), the review committee for tenured faculty
may be called upon by the faculty member to conduct its quinquennial review ahead of schedule. In
such cases, another review need not be scheduled for five years. The review committee may also, at
times, between its quinquennial reviews, review the professional development plan as described in
sections (405.12.3(1-2)).

12.3 Professional Development Plan

(1) The department head or supervisor may, as a consequence of the annual review process, initiate
the negotiation of a professional development plan to help the tenured faculty member more fully
meet role expectations. The plan shall respect academic freedom and professional self-direction, and
shall permit subsequent alteration. The professional development plan shall be mutually agreed to
and signed by the faculty member and the department head or supervisor and approved by the
academic dean or vice president for extension, and, where appropriate, the chancellor or regional
campus dean. If agreement cannot be reached, individual department, college, and/or University
appeal or hearing procedures should be used to resolve disagreements before transmitting revised
role statements to promotion advisory committee and tenure committees. Such appeal and hearing
procedures can, upon request, include a review of the professional development plan by the Review
Committee described in policy 405.12.2.

(2) The professional development plan should include elements which: (1) identify the specific
strengths and weaknesses (if any) and relate these to the allocation of effort assigned in the role
statement; (2) define specific goals or outcomes needed to remedy the identified deficiencies; (3)
outline the activities that are necessary to achieve the needed outcomes; (4) set appropriate time lines
for implementing and monitoring the activities and achieving the outcomes; (5) indicate appropriate
criteriafor progress reviews and the evaluation of outcomes; and (6) identify any institutional
commitmentsin the plan.



(3) The faculty member shall meet with the department head or supervisor, at timesindicated as
appropriate in the professional development plan, to monitor progress toward accomplishment of the
goals or outcomes included in the plan. The department head or supervisor shall, at the conclusion of
the professional development plan, evaluate the fulfillment of the goals or outcomes described in the
plan, in terms of the criteria established by the plan. The department head or supervisor shall meet
with the faculty member to review this analysis and subsequently, the department head or supervisor
shall provide awritten report of this review to the faculty member and shall also forward a copy to
the academic dean or vice president for extension, and, where appropriate, the chancellor or regional
campus dean. For meetings held between either the department head or supervisor and faculty
member to discuss the report, the faculty member or department head or supervisor may request the
presence of an ombudsperson in accordance with policy 405.6.5. At the request of the faculty
member, department head, or supervisor, this report may be reviewed by the committee for tenured
faculty, who shall conduct an in-depth evaluation as described in 405.12.2, including an anaysis of
the fulfillment of the goals or outcomes, or any other features included in the professional
development plan. In this event, thisin-depth review shall congtitute the quinquennial review and
another review need not be scheduled for five years. Upon completion of its review, the committee
shall submit awritten report to the department head or supervisor. A copy of the committee's report
shall be sent to the faculty member, to the chancellor or campus dean and to the academic dean or
vice president for extension.

12.4 Academic Process
Evaluations, conducted pursuant to Policy 407, may reveal continuing and persistent

problems with a faculty member’s performance that call into question the faculty member's
ability to function in his or her position. If such problems have not been rectified by efforts at
improvement as prescribed in a professional development plan, the outcomes of which have
been judged (405.12.3.(3)) by the review committee (405.12.2), then other nonpunitive
measures, should be considered in lieu of a sanction as per policy 407.1.1. The standard for
sanction (policy 407.2) remains that of adequate cause, namely conduct contrary to the
standards set forth in policy 403. Successive negative reviews do not in any way diminish the
obligations of the university to show such adequate cause pursuant to policy 407.4.



Utah State University
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
Committee Report on Proposed Changes to Faculty Code Section 405
February, 2013

The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee’ s position is that the proposed changes in Post-
Tenure Review are an improvement over the current code in that they would (1) substantially
reduce the faculty burden by eliminating the mandatory five year review for all faculty, (2)
implement a peer review committee as a counterbalance for administrative review, and (3)
standardize the peer review at the college level, thus reducing the likelihood of having to
evauate your “next door neighbor” on are-occurring basis.

However, the Committee has serious concerns regarding several aspects of the proposed
changes. In the Committee’s view, these issues would lead to inconsistent and arbitrary
application of performance expectations across the campus. These concerns must be
satisfactorily addressed before the Committee could recommend the taskforce proposal to the
Faculty Senate. Specifically:

1. Themost significant issue is the standard that will be used for evaluation. The proposed
standard is that the faculty member is “fulfilling the duties outlined in the role
statement.” This concept sounds reasonable and innocuous, but involves important
issues, such as:

a. The proposed standard represents a substantial change from the current post-
tenure review policy which explicitly states that “ The criteriafor the award of
tenure or promotion to the most senior ranks shall not be employed for the review
of the tenured faculty.” The current standard is whether the faculty member is
discharging her/his duties “ conscientiously and with professional competence.” .
The proposed policy raises the bar because many role statements include the
requirement that the faculty member demonstrate excellence in the area of
emphasis, which is the standard for promotion to full professor. This may or may
not be agood idea, but it certainly deserves careful attention before being
adopted. The Committee s position is that the proposal weakens tenure rights by
potentially requiring that tenure be re-earned every year.

b. Role statements differ dramatically across campus and those differences imply
that the evaluation standard will differ. Newer role statements include the
terminology that excellence must be achieved in the area of emphasis. Older role
statements do not include this language. The Provost reported to the Faculty
Senate that role statements are currently split about 50/50 between the older and
the newer versions. Thus, the standard will not be uniform. It should aso be noted
that the current format of the role statement is not unanimously embraced by the
faculty.



2. Procedures for annual reviews would need to be standardized and perhaps strengthened
across units on campus. Many departments would need to change their evaluation
processes to encompass the rolling five year review and to provide an overall evaluation.
Without greater uniformity across campus, the policy could be inequitable.

3. Thecurrent policy stipulates that the department head will construct a professional
development plan “in consultation” with the faculty member. But the proposed plan
gives the department head unilateral power to impose a plan. Such authority could be
abused. A possible modification would be to give the review committee authority for
approving the improvement plan.

4. Thedefinition of a“bad review” that triggers the process must be precisely defined and
applied uniformly across campus.

