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As part of the Annual Faculty Performance Review process, each faculty member is asked to submit an Annual Report in early January of each year. The Annual Report will consist of:

1. an updated electronic copy of their vita;
2. a summary of activities related to teaching, research and service; *
3. copies of publications; and *
4. outcomes of teaching evaluations. *
5. an affirmation by the faculty member attesting to their compliance with SEA 202*
6. syllabi of all courses taught during the year*

The summary of activities should follow the required School of Education format so that common types of information (e.g., publications, grant awards, etc.) appear in common fields and in the same sequence for all faculty members.

Annual reports must also include the faculty member’s approved allocation of effort (e.g., 40% teaching, 40% research, 20% service) to guide evaluation, in accordance with the Allocation of Faculty Time policy (13.48R).

The annual faculty review is designed to render a fair and comprehensive assessment of faculty performance in each of the three areas of teaching*, research,* and service* during a given calendar year for the purpose of:

1. providing information to faculty and administrators about faculty productivity and performance.
2. allowing an opportunity for Department Chairs/Center Directors and faculty to assess, on a regular and systematic basis, the quality and quantity of faculty accomplishments in the teaching, research, and service categories.
3. engaging Department Chairs/Center Directors and individual faculty members in discussion and agreement on expectations for future performance and to stimulate the supporting mechanisms for continuous faculty development.
4. providing guidance for those eligible for tenure and/or promotion.
5. providing the principal basis for determining salary increases.
6. serving as a basis for the five-year review of SEA 202 compliance.
7. serving as foundational documentation for the five-year post-tenure productivity review as required by BOT-24.
The Department Chair, in concert with the department’s Faculty Annual Review Committee, or the Center Director, conducts the Annual Faculty Performance Review by recommending the performance rating for each faculty member to the Office of the Dean. The Department Chair, in consultation with the Faculty Annual Review Committee, will also make a determination, based on substantiated evidence, regarding the faculty member’s compliance with SEA 202. The Executive Associate Dean, working with the Department Chair/Center Director, arrives at a final performance rating. Faculty may appeal a performance rating, or SEA 202 compliance determination, to the Dean, who may refer the appeal to the Faculty and Budgetary Affairs Committee for a recommendation. Subsequent appeals can be made to the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs.
* Activities appropriate to faculty member’s classification

Annual Faculty Performance Review: Procedures, Responsibilities, and Timeline

[bookmark: Procedures_for_the_Annual_Performance_Re]Procedures for the Annual Faculty Performance Review

To accomplish the purposes of the review, the following sequence of activities must be carried out by faculty, Department Chairs/Center Directors, and the Office of the Dean. The process is often difficult, but it is essential to perform the reviews in a fair and thorough manner. The quality and quantity of faculty performance are perhaps the key factors in evaluating the School and University and provide a system of accountability for our public university. An excellent review process, carried out consistently and professionally, will help us to strengthen our performance. The involvement of faculty in this process is an integral responsibility of faculty governance

A. The faculty member’s Annual Report, plus any material deemed appropriate by the faculty member or chair, will be used as the primary documents in the review process.

If faculty members have additions to the information placed in the Annual Report, they should send these additions to the chair promptly, so that Department Chairs/Center Directors will have complete information. The additions must refer to work done during the reporting period specified in the Annual Report. Faculty should refer to the suggestions for documentation of teaching, research, and service in the School of Education’s policies related to faculty promotion and tenure. 

B. Department Chairs/Center Directors and faculty members have the option to discuss in person the faculty member’s performance during the reporting period, plus any evidence that requires interpretation. At the same meeting, a discussion of expectations for future performance could take place. In some cases, the Department Chair/Center Director or faculty member might wish to have this latter discussion summarized in writing for future reference.

The faculty member should understand that it is expected that prior to this review conference, all pertinent information in addition to the Annual Report should be made available to the Department Chair/Center Director so that it can be reviewed. The responsibility for this rests with the faculty member. Information added after the Department Chair/Center Director makes the recommendation to the Office of the Dean in late January will not be considered. 

All non-tenured, tenure track faculty must meet with their Department Chair and should receive a written summary of the performance review from the Department Chair.

C. Department Chairs/Center Directors and Faculty Annual Review Committees must review pertinent evidence, including teaching evaluations  publications, research activities, in making the performance rating.

D. Departments must use discipline-specific criteria for evaluating faculty productivity that are commensurate with the standards of peer institutions, adaptable to approved allocation of effort, and reviewed at least every three years.

E. In determining the performance ratings of new, first-year faculty members, the Department shall take into account the limited time they have had to demonstrate evidence of productivity.

