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	Evaluation Weightings

	Position
	Frequency of Evaluation
	Teaching
	Scholarship
	Service

	Tenure-track
	Annual
	40%
	40%
	20%

	Tenured Associate
	3 year
	35-45%
	35-45%
	20-30%

	Tenured Full
	5 year
	35-45%
	35-45%
	20-30%

	 
	 
	Teaching
	Professional Activity
	Service

	Teaching Professor*
	3 year
	70%
	15%
	15%

	Associate Teaching Professor
	Annual for 6 years, then 3 year cycle)
	70%
	15%
	15%

	Assistant Teaching Professor
	annual
	70%
	15%
	15%

	Lecturer
	Annual for first 2 years, then on 3 year cycle
	95%
	0%
	5%


*Those hired before 2006 have the option of remaining at 80-10-10.

	Type of evaluation
	Format of evaluation
	Draft evaluation due 
	Final evaluation due
	Who can serve on evaluation committee

	Year 1 evaluation for tenure-track faculty
	Interfolio
	November 10
	November 26
	Tenured faculty

	Subsequent evaluations for tenure-track faculty
	Interfolio
	January 12
	February 2
	Tenured faculty

	Tenured faculty (3 & 5 year cycles)
	Interfolio
	May 4
	June 1
	Tenured faculty

	Teaching Professor
	Interfolio
	May 4
	June 1
	Tenured faculty, Teaching Professors (current)

	Associate Teaching Professors years 7+
	Interfolio
	May 4
	June 1
	Tenured, Tenure-track, all Teaching Professor ranks

	Assistant Teaching Professors and Associate Teaching Professor in years 1-6
	Interfolio
	January 12
	February 2
	Tenured, Tenure-track, all Teaching Professor ranks

	Lecturer (during year 2 and 3)  
	Interfolio
	November 10
	November 26
	Tenured, Tenure-track, all Teaching Professor ranks

	Lecturer (year 3 or later)
	Interfolio
	January 12
	Feb 2
	Tenured, Tenure-track, all Teaching Professor ranks

	Phased Retired agreement
	no eval
	
	
	


Policies and Procedures for Faculty Evaluations
For all NTT faculty, please refer to the CBA, Article 11 found at scu.edu/provost.
(Revised October 2006, 2008, 2012, 2014 and 2015 and 2025)
Responsibility to Evaluate Faculty.  Section 2.6 of the Faculty Handbook states: “Deans . . . oversee and ensure appropriate standards for the periodic evaluation of faculty in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service.”  Further, Section 2.7 states that “the chair . . . evaluates faculty members at regular intervals in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service.”  Taken together, the Faculty Handbook states that it is the responsibility of the chair to conduct the evaluation of the faculty of the department or program while the dean acts to ensure that appropriate standards are being applied. Chairs must appoint faculty committees to advise the Chair and draft the evaluation document, but the final decision on an evaluation belongs to the chair, with oversight from the dean.

Confidentiality.  Section 3.4.6 of the Faculty Handbook provides that deliberations and recommendations by persons or groups charged in this Handbook with the evaluation of candidates shall have confidential status and shall not be divulged to persons not so charged. Evaluative material received from others, whether solicited or volunteered, shall likewise have confidential status and shall not be divulged to persons outside the review process.  This section applies to all evaluations (annual, cycle, MPR, reappointment) conducted in the College and the dean holds all faculty to the highest standards of integrity and trust in the carrying out of the important work of evaluating their peers.
General Information for Annual and Three-year and Five-year Cycle Evaluations

Tenured and-track faculty undergoing review should submit an annual (simplified) Faculty Activities Report by October 1 via Interfolio. 
· Faculty who do not submit Faculty Activities Reports will not be awarded merit increases.  
· Unless the associate dean has granted an extension to the faculty member before October 1, the faculty member's failure to submit a FAR by October 1 in the year an evaluation is due will result in the awarding of a score of NR (not reported -no merit raise.) Any extension granted by the associate dean must be in writing, must include a date certain when the FAR and supporting materials will be submitted, and must be done in consultation with the chair. 