Approved by the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee by a vote of __ to



Memo:  To Faculty Senate Executive Committee, Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
and Professional Responsibilities and Procedures Committee

From: Budget and Faculty Welfare Committee
Subject:  Review of the proposed revisions of section 405 of the Faculty Code

Outline:  What follows is: 1) an executive summary of the findings of the BFW committee
(pages 1 - 3), and, 2) detailed notes and comment attached to the proposed code
changes (pages 4 - 16).

Findings: It is our finding that the revision poses significant issues with respect to faculty welfare
Key Issues

1. The foundation for the justification of this code revision lacks academic rigor.
Private interviews with administrators and unscientific sampling of DH do not
meet the standards of scientific statistical data collection. At this point in time,
based on what evidence has been provided us, we are not convinced there is
actually a problem sufficient to warrant the proposed changes in code.

2. The tenor of the proposed code change has moved from supportive and
recognizing accomplishment to adversarial and punitive actions.

3. The net result of this code change is a reduction in the benefits of tenure and a
significant reduction if not elimination of the concept of shared governance.

4. The code changes the standard of performance a tenured faculty member must
meet to avoid sanctions. Thus the reasonable care standard 403.3.5" has been
replace by a requirement to meet the same standards (e.g. excellence in primary
role) applied to achieving tenure.

a. This code change eliminates the “reasonable care standard” as the criteria
for evaluation.

b. This code change eliminates the following statement in the existing code;
“The criteria for the award of tenure or promotion to the most senior ranks
shall not be employed for the review of the tenured faculty.”

! 403.3.5 Definition of Reasonable Care

This term, which is familiar to the law, means that the level of performance required of
a faculty member is that which is recognized in the profession as reasonable in the light
of the obligations which he or she has assumed, competing demands upon his or her
energy and time, nature and quality of his or her work, and all other circumstances
which the academic community would properly take into account in determining
whether he or she was discharging his or her responsibilities at an acceptable level.
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c. The effect of this change is that a faculty member will be required to re-
earn tenure every year, since annual faculty reviews will be based solely on the
role statement.

d. There are enormous problems with the current form of role statements as
expressed to the BFW committee and in the faculty forum.

5. This code change places these decisions in the hands of administrators, contrary
to current code section 401.8.1 (3) “Faculty status and related matters, such as
appointments, reappointments, nonrenewals of appointments, terminations,
dismissals, reductions in status, promotions, and the granting of tenure are
primarily a faculty responsibility.”

a. Professional development plans, rather than being negotiated between a
faculty member and DH are now written by the DH only in consultation with the
faculty member.

b. This granting of faculty rights to administration represents a degradation
of tenure and consequently the rights of shared governance.

6. The proposed language of the code is directed to dismissal, rather than
constructive actions.

7. With respect to this proposed code change:

a. A group of departmental faculty peers is better qualified to evaluate a
faculty member’s work than a single DH or college committee.

b. Only two consecutive annual reviews as a trigger of committee review
provides too brief a window to adequately assess a trend of non-performance.

c. Suggest an addition to the code that allows a faculty member to have a
departmental committee review at any point following a negative review.

d. Adequate time (minimum 3 years after development of the work plan) and
funding (e.g. professional development workshops, meeting attendance) to meet
the objectives of a faculty work plan should be provided.

Vote of the Budget and Faculty Welfare Committee:
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This document is to be delivered to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee and to the
chair of the Professional Responsibilities and Procedures Committee from the Budget and
Faculty Welfare Committee. The vote was unanimous.
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Post-Tenure Review (PTR) Task Force

Impetus for taskforce development:

1. NWCCU 2007 accreditation team recommended USU review its PTR policies for possible
revision and for consistent implementation (based on the finding that some 5 year reviews are

cursory in nature and “faculty don’t have time to perform rigorous annual reviews”) |1/ 2

2. Every year at the state legislature there is discussion of eliminating tenure for new faculty hires,

but so far no bill has made it out of committee 3|
3. Utah Board of Regents policy (R481) says the purpose of PTR is to: a) recognize good
performance, and b) communicate to faculty specific areas in need of improvement

The PTR Task Force

Co-chairs: Raymond Coward and Glenn McEvoy (2011-2012)/Renee Galliher (2012 - 2013)
Members: Renee Galliher, Gretchen Peacock, Robert Schmidt, Diane Calloway-Graham, Ralph

Whitesides, Richard Jenson

Task Force Activities: Across spring and summer 2012, the task force met 15 times, held three “town

hall” meetings to gather feedback from faculty, met with the administrative councils for all colleges and

the library, and reviewed the faculty codes for 10 sister institutions. This information was analyzed to

generate a summary of issues and recommendations presented to the faculty senate in April. A

recommended code revision was drafted over summer/fall 2012. Unanimous approval of a recommended

code revision was not achieved by the task force. The current draft of suggested revisions represents a

compromise that the task force presents to the broader faculty for additional input and review.

Task Force Meetings:
February 1, 2012
February 8, 2012
February 22,2012
March 1, 2012
March 6, 2012
March 19,2012
March 27,2012
April 3,2012
April 9,2012
April 18,2012
May 3, 2012
May 9, 2012
June 12, 2012
August 28,2012
October 11, 2012

Section 405, Page 4

Meetings with Colleges:

February 7, 2012 (Libraries)

February 9, 2012 (Engineering)
February 14, 2012 (Science)

February 15, 2012 (Agriculture;
Education and Human Services)
February 16, 2012 (Arts; Humanities
and Social Sciences; Natural Resources)
February 27, 2012 (Business)

Town Hall (Faculty Forum) Meetings:
February 14, 2012
February 15,2012
February 16,2012

BFW 2/13/13 5:37 PM

Comment [1]: NWCCU did request some
changes: Recommendation Number 8: The
committee recommends that the university
review for possible revision and for consistent
implementation of the pre-tenure faculty
mentoring and evaluation policies and
procedures and the post-tenure faculty evaluation
policies and procedures, including institutional
involvement in implementing plans for
improvement.

