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A rating method has been devised for evaluating the performance of Engineering Faculty. Depart-
mental Faculty worked with the Department Chairman in developing and refining a point system.
A Faculty Activity Report Form was produced as well as relative weights to be assigned for com-
pletion by faculty of various activities. The point system was used successfully in determining
overall departmental professional accomplishments and individual contributions toward these
accomplishments. It was found that discretionary judgments on the part of the evaluator used with
the point system yielded a fair and impartial evaluation. In addition, faculty evaluations revealed
the specific areas in which each individual could make improvements in performance. Results
were also used to determine how each faculty member placed within the Department and among
faculty with the same rank.

RELEVANCE AND MOTIVATION It is further stated (part ) that:

The engineering faculty must assume the respon-
sibility of assuring that the students receive
proper curricular and career advising. Those
individuals responsible for and involved in
advising must know and understand the
engineering program accreditation criteria, as
the criteria reflect the practice of engineering as a

IN THE U.S,, the Accrediting Board for Engineer-
ing and Technology (ABET) provides institutions
with criteria that must be met to receive accredita-
tion. The documents include guidelines and infor-
mation relevant to different areas of evaluation.
With regard to faculty, ABET gives criteria about
size and competence of faculty as well as standards

and quality of instruction. profesaion.

Under the major heading entitled General Based on these statements, it was concluded that an
Criteria (part C), there is a subheading on Faculty impartial, fair and effective method for evaluating
(part 1) in which it is stated (part d): faculty must be instituted. Such a method will have

The overall competence of the faculty may be tatydantlite amhieg:

judged by such factors as the level of academic 1. ABET criteria will be satisfied.

training of its members; the diversity of their 2. Faculty will get feedback on their perform-

backgrounds; their non-academic engineering ance.

experience; their experience in teaching; their 3. Critical areas in which faculty are expected to

ability to communicate fluently in English; their perform well are clearly identified.

interest in and enthusiasm for developing more 4. How faculty stand in performance com-

effective teaching methods; their level of scholar- parisons with their colleagues in the depart-

ship as shown by scientific and professional ment will be made known.

publications; their registration as Professional 5. Areas in which improvments can be realized

Engineers; their degree of participation in pro- are identified.

fessional, scientific and other learned societies;
recognition by students of their professional
acumen; and their personal interest in the
students’ curricular and extracurricular activit-
1€8S.

When done properly, a faculty evaluation method
will have significant positive effects.

INTRODUCTION

In September 1988, the Office of Academic
* Paper accepted 8 October 1990. Affa.lrs a; Meﬂ“‘{?‘? StaFe LXI&VG'I'S!ty sponsoredha
T Professor and Chairman. Please direct all correspondence SETINEIREI0T- & niversity mlmSt.ratorS On,t e
to this author. ‘Evaluation of Faculty Performance.” The seminar
1 Professor and Interim Dean. was taught by a representative of the Center for
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Faculty Evaluation and Development (1623
Anderson Ave.; Manhattan KS 66502; (800) 255-
2757) and lasted two days. As a result of this semi-
nar, of stated dissatisfaction on the part of the
faculty regarding previous evaluations, and of the
fact that ABET criteria clearly state a need for
faculty evaluation, this study was undertaken in an
effort to make an improvement. The objective here
was to develop a faculty evaluation system that:

1. contained faculty input;

2. was clear enough so that faculty knew what
was expected of them; and,

3. reflected the stated goals and mission of the
institution and state educational governing
authorities.

The seminar on faculty evaluation provided
countless sources of information and research
titles. A brief summary is given here with additional
references provided in the bibliography.

Seldin [1] discusses the curent change in the
promotion and tenure decision making process in
higher education. He cites several legal cases that
have had a significant impact. Promotion and
tenure decisions are no longer ‘private affairs
within departments.” Affirmative action guidelines
and court scrutiny are forcing senior faculty and
administrators to be able to publicly justify deci-
sions that were once private. Seldin points out the
need for a fair and unbiased faculty evaluation pro-
gram. He further provides a checklist for such pro-
grams, which is reproduced here in Table 1.
Although his checklist seems to have been pre-
pared with promotion and tenure decisions in
mind, a good evaluation system could be prepared
by referring to the items he gives.

Table 1. Checklist for faculty evaluation programs (Seldin [1];

developed from an examination of recent court decisions and

the EEOC guidelines plus a close review of current literature
on the legal aspects of faculty evaluation)

1. Administrators, especially department chairs, should have
current and accurate knowledge about the obligations,
rights, and responsibilities of colleges and universities as
they relate the evaluation of faculty performance.

2. The criteria and procedures in the evaluation program
should be provided in detailed, written form to every
faculty member.

3. Multiple evaluation sources should be used and each
source pursued independently.

4. Evaluators should be adequately trained in the use of
faculty evaluation instruments.

5. Faculty members should have the opportunity to respond
in writing to an evaluation with regard to its accuracy,
relevance to completeness.

6. Faculty members should be evaluated in accordance with
established performance standards and the actual work
assigned.

7. The results of performance evaluation should be promptly
given to faculty members.

8. Specific and valid reasons should be given faculty
members for adverse promotion or tenure decisions.

9. A formal appeal system should be part of the faculty
evaluation program.

10. Institutions should employ legal counsel who have current
and accurate knowledge of affirmative action and EEOC
guidelines.

