Comments on Post-Tenure Review Taskforce Report

SEC Member Comments:
item #1 does not give clear direction as to 'when' or 'how' the faculty are informed of their expectations.  In other words, there is no requirement for expectations setting except to say it should be done.  Further in the document it dictates 'annual performance review' and gives directions for how to proceed for 'exceeding expectations' and for 'not meeting expectations'.  This approach should also apply to 'setting expectations'.

In #5, there's nothing about the faculty member in question agreeing to the development plan, having an option to explain the extenuating circumstances that led to the poor performance, or having the opportunity to rebut the assessment from the unit head & chair of the annual review committee. All this needs to be addressed somewhere. (If not in this document, then in a reference to existing policies where such things are addressed.) 

In #6, I have similar concerns. Where is the protection for the faculty member from a "witch hunt"? Having such information only appear in #7 (faculty member having an opportunity to respond in person and/or in writing) seems belated to me, as that opportunity only occurs after the poor performance has been documented to the dean or provost (as appropriate), with the possibility of a reduction in base salary.

Faculty Affairs Committee Comments:
While I understand that this policy is meant to address a handful of “deadbeat” faculty who don’t do their jobs even minimally, and that the chairs and deans have expressed strong support for a means to address this problem, this proposed policy draft is so broadly aimed that I’m afraid it will have unintended consequences.  In particular, it opens the way for administrators to push the faculty ever harder to produce better-looking bean-counting statistics in the Faculty Activity Reports (FAR), for example to achieve higher rankings in US News and World Report, rather than allowing faculty to focus on activities that may be more important.  (“The review will be conducted within the faculty member’s tenure home and will be based on generally accepted documentation of faculty accomplishment, such as the Faculty Activity Report (FAR), course evaluations by students, and the like.”)  The phrase “substantially below the expectations of the unit” in paragraph 5 could potentially affect a significant number of faculty in a unit.  Those of us in departments or schools where it is already normal to put in 12 hours a day, 7 days a week are particularly at risk, as are those who are trying to achieve a reasonable work/life balance.  The wording “These expectations may vary from … faculty member to faculty member” also suggests that the expectations need not be uniform.  Finally, this draft does not include a mechanism whereby a faculty member judged to be performing below expectations can challenge this assessment, or the reasonableness of the unit expectations, until (paragraph 7) a salary cut is considered.  

Comments from SEC Meeting 1/21:
-Annual reviews will be time consuming and we should consider 5 year reviews.

-Do you have to be exemplary/bad in all categories or just one of them?
-This policy is so vague that it doesn’t put onus on the dean as to the clear guidelines of what is expected

-expectations should vary between units but why from faculty to faculty?
-doesn’t tackle the dead beats but reviews everyone good and bad, wouldn’t vote for it as it is

-Some units’ 5 year review is more comprehensive then this proposed review

-excellent document, provides mechanism to address lowest end, those failing in a lot of areas

-“commendation for good behavior”, is this formal new process? 

-..”Among them[sanctions] is a reduction in pay” but are there others?

-leave out the commendation and honors part, being fired if bad should be a part of this as well

-don’t see how this limits salary reductions to just the tail [the weakest faculty members]
-it’s so vague that good people could be caught up, should be written for the specific group, not for all