In response the university issued the following
response:

Faculty Senate leadership and central
administration have agreed that the topic of post-
tenure faculty evaluation will be widely discussed
during the Academic Year 2011-2012. To launch
this discussion, the Executive Vice President and
Provost made a presentation to all department
heads, deans and Faculty Senate Leadership
regarding the value of a meaningful review
process for tenured faculty. Three of the “take
away” messages from the presentation included:
(1) there is a concern about underperforming
faculty who seem protected by tenure; (2)
underperforming faculty must be given the
opportunity to bring their performance in line
with their role statements; and (3) if they fail to
do so, there is language in our current faculty
code to dismiss a tenured faculty member. This
conversation will be ongoing throughout the

Academic Year 2011-2012.

BFW 2/14/13 10:22 AM

Comment [2]: Two basic points
1)The takeaways make the assumption that
this is a problem.
a.Foundations of the assumption.
i.Interviews by the task force with some
administrators and a small number of
faculty. (as per Senate President
statement at Faculty Forum)
1.We need access to the notes the
committee took on their meetings with
colleges to determine for ourselves the
extent of the problem, At this point in
time, based on what evidence has been
provided us, we are not convinced
there is actually a problem sufficient to
warrant the proposed changes in code.
2.A survey by the provost in which he
said DH identified 10% of their faculty
as a problem.
2)Comment: lacks academic rigor. Private
interviews with administrators and
unscientific sampling of DH do not meet the
standards of scientific statistical data collection
3)The third condition, “if they fail to do so,
there is language in our current faculty code to
dismiss a tenured faculty member” in the
response to NWCCU is evidence that the
purpose of this proposal is to make it easier for

administrators to dismiss faculty, includ”. 1] )

BFW 2/13/13 5:41 PM
Comment [3]: This is a deceptive reason. Only 2
bills have been presented to the legislature since
1997. These were in 2011 and 2012 by Christopher
Herrod, who is no longer in the legislature.




Guiding Principles of the Task Force Efforts

1))

2)

3)

Retain the integrity of tenure as a valued system for protecting academic freedom: See
405.12 “Tenure is a means to certain ends, specifically academic freedom and a sufficient degree
of economic security to make the profession attractive to men and women of ability”

In USU’s system of shared governance, faculty have primary responsibility for appointments,
promotions, tenure, terminations, and dismissals of other faculty (401.8.1(3)).

“To hold a position with tenure means that appointment is permanent and not subject to dismissal
or reduction in rank except as defined in Policy 407 (405.1.2).

Demonstrate to external stake holders that tenured faculty members undergo meaningful
and rigorous evaluation, with explicit remediation guidelines and consequences for chronic
underperformance:

The current code says that if a DH determines that the performance of a tenured faculty
member is unsatisfactory, he or she “may initiate the negotiation of a professional development
plan” (405.12.3). This draft of proposed code says that upon finding that a tenured faculty
member’s performance is unsatisfactory for two consecutive years, the DH “must initiate a
professional development plan” and this plan is written by the DH in consultation with the faculty
member 45

The current code says that if performance problems by tenured faculty are not rectified
through the professional development plan process then “other nonpunitive measures should be
considered in lieu of a sanction...the standard for sanction remains that of adequate cause,
namely conduct contrary to the standards set forth in policy 403.” This draft of proposed code
states that if the DH finds the tenured faculty member’s performance unsatisfactory over three
years and a comprehensive peer review committee agrees with this assessment in two consecutive
years, then “the department head and dean will refer the matter to the President who may initiate
sanction proceedings as outlined in Section 407.76)

The current standard for sanctioning a faculty member for performance problems is that
faculty members must exercise “reasonable care in meeting their commitments to the institution”
(403.3.2(7)) and “reasonable care” is defined in 403.3.5. This draft of proposed code leaves this
standard in place, but suggests adding a second standard of conduct related to performance:
namely that “faculty members fulfill the duties associated with their position as specified in their
role statements.” The current code says that the criteria for the award of tenure or promotion shall
not be employed in post-tenure reviews (405.12.2) and, that the basic performance standard for
both annual reviews and for post-tenure reviews is whether the faculty member discharges
“conscientiously and with professional competence” the duties associated with his or her position
(405.12.1 and 405.12.2). This draft of proposed code contains a statement that says “The basic
standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member under review fulfills the duties
associated with his/her position as specified in his/her role statement.” Thus, the standard of
performance against which a tenured faculty member is reviewed changes from discharging
duties “conscientiously and with professional competence” to the standard that is articulated in
the role statement.7|

Respond to suggestions and concerns raised by faculty and administrative colleagues
regarding strengths and challenges with current post tenure review: See table below

Section 405, Page 5
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Comment [4]: This paragraph, along with
following paragraphs has the effect of rendering
tenure virtually nonexistent at USU. This is
essentially a 2 year tenure clock, in which a tenured
faculty member must meet tenure requirements
every year. This is a violation of 405.12.2 of the
code which states: “The criteria for the award of
tenure or promotion to the most senior ranks
shall not be employed for the review of the
tenured faculty.”

This proposal seeks to eliminate previous cited
section of the code (in bold above) which will
constitute severe harm to the tenure system and the
whole concept of shared governance.

Shared governance, is in part, based on the idea
that a faculty member need not fear reprisals
from a DH, Dean or Provost whose policies he or
she might oppose. This wording in the code puts
enormous power in the hands of the DH and Deans.
In short, it considerably streamlines mechanisms to i
fire faculty.

BFW 2/13/13 5:19 PM

Comment [5]: The existing code states that a
professional development plan is negotiated
between the faculty member and the DH. The
proposed code change call for the DH to write the
plan. This is antithetical to shared governance, and
opens the door for potential abuse.

~— -
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Comment [6]: Again we are presented with what
is in effect a 2 year tenure clock with the penalties
imposed by 407 being the same as those for
violating provisions of 403 such as plagiarism and
sexual harassment.

This guide seeks to change 403 removing the
reasonable care standard, effectively imposing
tenure guidelines on all faculty. (See the proposed

deletion in section 403 at end of this document.)

BFW 2/14/13 8:59 AM

Comment [7]: This in essence leads to the end of
tenure and shared governance at USU. This changes
the existing code from the reasonable care standard
403.3.2.7 to a stricter criterion of failing to meet
requirements of the role statement. Ignoring the
problems with the current form of role statements
as expressed to this committee and in the faculty
forum, most role statements require excellence in
the primary role, which is the standard by which
tenure is awarded. This is again in direct violation of
405.12.2. This proposal seeks to do away with that
standard as well.