It is possible for a faculty member to be exempted from being rated in one of the three general performance categories—teaching, research, or service. Reasons for such exemptions might include the department mission, specific departmental or school assignments, and other special circumstances. However, the exemption cannot be used as an excuse for poor performance, or no performance, in a category of expected or needed effort. Faculty assignments are expected to reflect such special arrangements.

This exemption will not be made for a non-tenured faculty member because progress toward promotion and tenure may be jeopardized without documentation of satisfactory progress in all three areas. In any case, the exception must be based on a negotiated, documented agreement between the faculty member and Department Chair/Center Director concerning the special circumstances and expectations for performance upon which the exemption is based. The foundation for this discussion should be the policy on allocation of faculty time.

F. As specified in BOT-24, the categories for performance ratings are:

	CATEGORY
	DEFINITION/MEANING

	Exceeds productivity expectations
	record of productivity and performance for this member of faculty clearly and substantially exceeds expectations

	Meets productivity expectations
	record of productivity and performance for this member of faculty demonstrates a sustained record of performance 

	Does not meet productivity expectations
		performance falls below the productivity expectations outlined for the faculty member



	




	Unsatisfactory productivity
	faculty member has failed to meet the expectations for productivity and performance




G. Criteria for Meeting Productivity Expectations in Research, Teaching & Service

Research - Meets Productivity Expectations: 

Evidence of sustained productivity and performance in research commensurate with research time allocation. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of such efforts; no faculty member is expected to achieve all of these to be considered as having met productivity expectations:  
· Scholarly publications, including journal articles, books, book chapters, research briefs, reports, or other research publications 
· Presentations of work at scholarly conferences, exhibitions, or other venues 
· Work toward larger research initiatives that, given its quality and relation to faculty research trajectory, is likely to contribute to the field. Examples may include:  
· Submission of new or revised manuscripts to scholarly outlets   
· Meaningful progress on a scholarly book project  
· Data collection for research projects   
· Data analyses  
· Application for external research funding  
· Leadership of research projects  

Teaching - Meets Productivity Expectations: 

Evidence of sustained teaching contributions, commensurate with teaching time allocation, along with efforts to address any recurring teaching issues. Examples include: 
· Teaching assigned courses 
· Evidence of satisfactory teaching effectiveness as evidenced, for example, by course materials, peer evaluations, and student evaluations. 
· Efforts toward continuous teaching improvement
· Contributing to course and program development, as needed 
· Advising, supervising, or mentoring students 

Service - Meets productivity expectations 

Evidence of sustained service contributions, including efforts to serve at local, regional, national, or international levels, commensurate with service time allocation. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of such contributions; no faculty member is expected to contribute all of these to be considered as having met productivity expectations:
· Departmental service such as program coordination, admissions, educational programming for students 
· Service to student organizations or groups 
· Project-level service for research scientists and postdoctoral fellows such as data governance, cleaning and analysis, project reporting, webinars, blogs 
· Involvement with School of Education/IU committees, task forces, councils, etc. 
· Editorial service, including reviewing manuscripts, book proposals, or serving on editorial boards
· Service contributions to professional organizations, boards, and committees
· Publications or other materials as part of professional service activities 
· Efforts to promote partnerships and engagement with public schools, communities and relevant project partners. 

H. Criteria for Exceeding Productivity Expectations in Research, Teaching & Service

Research - Exceeds productivity expectations:  

Record of productivity and performance clearly and substantially exceeds expectations. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of such contributions; no faculty member is expected to contribute all of these to be considered as having exceeded productivity expectations: 
· Peer-reviewed articles in high-impact journals 
· Book published by respected academic press 
· Other publications in highly-respected outlets (e.g., chapter in influential handbook) 
· Jury-selected creative works 
· External grants, prestigious awards, or prominent invited presentations related to research and/or creative activity 
· Leadership of a multi-year research project supporting graduate students, early career scholars, and making demonstrable contributions to the field 
· Consulting with government, non-profit, corporate, private, or other outside agencies on projects and activities related to one’s research expertise and scholarship. Examples include (but are not limited to) curating an exhibit and serving on the selection committee for major grants and awards.

Teaching - Exceeds Productivity Expectations: 

Teaching exceeds expectations if contributions go clearly and substantially beyond those required to meet productivity expectations, with evidence of leadership and impact. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of such contributions; no faculty member is expected to contribute all of these to be considered as having exceeded productivity expectations:  
· Excellent instruction, as evidenced by course materials, peer evaluations, student evaluations 
· Teaching more than assigned courses, such as independent studies, field supervision, under-enrolled courses not counted for load, or workshops for teachers or community groups) 
· Leadership of course or program development 
· Excellence in advising and research mentoring, as evidenced by students’ timely program progress, dissertation completion, awards, presentations, or publications 
· Refereed teaching-related publications and presentations 
· Creation of materials (such as curricula, web pages, technologies) that are used outside of IU 
· State or national leadership related to teaching 
· Recognition, awards or funding related to teaching 