· The three-year and five-year report generally should not exceed ten pages and should a) highlight the most important accomplishments in teaching, scholarship/creative activity, and service, b) link such accomplishments to the goals of the department program and the university mission, and c) identify those areas in teaching, scholarship/creative activity and service where focusing effort would most enhance the quality and significance of one’s work.
· Chairs may elect to align their evaluation cycles with their chair term.
General Faculty Evaluation Procedures

The department chair XE "Department Chair"  is eligible, but not required to serve on the departmental evaluation committee with at least two other faculty colleagues.  A department may have multiple evaluation committees. See the table on page one to see eligible faculty. The members of the committee shall be identified in every letter.  The chair must sign off on the final letter. The members of the committee may also sign the letter, but are not required to do so. 
1) The overall faculty evaluation score for tenure stream faculty as well as the individual categories of teaching, scholarship and service are reported using half-integer values (3.5, 4.0, 4.5, etc.).  Rounding of the overall evaluation is to the nearest half integer, not to the nearest integer. For example, if an overall evaluation results in a 4.2, that evaluation score shall be reported as a 4.0; an overall evaluation score of 4.3 shall be reported as a 4.5; an overall evaluation score of 4.7 shall be reported as a 4.5; an overall evaluation score of 4.8 shall be reported as a 5.0. An overall score is not tabulated for adjunct lecturers because their salaries are based on teaching experience rather than a performance review. 
2) The chair must discuss the drafts of evaluation letters with the associate dean and the final letter must be approved by the associate dean prior to being submitted in Interfolio.  This process contributes to reliability across cases in the College and to the development of an informed sense of mutual expectations across departments in the College. The exception is for evaluations of adjunct faculty. Those letters do not need to be reviewed or approved by the dean’s office. 
3) Department chairs and evaluation committee members should not send drafts of annual and multi-year faculty evaluation letters through email.  Password-protected cloud-sharing sites (such as Dropbox, Camino and Google Docs) are acceptable ways to share and collaboratively edit drafts. Please be attentive to confidentiality concerns. 
4) The faculty evaluation process shall be based on various kinds of evidence, provided by the faculty member and the evaluators.  The evaluations in teaching, scholarship, and service should make explicit reference to evidence in support of the evaluative judgments. 

Detailed Policies 

Establishing One’s First Annual or Multi-Year Evaluation Cycle Score
New tenure-track faculty: The practice of the College is to use the designation, “NF XE "Evaluations" ,” meaning “new faculty” for first year faculty permitting the College to introduce the first year faculty into the evaluation system, but not to assign an evaluation number their first year.  For purpose of raises, the NF is equal to a score of 4.5.
Faculty previously working at SCU who are tenured: The year in which the tenure decision is made is the first year of the first cycle.  The evaluation score for the years until this new cycle is completed shall be the average of the annual evaluation scores for the three years prior to the start of the cycle.  Faculty applying for tenure must be given an annual evaluation during the year during which their applications are reviewed.  This evaluation is in addition to the tenure review.  

New faculty hired with tenure: As with newly hired assistant professors, the use of “NF” permits the College to introduce the faculty into the evaluation system, but not to assign an evaluation number until one is earned by virtue of accomplishments at SCU. The faculty member will be evaluated annually for three years and then move to a three- or five-year cycle as appropriate by rank. The average of the annual evaluation scores for the three years prior to the start of the cycle will be used to determine the first cycle score.

Flexible Weighting Option:  Only tenured faculty shall be eligible to participate in the flexible weighting system.  Probationary tenure-track faculty are not eligible to participate due to considerations of equity and because of restrictions in the Faculty Handbook.  

At the beginning of a new evaluation cycle a faculty member may exercise his or her option of flexibility in assigning weights to the three areas of evaluation for that cycle.   Unless a person exercises the option of changing their weightings prior to October 1 of the first Fall Quarter of their new cycle, the person’s accomplishments for that cycle will be evaluated in accord with the weightings of the person’s previous evaluation cycle.   In exceptional cases, later adjustments to the weightings may be made at the request of the person being evaluated, and subject to the approval of the chair XE "Department Chair"  and the dean. 