This statement essentially makes it non-optimal for
any faculty member to work in any area other than
his or her primary role statement; ergo no
committees, no senate, no faculty inputs. This is
antithetical to shared governance, and has the
potential to greatly lessen faculty input in various
critical areas, including the vital area of curriculum.

As a research doctoral university, we wish to attract
the very best professors. Weakening tenure (", [2] )




The Current Draft Code Revision Proposal: The following table summarizes the reports to the faculty
senate on April 2" and April 30", along with specific code revision suggestions outlined in the attached

code draft.

Issues Identified during
Data Collection
(Presented to FS on
April 2)

General Guiding principles for
Revision (Presented to FS on
April 30)

Specific Code Revision
Recommendations

The conduct of post-tenure
reviews varies widely across
campus.

In revising the process, practices for
post-tenure  review should be
standardized across the university
and more detailed instructions
should be provided in Section 405 of
the USU Policy Manual.

Greater detail throughout the
section to provide more structure;
annual review process described in
greater detail with timeline and
decision making criteria;
comprehensive peer review occurs
at college level to provide greater
consistency; language clarified
throughout to reference role
statement as standard for
evaluating performance

The current policy
requiring 5-year post-
tenure reviews for all
tenured faculty members
is labor intensive, time
consuming and largely
focused on faculty who
are meeting or exceeding
expectations in all areas
of their role statement.

In light of the small number of
tenured faculty with serious
performance deficiencies as well
as the fact that all faculty
members are reviewed annually
by their department heads,
conducting a comprehensive peer
review on every tenured faculty
member every five years (as
required by the present USU
Policy Manual) provides little
added value. Instead, we suggest
that some type of precipitating
event (e.g., multiple negative
performance reviews by the
department head) be used to
trigger a more comprehensive
post-tenure review. In essence,
the annual review of all tenured
faculty members by their
department head that is required
by current code is a post-tenure
review.

Section12.1 — the annual review
serves as the basis of post
tenure review

Section 12.2(2) —a
comprehensive peer review is
triggered by two consecutive
annual reviews stating that the
faculty is not fulfilling the
duties outlined in the role
statement

The current requirement
of an individualized

If comprehensive post-tenure
reviews involving peers only
occur after some “precipitating
event;” this problem is

Section 12.2(2) and 12. 4 —a
comprehensive college peer
review committee will be
utilized
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review committee for
each tenured faculty
member increases the
work load for senior
faculty and, moreover,
can pit “neighbor against
neighbor” in a very
delicate and critical
personnel decision. These
procedures can result in
uncomfortable or difficult
relationships between
colleagues.

significantly diminished. Further,
we believe that standing college
committees provide greater
experience and consistency than
do unique committees that are
formed for each individual
undergoing a comprehensive
post-tenure peer review.

Substandard faculty
performance needs to be
addressed quickly and
should not wait for the
next scheduled 5-year
post-tenure review. The
annual performance
reviews of tenured faculty
by department heads can
be misleading if based on
a 12-month cycle instead
of a “rolling” 3 to 5 year
period.

If the annual review is considered
the post-tenure review, then
deficiencies in performance can
be identified on an annual basis
and professional development
plans (if needed) can be
implemented to “help the tenured
faculty member more fully meet
role expectations” (Section
405.12.3). Given the vagaries of
review and publication cycles, as
well as fluctuations in other
performance metrics, annual
reviews of tenured faculty by
department heads should cover
the last three to five years versus
just the past 12 months; i.e., a
rolling system.

Section 12.1 and 12. 2(1) —
Annual review covers past 5
years; professional development
plan may be initiated after first
negative annual review;
comprehensive peer review
must be conducted after second
negative review; if the peer
review committee agrees that
the faculty member is
underperforming a professional
development plan must be
initiated.

Our current system of
post-tenure review does
not include sufficient
balance and coordination
between the feedback
from peers and that from
administrative colleagues
(i.e., department heads
and deans).

We endorse the idea of checks
and balances in post-tenure
review — some combination of
administrative perspective
balanced with some sort of peer
review. After the precipitating
event, input of both constituents
should be solicited. After a
serious performance deficiency is
identified and communicated in
the comprehensive post-tenure
review, the faculty member
should have a reasonable period

Section 12.2 - An initial
negative review from the
department head indicates
declining performance across
the past 5 years. Following the
first negative annual review, the
faculty member has one year to
demonstrate improvement. The
next annual review is to take
“into account progress on the
professional development plan”
(Section 12.3) if one was
implemented. Thus, the faculty
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of time to improve his/her
performance.

member may not have returned to
the desired level of performance
over the course of one year, but
progress on the professional
development plan in accordance
with the timeline outlined in the
plan will move the faculty
member out the comprehensive
review process. If a subsequent
annual review indicates failure to
meet expectations of the role
statement and a comprehensive
review committee agrees that the
faculty member is not satisfying
his or her role statement, a
professional development plan
must be implemented. Thus,
faculty members have two years
following the first negative
review to return to satisfactory
fulfillment of the role statement.

In the ideal, there should
be some financial reward
for superior post-tenure
performance.

If the annual review is considered
as our post-tenure review process,
then every year when there are
revenues allocated there will be
opportunities for merit, equity,
and retention adjustments for
tenured and untenured faculty.
Given the vagaries of legislative
funding, it is not possible to
guarantee senior faculty a fixed
salary increase for a positive
post-tenure review.