Service - Exceeds productivity expectations 

Service exceeds expectations if contributions go clearly and substantially beyond those required to meet productivity expectations, with evidence of leadership and impact. The following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of such contributions; no faculty member is expected to contribute all of these to be considered as having exceeded productivity expectations: 
· Leadership roles within the department, school, or IU, such as program coordinator, center director, or chairing a major committee or initiative 
· Leading a new research initiative, data management or reporting project (e.g., research scientist role) 
· Conducting external reviews for programs or promotion and tenure 
· Serving on a national advisory board or conference committee 
· Editorship or member of editorial board of a reputable peer-reviewed journal 
· Leadership of partnerships or other engagement efforts with public schools, communities, and relevant educational organizations 
· Sustained contributions to leading, innovating and sustaining research initiatives within a Center or department 
· Publications and other materials as part of professional service activities. 
· Receipt of service-related award

I. Further suggestions for the types of activities that may be included in each category are found in the School of Education’s policies related to faculty promotion and tenure. However, faculty performance continually evolves into new areas of scholarship, teaching, and service, and the Annual Faculty Performance Review should remain flexible in order to maintain relevance as faculty work evolves. Regardless of the materials submitted, quality of performance, as well as quantity of productivity, is considered in the overall rating. In many cases, faculty performance cannot be accurately evaluated without considering a faculty member’s activities over a two-to-three-year period (e.g., faculty conducting research in fields that value books over journal articles, faculty conducting longitudinal research). In accordance with Indiana University Policy ACA-21, “Faculty and Librarian Annual Reviews,” numerical ratings from student evaluations may not be used as the primary source of data for evaluating teaching.

J. In accordance with BOT-24, annual review letters must include (a) the faculty member’s allocation of effort, (b) ratings in each assigned area and an overall performance rating using the BOT-24 categories, and (c) documentation of any concerns. If a faculty member “does not meet” productivity expectations in one area, the Department Chair should discuss concerns with the faculty member and set goals for improvement over the coming year.  Faculty members who receive an overall rating of “Does not meet productivity expectations” or “Unsatisfactory Productivity” must be placed on a written performance improvement plan.

Process

Each academic department will agree upon a departmental review process for its faculty. The Department Chair, in collaboration with a departmental Faculty Annual Review Committee, will serve as the primary reviewer for all faculty. The Faculty Annual Review Committee will consist of a panel of faculty advisory to the Department Chair providing recommendations for performance ratings.

The Department Chair will be responsible for transmitting the department’s performance ratings to the Office of the Dean. Center Directors will transmit their performance ratings to the Office of the Dean. 

Performance evaluations and performance recommendations made by Department Chairs/Center Directors may or may not take the form of written narratives.

After meetings with Department Chairs/Center Directors have been completed, the Office of the Dean will review all recommendations from a school-wide perspective and reach agreement on final performance ratings for each faculty. Department Chairs/Center Directors will be responsible for communicating in writing their original ratings and recommendations as well as the final ratings made by the Office of the Dean to each faculty member. In the event the Office of the Dean recommends a rating which is different from the one made by the Department Chair/Center Director, the reasons for changing the rating will be communicated by the Office of the Dean to the Department Chair/Center Director.

The Office of the Dean may consult with Department Chairs and the Faculty and Budgetary Affairs Committee regarding salary raise differentiations between performance categories.


K. Appeals of performance ratings assigned by the Office of the Dean should originate with a discussion between the Department Chair/Center Director and the faculty member. If the faculty member is not satisfied, they should meet with the Executive Associate Dean to clarify the reasons for the rating. If still not satisfied, the faculty members should appeal the rating to the Dean. The Dean may refer the case to the Faculty and Budgetary Affairs Committee. This committee will advise the Dean on what action, if any, to take. Appeals beyond the Dean’s office should be made to the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs. 

L. [bookmark: Review_Responsibilities]Review Responsibilities: The review process is intended to allow Department Chairs/Center Directors to discuss future performance expectations as well as past accomplishments. If a faculty member’s department affiliation changes midyear, the individual’s new Department Chair is responsible for the performance review and must consult with the previous Department Chair.

For faculty members with assignments in two or more departments or units, the Department Chair responsible for initiating the review should consult with the other individuals involved. The Office of the Dean will designate the Department Chair responsible for initiation.

M. [bookmark: Time_Line_for_Performance_Reviews]Timeline for Performance Reviews: Department Chairs/Center Directors are expected to implement the performance review process during January. Discussions between Department Chairs/Center Directors and Associate Deans will take place during early February. A final rating will be communicated to the faculty by March 1 of each year. Appeals should be submitted to the Dean no later than March 31of each year
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