Faculty on Leave: In general, faculty on full leaves of absence (not sabbaticals) who are unable to submit a FAR should receive for that year the average of their last three years unless, in a given category, achievements that would increase the evaluation should be accounted for when the FAR is submitted.
Evaluation Results and Merit Raises:  The evaluation scores recorded in February will be used to prepare merit raise recommendations in March.  These recommendations will affect the salaries that begin in the following September.  It is expected that the same evaluation scores will continue to be used in raise recommendations until there is a change resulting from the completion of another evaluation. Cycle evaluations submitted before the June 1 deadline will not be included in the February/March raise recommendations. Those scores will be added the following academic-year. (For example, a cycle evaluation submitted June 2015 will have impact on a contract that begins September 2016.)
Administrators Returning to Their Tenured Faculty Positions:  For the purposes of computing raises and smoothing the transition back to faculty status, tenured members of the faculty who leave administrative service and rejoin the faculty shall carry the assigned evaluation score until they are evaluated again by their faculty peers.  Administrators should negotiate with their supervisors and document in a memorandum of understanding what support will be provided to help the transition back to full-time faculty status. 
Evaluation of Faculty Administrators: For faculty members serving partially or wholly in administrative roles outside the Department for which there is a SCU first-level supervisor, the departmental colleagues will provide an evaluation of the faculty member’s teaching, scholarship and departmental or professional service, with a score for each area, but not an overall score.  The faculty being reviewed shall seek an evaluation of their administrative work from their supervisor.  The overall score will be calculated by the dean’s office by incorporating the scores from the department and the administrative supervisor based on the percentage of time the faculty member spends on administration.  For example, someone with two course releases would receive 2/3 of their overall score from their departmental colleagues and 1/3 of their overall score from the administrative supervisor.  The dean’s office will provide the faculty member with each evaluation and a cover letter to explain the process.  NOTE: This does not apply to department chairs. See the Chapter 5, “Evaluation of Chairs.”
Contents of Evaluation Letter: This list of reminders is intended to assist departments in the preparation of annual faculty evaluation letters for tenure-track probationary faculty. (Note: all ranks other than tenure-track faculty will use the Simplified Form for Faculty Evaluation found on the website.)
1)
Each letter should state the time period being evaluated.  For annual evaluations, the dates would correspond to September 1 to August 31 of the previous year.  For three-year and five-year cycles, the starting and ending dates must be specified.

2)
The letter must include a statement about the weightings used for teaching, scholarship, and service and refer to the rubric that was used to assign the scores.

3)
Each letter must describe the process of collegial consultation the chair used in preparing the evaluation.  Faculty involved in the evaluation process must be identified, as well as, the dean and/or associate dean consulted.

4)
The following must be included in discussions of teaching:

· Reference to the TESE standards established by the department.

· Summary of numeric evaluation scores with a context discussion based on relevant comparison groups such as lower-division courses in the department or area;

· Representative narrative evaluation comments with a context discussion based on relevant comparison groups such as lower-division courses in the department or area;
· Comments on any curricular development activity (including syllabus revision)
· Number of advisees and quality of advising and mentoring;

· Highlights of other activities to provide support for the overall teaching evaluation such as examples of leadership in curriculum development or activities mentoring students on scholarly projects.

5)
The following must be included in discussions of scholarship:

· Reference to the Scholarship standards established by the department. 

· Summary of publications or scholarly works including a discussion of the quality of the work based on reading publications, quality of venue, and/or reviewer’s comments) and contribution to the discipline, a brief description of contribution for co-authored work with disciplinary context, and a clear explanation of the credit awarded in the evaluation for a publication to avoid double-credit for the same publication. (For example, some departments give full credit when a paper is accepted and others given full credit when the paper is in print); 

· Highlights of other activities that support the overall scholarship evaluation such as on-going projects, grant proposals, conference presentations, and long-term plans and comparison to approved departmental scholarship standards.
· Guidance on how the faculty is doing relative to the approved departmental scholarship standards.