Section 12.2(1) Faculty
members are eligible for merit
increases as available when the
annual review indicates that
they are fulfilling the
expectations outlined in their
role statements.
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Recommended changes with track changes

405.12 REVIEW OF FACULTY

In addition to the reviews that are mandatory for tenure-eligible faculty and for promotion, the

performance of all faculty members will be reviewed annually. These annual reviews will be used as

the basis for recommendations for salary adjustments and for term appointment renewal, They will
also serve as the basis for the post-tenure review process for tenured faculty. \8\

Tenure (see Section 405.1) is a means to certain ends, specifically:, freedom of teaching, research and

other academic endeavors, and a sufficient degree of economic security to make the profession
attractive to men and women of ability. Academic freedom and economic security for faculty are
indispensable to the success of a university in fulfilling its obligation to its students and to society.
With tenure comes a professional responsibility,fo conscientiously and competently devote one's

energies and skills to the teaching, research, extension and service missions of the university. A
central dimension of academic freedom is the exercise of professional judgment in such matters. The
intent of the review process is to support the principles of academic freedom and tenure through the

provision of effective evaluation, useful feedback, appropriate intervention, and timely and
affirmative assistance to create an environment where faculty members can continue, to experience

professional development and accomplishment during the various phases of fheir careers. Useful

feedback should include tangible recognition to those faculty members who have demonstrated high
or improved performance. It is also the intent of this policy to acknowledge that there will be
different expectations in different disciplines and changing expectations at different stages of faculty
careers. Consistent with these differing expectations is the realization that the evaluative weights
allocated within a faculty member’s role statement may change over time to reflect new duties and
responsibilities as one’s career evolves. (See policy 4.5.6.1 for a description of the process that must
be followed to change the role statement of a faculty member.)

12.1 Annual Review of Faculty

Each department, in collaboration with the academic dean or vice president for extension and
agriculture, and where appropriate, the chancellor or regional campus dean,9)| shall establish

procedures by which all faculty members shall be reviewed annually. Such reviews shall focus on,an
analysis of the fulfillment of the duties outlined in the role statement. Recognizing that faculty
accomplishments do not always occur in a linear fashion, this review should take into account
performance over the past 5 years (or since the individual’s appointment to USU if less than 5 years).
The basic standard for appraisal shall be whether the faculty member under review fulfills the, duties
associated with his/her position as specified in his/her role statement. If this standard is met, the

faculty member will be considered to be meeting expectations.10| The department head or supervisor |

shall meet with the faculty member annually to review this analysis of the fulfillment of the role
statement and, subsequently, provide a written report of this review to the faculty member. A copy of
this report shall be sent to the academic dean or vice president for extension and agriculture, and,
where appropriate, chancellor or regional campus dean. For faculty with term appointments, the

annual review shall also include a recommendation regarding renewal of the term appointment. This
annual review is the basis for merit increases when funding for such increases is available.

12.2 Post-Tenure Review of Tenured Faculty

hah2lp3)]
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(1) Annual Review

For tenured faculty, the annual review specified above constitutes the post-tenure review as long as
the faculty member continues to fulfill the duties associated with his/her position as specified in
his/her role statement. [14|If a tenured faculty member is deemed to be fulfilling the duties as

outlined in his/her role statement, he/she will be considered to be meeting expectations and will be
considered eligible for a merit increase, if such monies are available. \15 \

If a tenured faculty member is deemed to not be fulfilling the duties specified in his/her role
statement, a professional development plan may be implemented to address the specific area(s) of
concern (see section 405.12.3). The department head or supervisor has the latitude to consider other
options, including re-negotiation with the faculty member of his/her role statement to emphasize
area(s) in which the faculty member is fulfilling duties as specified in his/her role statement. In
addition, other options, such as phased resignation/retirement, medical leave, unpaid leave of
absence, or career counseling may be available to the faculty member upon consultation with the
USU Office of Human Resources.

If the next annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is fulfilling the duties in his/her
role statement, taking into account progress on the professional development plan if one was
implemented, the faculty member will be considered eligible for merit pay increases if available.
However, if the faculty member is judged as not fulfilling his/her duties as specified in his/her role
statement by the department head for a second consecutive year, then a more comprehensive post-
tenure review process will occur, as outlined below.

(2) Comprehensive Peer Review[l6 |

If a tenured faculty member receives a second consecutive annual review in which he/she is deemed
to not be fulfilling the duties of his/her position as specified in his/her role statement, the department
head will request a comprehensive peer review be conducted by the appropriate college peer review
committee (see section 405.12.4). College peer review committees will receive copies of the annual
reviews from the previous two years (with each review covering a 5-year period as stated in
405.12.1), the material upon which the annual reviews were based (e.g., current curriculum vita, role

| _The potential for abuse by administration is obvious.

N BFW 2/13/13 5:23 PM

statement, and self-assessment material), the most recent professional development plan (if one was
implemented), and any additional material the faculty member or department head wishes the
committee to consider. The committee may also elect to invite the faculty member and/or
department head to provide additional input.

Following the review of all materials submitted by the department head and faculty member, the peer

review committee will prepare a written report, providing an assessment of the faculty member’s

performance relative to his or her role statement, including a statement regarding whether the faculty

member under review fulfills the duties associated with his/her position as specified in his/her role
statement. Copies of the written report will be provided to the faculty member, department head,

academic dean or vice president for extension and agriculture, and, where appropriate, the chancellor

or regional campus dean. An ombudsperson must be present at all meetings of a comprehensive peer
review committee. Ombudspersons must receive adequate advance notice of a committee meeting
from the chairperson (see policy 405.6.5).

Section 405, Page 10
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Comment [14]: Once Again:

This in essence drives the end of tenure and shared
governance at USU. This changes the EXISTING code
from the reasonable care standard 403.3.2.7 to
failing to meet requirements of the role statement.
Ignoring the enormous problems with the current
form of role statements as expressed to this
committee and in the faculty forum, most role
statement require excellence in the primary role,
which is the standard by which tenure is awarded.
This is again in direct violation of 405.12.2. This
proposal seeks to destroy that standard as well.

This statement essentially makes it non-optimal for
any faculty member to work in any area besides
their primary role statement. No committees, no
senate, no faculty inputs —an administration’s
dreams come true.

~
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Comment [15]: Note again, by violating 401.8.1
(3)(Faculty status and related matters, such as
appointments, reappointments, nonrenewals of
appointments, terminations, dismissals,
reductions in status, promotions, and the granting
of tenure are primarily a faculty responsibility)

Comment [16]: As opposed to the existing code,
this committee becomes a tribunal, where guilt or
innocence is determined. However, as opposed to
US traditions, here guilt is presumed and the faculty
must prove their innocence. The potential here for a
litigious outcome is enhanced by this policy.




If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is not fulfilling the duties associated
with his/her position as specified in his/her role statement, the department head will implement a
Professional Development Plan in consultation with the faculty member, as described in 405.12.3.

If the peer review committee concludes that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties associated
with his/her position as specified in his/her role statement, no sanctions will be pursued against the
faculty member relative to standard X in 403.3.2 and the faculty member will be eligible for merit
increases as available.