· Teaching Professor ranks are not held to the same standards of scholarship as tenure track faculty (Faculty Handbook section 3.4A.1.1).
6)
The following must be included in discussions of service:

· Highlights of department, College, University, community and professional service activities and a discussion of the quality of service contributions;

7)
The letter must include a statement to the effect that meeting or exceeding expectations in the departmental evaluation are independent of any considerations regarding promotion or tenure or “favorable evaluations and optimistic projects do not bind the University to grant tenure” (section 3.3 of Faculty Handbook).

8)
The letter must state that the faculty member may provide a written response to the evaluation and such response shall become part of the faculty member’s personnel file (section 3.3 Faculty Handbook).  

9)
The letter must state the intention to recommend one of the following:

·  the faculty member should be appointed for the appropriate number and type of year e.g., "third probationary year", "second lecturer year."

·  the faculty member should not be reappointed and should be issued a terminal-year contract.
10)
For probationary faculty currently in mid-cycle (third year), the chair should omit a statement about her or his recommendation for the next academic-year, but should indicate that the recommendation depends on a review by the chair and the tenured faculty of the department to determine the faculty member's progress toward earning tenure.  The chair should also indicate when that review will take place during the current academic-year and what information the faculty member needs to supply in preparation for that review.

11)
For associate professors, advice on promotion to full professor should be included.
College Policy on the Five Evaluation Categories for Tenure-Stream Faculty
(Revised September 2010)

	Teaching XE "Promotion and Tenure"  Effectiveness

	Below Expectations

1
	Problematic classroom or other teaching performance; unreliable advising and availability; indifference or resistance to meeting teaching standards.

	Fair

2
	Meets minimal qualitative expectations in the classroom; acceptable advising and/or availability; little or no curricular development.

	Good

3
	Fulfills all teaching and advising responsibilities; solid work in the classroom and advising/mentoring students; some effort to improve. 

	Excellent

4
	Recognized overall excellence in teaching, advising, mentoring; useful contribution to curriculum/program development and/or fostering student research. 

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional performance by both department and College standards; extraordinary classroom teaching, advising, and mentoring; major contribution to  curriculum/program development and/or fostering student research.  

	Scholarship/ XE "Promotion and Tenure" Creative Activity

	Below Expectations

1
	No scholarly or creative activity, or activity of a quality below expectations given rank and position; no evidence of research plan.

	Fair

2
	Minimal scholarship of acceptable quality relative to rank and position; weak research plan.

	Good

3
	Some solid scholarly activity and productivity; progress in ongoing work including data collection and/or manuscript preparation; solid evidence of future plans with high likelihood of successful completion.

	Excellent

4 
	Substantial scholarly achievement commensurate with the length of the evaluation period and appropriate to the discipline; faculty on multi-year cycles must have published in a refereed venue or the like, performed or exhibited at a highly respected venue, or received a major grant etc.  

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional scholarly achievement commensurate with the length of the evaluation period and appropriate to the discipline; faculty on multi-year cycles must have published a book with a major press; published one or more articles in top journals, prestigious collections, or the like; have one or more performances or exhibits at leading venues, received a truly significant national grant etc.  

	Faculty Service XE "Service" 

 XE "Promotion and Tenure" 

	Below Expectations

1
	Little or no useful activity in serving the program/department, College, University, or profession.

	Fair

2
	A minimal level of useful activity, relative to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University or profession.

	Good

3
	Meets basic obligations well; provides useful and effective service, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University, or profession.

	Excellent

4
	Exceeds basic obligations; provides excellent service in important projects, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University or profession.

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional effort and results in important projects, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, and University; truly extraordinary service in one of these areas, or in service to the profession, or in contributing one’s professional expertise to the community.  


College Policy on the Five Evaluation Categories for Teaching Professors (all ranks)  
 (Revised September 2011 & 2025)
	Teaching Effectiveness                                                 


	Below Expectations

1
	Problematic classroom or other teaching performance; unreliable advising and availability; indifference or resistance to meeting teaching standards.

	Fair

2
	Meets minimal qualitative expectations in the classroom; acceptable advising and/or availability; little or no curricular development.

	Good

3
	Fulfills all teaching and advising responsibilities; solid work in the classroom and advising/mentoring students; some effort to improve.

	Excellent

4
	Recognized overall excellence in teaching, advising, mentoring; useful contribution to curriculum/program development and/or fostering student research.

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional performance by both department and College standards; extraordinary classroom teaching, advising, and mentoring; major contribution to curriculum/program development and/or fostering student research.

	Professional Activity                                                  


	Below Expectations

1
	No or minimal professional activity appropriate to discipline, or activity of a quality below expectations given rank and position; no evidence of any plan for future professional activity.

	Fair

2
	Some commitment to ongoing professional development appropriate to discipline, for example, reading professional journals, staying current with research in the field or engaging in constructive conversations on pedagogy with colleagues within the program or department.

	Good

3
	Commitment to ongoing professional development appropriate to discipline, such as attending a professional conference or discipline-appropriate program/workshop, submitting work for publication, or providing evidence of work on a professional or creative project; solid evidence of future plans with high likelihood of successful completion.

	Excellent

4
	Recognized professional activity appropriate to the discipline, which may include: attending or presenting at professional conferences; placing work in appropriate professional or creative publications; participating in performances, exhibitions, or readings at respected venues; or ongoing research and progress on a major professional or creative project with high likelihood of successful completion.  

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional professional or creative activity and achievement appropriate to the discipline that may include: completion of important professional or creative projects, significant publication, presenting a talk or performance at a highly-respected venue, or securing funding for a significant regional or national grant proposal.

	Faculty Service                                                   


	Below Expectations

1
	Little or no useful activity in serving the program/department, College, University, or profession.

	Fair

2
	A minimal level of useful activity, relative to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University or profession.

	Good

3
	Meets basic obligations well; provides useful and effective service, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University, or profession.

	Excellent

4
	Exceeds basic obligations; provides excellent service in important projects, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, University or profession.

	Extraordinary

5
	Truly exceptional effort and results in important projects, appropriate to rank and seniority, in serving the program/department, College, and University; truly extraordinary service in one of these areas, or in service to the profession, or in contributing one’s professional expertise to the community.


College Policy on Evaluation Categories for Lecturers 
 (Created June 2015)
	Teaching Effectiveness                                                 


	Below Expectations
	Problematic classroom or other teaching performance.

	Meets or Exceeds Expectations
	Average or better teaching performance; solid work in course development, as appropriate; and satisfactorily meets advising responsibilities, if applicable.

	
	

	Faculty Service                                                   


	Below Expectations
	Little to no activity in faculty service.

	Meets or Exceeds Expectations
	Effective participation in departmental meetings, events, or committees (or equivalent service to the College, University, or professional organization).

	
	


Points of Operational Consensus xe "Evaluations:Merit Evaluations"for Annual Faculty Merit Evaluations

(Council of Chairs) XE "Evaluations" 
1) Focus merit evaluations in all three categories on the quality and significance of the activity or project.  Time available and financial circumstances of the candidate are not merit evaluation factors.

2) xe "Evaluations:Collegiality"Collegiality XE "Collegiality"  is important.  Therefore, faculty activities and achievements that advance the institutional goals of the Department, the College, or the University are more valued than those that do not.

3) In teaching, look for coherent and effective linkages between overall program goals and the course objectives, syllabi, exams, assessment strategies, instructional methods, and actual student outcomes of individual courses.xe "Files:Contents" 

4) Give credit for scholarly/creative projects in progress as evidence of positive peer review at progressive stages of development becomes available.  Take the broad view of scholarship and evaluate a project on the basis of the quality of the work rather than the topic addressed.