Following a comprehensive peer review and the initiation of a Professional Development Plan, if the
subsequent annual review indicates that the faculty member is fulfilling the duties of his/her position
as specified in his/her role statement, the Professional Development Plan will be considered complete
and the faculty member will be eligible for merit pay increase as available.

(3) Uncorrected Performance Deficiencies over Time

If, following an initial comprehensive peer review and the initiation of a Professional Development
Plan, the subsequent (third consecutive) annual review indicates that the tenured faculty member is
continuing to not fulfill the duties associated with his/her position as specified in his/her role
statement, the department head will request a second comprehensive peer review. The procedures
for this peer review will be the same as those outlined in 405.12.2 (2).

If the committee concludes that the faculty member continues to demonstrate recurrent and chronic
performance deficiencies and is not fulfilling the duties of his/her position as specified in his/her role
statement, the department head and dean will refer the matter to the President who may initiate
sanction proceedings as outlined in Section 407.

12.3 Professional Development Plan

(1),The professional development plan is written by the department head or supervisor in
consultation with the faculty member. The final plan shall be approved by the academic dean or vice
president for extension and agriculture, and, where appropriate, the chancellor or regional campus
dean 17

(2) The professional development plan should include elements which: (1) identify the faculty
member’s specific strengths and weaknesses and relate these to the allocation of evaluative weight
assigned in the role statement; (2) define goals or outcomes needed to remedy the identified
performance deficiencies; (3) outline the activities that are necessary to achieve the needed
outcomes; (4) set appropriate time lines for achieving the outcomes; (5) indicate appropriate criteria
for progress reviews and the evaluation of outcomes; and (6) identify any institutional commitments,

(3) The faculty member shall meet with the department head or supervisor, at times indicated as
appropriate in the professional development plan, to monitor progress toward accomplishment of the
goals or outcomes included in the plan. At the next scheduled annual evaluation, the department head

or supervisor will evaluate the performance of the faculty member to determine if it js consistent with |~

the duties set forth in his/her role statement, taking into account progress on the professional
development plan. For meetings held between either the department head or supervisor and the
faculty member to discuss the report, the faculty member or department head or supervisor may
request the presence of an ombudsperson in accordance with policy 405.6.5.
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I Gretchen Peacock 6/12/12 3:52 PM

Gretchen Peacock 10/15/12 1:50 PM

Deleted: The department head or supervisor may,
as a consequence of the annual review process,
initiate the negotiation of a professional development
plan tohelp the tenured faculty member more fully
meet role expectations,while . The plan shall
respecting academic freedom and professional self-
direction, and shall permit subsequent alteration.

Gretchen Peacock 5/11/12 12:40 PM

Deleted: The professional development plan shall
be mutually agreed to and signed by the faculty
member and the department head or supervisor and

BFW 2/13/13 5:23 PM

Comment [17]: The problem of this section is
defined by the deletions. Instead of a mutually
agreed upon professional development plan, the DH
writes the plan and disagreement resolution has
been deleted.

The statement “The plan shall respect academic
freedom and professional self-direction, and shall
permit subsequent alteration” is deleted

~

Renee Galliher 5/22/12 10:35 PM

Deleted: . If agreement cannot be reached,
individual department, college, and/or University
appeal or hearing procedures should be used to
resolve disagreements before transmitting revised
role statements to promotion advisory committee and

tenure committees. Such appeal and hearing

procedures can, upon request, include a revi@@RE9TD
Gretchen Peacock 5/11/12 12:43 PM

Raymond T. Coward 5/31/12 9:02 AM

Gretchen Peacock 5/11/12 2:44 PM

Deleted: specific

Gretchen Peacock 5/11/12 2:45 PM
Deleted: implementing and monitoring the

activities and

Renee Galliher 5/22/12 10:37 PM
/| Deleted: in the plan

Renee Galliher 5/22/12 10:41 PM

/" /| Deleted: The department head or supervisor shall,

at the conclusion of the professional develop@R[201™

Deleted: now

Coward 5/31/12 9:08 AM

Deleted: fulfillment of the goals or outcomes
described in the plan,

P/ Gretchen Peacock 10/15/12 1:58 PM

Deleted: in terms of criteria established by the plan

Raymon Coward 5/31/12 9:08 AM

Deleted: to determine whether the faculty member

Gretchen Peacock 10/15/12 1:59 PM

Deleted: The department head or supervisor shall
meet with the faculty member to review this(..[21] )
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12.4 College Comprehensive Peer Review Committee 1819 20 21 |

Comprehensive peer review committees consisting of five standing members and three alternates, all
of whom are full Professors, shall be formed by every college, the Library, and Extension. Standing
committee members will include four individuals elected by the college faculty and one individual
appointed by the college dean. Alternates will include two elected individuals and one individual
appointed by the dean. While only full Professors can serve on the peer review committee,
nominations for the elected positions will be sought from all tenured and tenure-eligible faculty
members within the college. All tenured and tenure-eligible faculty members will then vote for the
appropriate number of candidates to ensure there are four elected standing members and two elected
alternate members. With the exception of the Library, no more than two members can be from any
one department. Department heads, associate deans, and others with full- or part-time administrative
assignments are not eligible to serve on these committees. If a committee member takes on an
administrative position during his/her period of committee service, he/she will be replaced.

Each comprehensive peer review committee member will serve a three-year term. However, terms
will be staggered to ensure some continuity and to avoid, if possible, no more than half of the
members being replaced in any given year. Vacancies will be filled through college elections for the
four elected members and two elected alternates and dean appointment for the one appointed member
and one appointed alternate. Each year the committee will elect an individual from within the
committee who will serve as the committee chairperson for that year.

When a tenured faculty member undergoes a comprehensive peer review, the faculty member and/or
department head or supervisor may each request that one committee member recuse him/herself and
be replaced by an alternate member. Such requests should be made only when there is a clear
conflict of interest (e.g., faculty member or department head has a close personal or professional
relationship with a committee member). The alternate selected will be an elected alternate if an
elected standing member is replaced and the appointed alternate if the dean-appointed member is

replaced.