5) xe "Service:service"Consider material presented as evidence in whatever category or categories it best fits - teaching, scholarship, or service.

6) Faculty evaluation is for faculty development.  Use the annual evaluation process as an opportunity to serve as a mentor and colleague.

7) Set clear expectations for the next year in this year's letter.  

8) The weights for evaluation purposes are independent from numbers of courses taught.  Those weights have to do with the relative emphasis we want to put on the three categories.  
College Procedure on Access to XE "Files"  Faculty Evaluation Information

(Established in 1992)
The information presented by faculty or derived from other sources and used in the annual faculty evaluation process is to be considered sensitive and should be treated as confidential.  In addition, the evaluations themselves and resulting letters to individual faculty are to be considered confidential.  As a result, requests by individuals for access to thixe "Files:Access to"s information, these evaluations, or the resulting letters, should not be granted except in the following circumstances:

1) Individual faculty members shall have access txe "Files:Access to"o their own files. The dean’s office procedures for reviewing personnel files must be followed.

2) Individual faculty members shall have access to xe "Files:Access to"information which is otherwise available to the University community, including, for example, teaching assignments, syllabi and other handouts distributed in classes, student evaluations available in the University library, lists of colleagues' publications and presentations, and lists of administrative or committee assignments.

3) Those persons who have been designated by Departmental, College, or University policy to participate in the annual evaluation process, including the reconsideration or grievance processes, shall have access to allxe "Files:Access to" information, evaluations, and letters necessary for performance of their duties.

4) Those persons who have been designated to serve at the College or University levels in the rank and tenure review process shall have access txe "Files:Access to"o annual activities reports, annual letters of evaluation, mid-probationary review evaluations, and any other materials from earlier evaluations as may be necessary for the performance of their duties.

5) In response to a subpoena.

College Procedure on Appeal of Faculty Evaluations

Established November 2015

Pursuant to Section 3.3 of the Faculty Handbook, any faculty member may provide a written response to an evaluation and such response shall become part of the faculty member’s personnel file.  Any concern may be addressed in this written response. 

In addition to this Faculty Handbook right, the College will permit faculty of any rank to appeal their annual or multiyear cycle evaluation. A faculty member may appeal only substantive errors in any area (teaching, scholarship, service, or professional activity). Please note that the appeal may result in the numeric score being raised or decreased as a result of the dean’s review. 
Omission of information in an evaluation is not grounds for appeal as we do not require evaluation committees to recite everything found in a Faculty Activities Report (FAR). We expect the evaluation committee to refer only to a few key facts to support the assignment of a score. The judgment of which works are important enough to mention in an evaluation shall remain with the departmental committee and will not be appealable. The dean will deny requests for editorial revisions that are not deemed substantive.
How to appeal?

The appeal, to the dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, should follow the process described below.

1) A faculty member notifies the dean in writing of her or his wish to appeal the evaluation and states the reason(s) for the appeal. The burden of proof rests with the faculty member requesting appeal. The document should stand on its own merits and include all supporting arguments. The appeal must be submitted within 30 days from the receipt of the evaluation letter. 
2) Upon receipt of the faculty member's letter or email, the dean may confer with the associate deans. The dean, in his/her discretion, may discuss the case with anyone else the dean deems helpful, including the faculty seeking the appeal.
3) After due consideration, but no later than 45 days after the appeal was submitted, the dean will notify the faculty member and the department chair in writing  XE "Department Chair"  of the decision. The decision is final.
4) If the appeal is granted in whole or in part, the dean’s written response will be attached as an addendum to the original evaluation.  This addendum will be placed in the faculty personnel file and, if necessary, a revised numeric evaluation score will be used for salary-setting purposes. Note: a revised numeric score may be higher or lower than the original numeric score.  If an appeal is denied, nothing will be attached to the original evaluation.  The right to provide a written response to an evaluation shall remain, and such response shall become part of the faculty member’s personnel file.  Any concern may be addressed in this written response. 
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