2

Note: With the referral to Section 407 for sanction determination an additional standard must be
added to section 403.3.2 (Standards of Conduct — Professional Obligations). This standard would
read as follows: \23\

Faculty members fulfill the duties associated with their position as specified in their role
statements.
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Gretchen Peacock 5/11/12 12:45 PM

Deleted: At the request of the faculty member,
department head, or supervisor, this report may be
reviewed by the committee for tenured faculty,
who shall conduct an in-depth evaluation as
described in 405.12.2, including an analysis of the
fulfillment of the goals or outcomes, or any other
features included in the professional development
plan. In this event, this in-depth review shall
constitute the quinquennial review and another
review need not be scheduled for five years. Upon
completion of its review, the committee shall
submit a written report to the department head or
supervisor. A copy of the committee's report shall
be sent to the faculty member, to the chancellor or
campus dean and to the academic dean or vice

BFW 2/13/13 5:25 PM

Comment [18]: Given that a faculty member
must, in effect, go up for tenure each year, it is
unlikely that many would wish to serve on such a
divisive and non-collegial committee.

Furthermore this code change makes sub-optimal to

sitting on any university committee.
\ TSR IRy SR 4

BFW 2/13/13 5:25 PM

Comment [19]: Again a violation of 401.8.1(3)
Faculty have this responsibility, not administrators.

.~
BFW 1/9/13 3:44 PM

Comment [20]: Why not all tenured faculty
instead of just Fulls?

BFW 2/13/13 2:14 PM

Comment [21]: This committee is essentially a
“STAR” committee at a college level, with the
charge to find a way to terminate.

BFW 2/13/13 5:26 PM

Comment [22]: These deletions can lead to a
more heavy handed response instead of “then other
nonpunitive measures, should be considered in lieu
of a sanction” as per policy 407.1.1.

Renee Galliher 5/22/12 10:38 PM

Deleted: 12.4 Academic Process - e

BFW 2/14/13 3:39 PM

Comment [23]: Again, an attempt to eliminate
the reasonable care standard outlined in 403.3.2.7
“Faculty members exercise "reasonable care" (policy
403.3.5) in meeting their commitments to the
institution and to funding agencies where appropriate
in research, publication, or other professional
endeavors”




Report from the Educational Policies Committee
March 7, 2013

The Educational Policies Committee met on March 7, 2013. The agenda and minutes of the
meeting are posted on the Educational Policies Committee web page’ and are available for
review by the members of the Faculty Senate and other interested parties.

During the March 7 meeting of the Educational Policies Committee, the following discussions
were held and key actions were taken.

1. Approval of the report from the Curriculum Subcommittee meeting of March 7, 2013
which included the following notable actions:

e The Curriculum Subcommittee approved 46 requests for course actions.

e A motion to approve a request from the Department of Sociology, Social Work and
Anthropology to amend the number of credits required for completion of the PhD in
Sociology was approved.

e A motion to approve a request from the Department of Engineering Education to
reduce the number of credits required for the post-MS doctoral degree was approved.

e A motion to approve a request from the Department of Management Information
Systems to discontinue the MS in Management Information Systems and create a
Master of Management Information Systems was approved.

e A motion to approve a request from the Department of Instructional Technology and
Learning Sciences to discontinue the Plan C in the MS in Instructional Technology
and Learning Sciences and create a Master of Learning Technologies and
Instructional Design was approved.

e A motion to approve a request from the Department of Nutrition, Dietetics, and Food
Science to offer a Graduate Certificate for completion of the existing Dietetic
Internship was approved.

2. Approval of the report from the Academics Standards Subcommittee meeting of February
28, 2013 which included the following notable actions:

¢ Prohibiting a Second Bachelor’sin Interdisciplinary Studies and General
Studies. A motion to prohibit a second bachelor’s degree in interdisciplinary studies
or general studies was approved. These are rare situations that do not provide an
advantage to the student.

1. http://www.usu.edu/fsenate/epc/archives/index.html



3. Approval of the report from the General Education Subcommittee meeting of February
19, 2012. Of note:

e The following General Education courses and syllabi were approved:
ENVS 1350 (BLS)
MSL 4010 (CI)
USU 1300 (Sara Friedel)
4. Other Business
e A motion to approve a request from Utah State University to change the name of the

College of Agriculture to the College of Agriculture and Applied Sciences was
approved.

1. http://www.usu.edu/fsenate/epc/archives/index.html
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402.12 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES

12.6 Educational Policies Committee (EPC)
(1) Duties.

The major function of this committee shall be to serve as the Senate committee on educational
policy, including program discontinuance for academic reasons (policy 406.2). In addition to
conducting studies and making recommendations as specifically instructed by the Senate, the
committee itself may initiate such activities. Routine actions taken under established policy, such
as approval for specific course changes, additions, or deletions, shall be submitted to the Senate
as information items. All policy recommendations and major actions shall be referred to the
Senate for approval or disapproval. Specific duties of the Educational Policies Committee shall
include consideration of standards and requirements for university designated honors such as
cum laude, magna cum laude, and summa cum laude.

(2) Membership.

The Educational Policies Committee consists of the executive vice president and provost or
designee; one faculty representative from each academic college, Regional Campuses and
Distance Education, USU-CEU, Extension, and the Library; one faculty representative from the
Graduate Council; the chairs of the EPC Curriculum Subcommittee, General Education
Subcommittee, Academic Standards Subcommittee, two student officers from the elected

| ASUSU student government and one-student-officer-fromthe- GSS elected graduate student
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representative. The faculty representatives are elected to the committee in accordance with
policy 402.11.2.

(3) Term of members.

The term of office for faculty members on the Educationa Policies Committee shall bein
accordance with policy 402.11.2. The term of office for student members shall be one year-and
ot coimeicle with i , I ioors,

(4) Chair.

The executive vice president and provost or his/her designated representative shall serve as chair
of the Educational Policies Committee. The Committee will elect avice chair from its members
to serve in the absence of the chair. The chair or hissher designee will report to the Senate on the
committee's actions.

(5) Curriculum Subcommittee.

The Curriculum Subcommittee will formulate recommendations on curricular matters, such as
course changes, and forward the same to the Educational Policies Committee. This subcommittee
shall consist of the chairs of the curriculum committee of each academic college, three faculty
members appointed from the elected membership of the Educationa Policies Committee, one
faculty representative each from Regional Campuses and Distance Education, USU-CEU,
Extension, and the Library, and two students, one from the ASUSU and onefrom-the GSS
elected graduate student representative. The terms of Educational Policies Committee members
on the subcommittee will correspond to their terms on the Educational Policies Committee. The
term of office for student members shall be one year-and-shal-cotheide with-the term-ofF ASUSU
and-GSSefficers. The subcommittee shall elect achair annually, preferably at the last meeting of
the academic year.

(6) Genera Education Subcommittee.

The General Education Subcommittee formulates and reviews policy with respect to general
education. The subcommittee shall consist of three faculty members and one student appointed
from the Educational Policies Committee. Their termswill correspond to their Educational
Policies Committee terms. Additional members may be appointed to the subcommittee for two-
year terms by the Educational Policies Committee to lend academic expertise to the areas of
emphasis in the general education program of the university. Recommendations devel oped by
the General Education Subcommittee will be submitted to the Educational Policies Committee.
The subcommittee shall elect a chair annually, preferably at the last meeting of the academic
year.

(7) Academic Standards Subcommittee.

The Academic Standards Subcommittee (a) recommends policy on all matters pertaining to
academic evaluation of students, including admission, retention, grade assignment, and
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graduation; (b) recommends discipline policy regarding student academic dishonesty; and (c)
approves the process for discipline regarding alleged academic violations by students and for
grievance hearings in cases of aleged student academic dishonesty. The subcommittee shall
consist of four faculty members and one student appointed from the Educational Policies
Committee. Their termswill correspond to their Educational Policies Committee terms.
Additional members may be appointed to the subcommittee for two-year terms by the
Educational Policies Committee to lend expertise.

Recommendations from this subcommittee will be submitted to the Educational Policies
Committee. The subcommittee shall elect a chair annually, preferably at the last meeting of the
academic year.

12.7 Faculty Evaluation Committee (FEC)
(1) Duties.

The Faculty Evaluation Committee shall (a) assess methods for evaluating faculty performance;
(b) recommend improvements in methods of evaluation; and (c) decide university awards for
Professor and Advisor of the Y ear.

(2) Membership.

The committee shall consist of one faculty representative from each academic college, Regional
Campuses and Distance Education, USU-CEU, Extension, and the Library, two student officers
from the ASUSU and one-student-officerfrom-the- GSS elected graduate student repesentative.
The faculty representatives are el ected to the committee in accordance with policy 402.11.2. The
committee will elect achair annually, preferably at the last meeting of the academic year.
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—DRAFT--
Building a Better Faculty Senate: Take 2
2/9/13 Glenn McEvoy, Renee Galliher, Y anghee Kim

Based on the conversation we had in the FS meeting on Feb 4™, there appears to be little support for
reducing the size of the Senate, but considerable support for:

a) reducing the size of the committees of the Senate, and
b) increasing the efficiency of the monthly Senate meetings, and making them more meaningful

Reducing the size of the six standing committees of the Senate?

EPC workswell asis, so let’sleaveit alone. It operatesin three subcommittees, and we have heard of no
difficulties getting these subcommittees together to conduct their business.

AFT size needsto remain at 15 because in years when there are numerous grievances, it can be difficult to
staff hearing panels without this many members. So leave the composition asis.

FEC is currently staffed with one elected member from each academic college, and one from RCDE,
Extension, USU-Eastern, and the Library (12 faculty members). There are also three students, bringing
thetotal to 15. The other three standing committees (BFW, FDDE, PRPC) follow the same staffing
pattern as FEC except that instead of the three students, there are three Faculty Senators appointed by the
Committee on Committees.

Suppose these four committees consisted of only eight members, and al were faculty senators (in the case
of FEC, two students could be added). Each year, senators not already on a committee would express
interest in the standing committee on which they would like to serve. Thiscould be donein the first
meeting of the year in the fall, with assignments completed in “real time” by the Committee on
Committees. The four committees could then caucus and determine a chair and vice-chair for the year. A
senator’ s term on the committee of his or her choice would run until that person was no longer serving as
a senator (meaning terms on committees would range from one to six years). Only one representative
from each college could serve at atime on each of these four committees. All eight senators would have
to understand that they were representing faculty interests as a whole, not their particular college.

A side effect of this arrangement would be to reduce the total number of faculty senators by four because
the chairs of these four committees, who are currently ex-officio members of the senate, would already be
senators. A second side effect would be greater continuity of service on these committees as some
senators who got elected to a successive second term in the senate could conceivably serve on the same
standing committee for six years. A third side effect would be that fewer faculty members would be
involved in Senate business, increasing the time commitment required per senator. Therefore, if thereis
any ambiguity in the Code presently about this point, the Code should be revised to indicate that
significant service to the university viathe Faculty Senate should be accompanied by a corresponding
reduction in expectations in teaching and/or research (i.e., appropriate changesin role statement
percentages).

Increasing the efficiency and meaningfulness of Senate meetings?

Can some Senate agenda items be handled prior to the meeting viaemail? Take the consent agenda.
Suppose that when senators got the agenda a week before the meetings, they asked constituents for
comments/concerns prior to the meeting. If concerns are raised that suggest questions should be asked
during the Senate meeting, then the senator would notify Joan by Friday noon and she would invite the



relevant people to attend the Monday meeting to answer questions. If no questions are registered by
Friday noon, then the approval of the consent agenda would be a ssimple motion and vote, no discussion.

What about university business? While some of this information could be conveyed ahead of the meeting
viaemail, we believe there is value in having the President (or his’her designee) address the Senatein
person and answer questionsin real time. Further, many times the university business that the President
wishes to speak about is very current information that is evolving rapidly.

Can all agenda items requiring votes be put on the agenda before those, like information items, that don’t
require votes? While we would probably want to keep university business up front on the agenda (to
respect the time commitments of the President), information and discussion items could be moved to last.
Thisrequires arevision to the Code which currently specifies that information items come before new and
old business (see 402.4.3). When items are placed at the end of the agenda for discussion purposes only,
the discussions could al have atimelimit. Many of these discussions could lead to specific directions to
the PRPC to propose revisions to the Code that reflect the sentiment of the Senate. Thus, these
discussions would be a very important (meaningful) use of Senate time.
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