Cook, Dodd and Sami [2]| provide information
for those who face the task of establishing promo-
tion and tenure guidelines. Their results are based
on responses to questionnaires sent to various
institutions. The population surveyed was divided
into four groups based on graduate program
degrees offered and on amount of research funding
generated. Seventy-three questionnaires were
mailed out and only thirty-seven were returned.
Summarized in the paper are responses to eleven
questions dealing with:

® College guidelines for promotion and tenure

e Whether an individual must excel in teaching,
research and service

e The relative importance of teaching, research
and service

® The relative importance of student, alumni
and peer teaching evaluations

® The minimum number of publications, if any,
for promotion/tenure

e The relative importance of textbooks and
publications

® The minimum time required, if any, between
ranks for promotion.

Cashin [3] summarizes research on student
ratings of teaching performance. He mentions that
over 1300 articles and books have been written on
this topic. He concludes that there are probably
more studies of student rating systems than of all
other faculty evaluation criteria combined.

Cashin |3] further writes that, in general, student
ratings tend to be statistically reliable and valid.
Also, student ratings are relatively free from bias—
probably more so than other faculty evaluation cri-
teria. Cashin states that student ratings are only one
source of data about faculty, which should be used
with other data sources to make up the total pic-
ture. Finally, Cashin cautions that we should not
confuse a’ data source (e.g., students and student
ratings) with the evaluators (e.g., Department
Chair) who use such data in making a judgment.
The paper contains an extensive list of references.

Aubrecht [4] defines effective teaching and vali-
dity, and concludes that student rating forms are
reliable instruments. In another publication,
Aubrecht |5] discusses the validity and reliability of
student ratings of teacher effectiveness. Aubrecht
states that studies comparing student ratings to
ratings from alumni, teaching assistants and
instructors themselves show considerable agree-
ment. There is also great agreement when different
types of students ratings are compared. Such evid-
ence supports the validity of student ratings in eval-
uation of faculty.

Aubrecht [5] also states the improvements in
instruction are related to the use of student ratings
alone. The improvement is enhanced when the
results are accompanied by an interpretation and
consultation with the Evaluator. Table 2 gives a list
of institutions who have developed student rating
systems that are made available to interested
clients.
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Cashin and Perrin [6] have performed tests and
measurements on the statistical reliability of results
obtained using the IDEA instrument (listed in
Table 2). Their calculations show that the average
item reliability is dependent on the number of
raters. For 10 raters, the average item reliability is
0.69. For 20 raters, the reliability is 0.81 while for
40 raters the reliability reaches 0.89.

In other sources, the following ideas have been
advanced regarding the evaluation of faculty in the
teaching area:

1. A generally accepted definition of effective
teaching does not exist.

2. Other well developed student rating instru-
ments have reliabilities in the same range as
those in the IDEA system.

3. Student ratings tend to be stable over time.

4. Ratings by students correlate well with rat-
ings by administrators.

5. Ratings by students correlate well with rat-
ings by colleagues.

6. Ratings by students correlate well with rat-
ings by alumni.

7. Ratings by students correlate poorly with
global self ratings by the instructor.

8. Age, gender of student, and gender of
instructor show little relationship to results
of students ratings.

9. Level of student (freshman, sophomore,
etc.), GPA, and time of day when course was
offered show little relationship to student
ratings.

10. High student motivation and smaller classes
appear to have done some relationship to
student ratings.

METHOD DESCRIPTION, HISTORY AND
RESULTS

In traditional evaluations, there are two distinct
bodies of information that must be gathered when
evaluating faculty performance:

1. The faculty member’s accomplishments over
the last academic year.

Table 2. Available student rating instruments

System

Source

CAFETERIA System

CIEQ Arizona Course/Instructor
Evaluation Questionnaire

IAS Instructional Assessment
System

ICEAS Instructor and Course
Evaluation System

IDEA Instructional Development
and Effectiveness Assessment
System

SIR Student Instructional Report

SIRS Student Instructional
Rating System

Student Description of
Teaching

Center for Instructional Services
Purdue University

West Lafayette IN 47907
(317)494-510

Division of Education Foundations and
Administration

College of Education

University of Arizona

Tucson AZ 85721

(602)621-7832

Educational Assessment Center
PB-30

University of Washington
Seattle WA 98195

(206) 543-1170

University of Illinois
307 Engineering Hall
Urbana IL 61801
(217) 333-3490

Center for Faculty Evaluation
and Development

Kansas State University

1623 Anderson Ave.

Manhattan KS 66502

(913) 532-5970

Student Instructional Report
Educational Testing Service
Princeton NJ 08541

(609) 921-9000

Computer Laboratory
Michigan State University
East Lansing MI 48824

Teaching Innovation and
Evaluation Services

271 Stephens Hall

University of California, Berkeley

Berkeley CA 94720

(415)642-1181
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2. An evaluation of the quality of each accom-
plishment.

It is the intention here, however, that accom-
plishments and quality of accomplishment are
inseparable entities in the evaluation system. For
example, if a faculty member publishes a paper, he/
she deserves recognition and reward. There is no
grading of publications within the department. A
faculty member either gets credit for a paper
published in a refereed journal or he/she does not.
The accomplishment automatically earns credit. If
the system described here is made to work in
another way, then the results will not be fair. Pre-
conceived ideas that the Evaluator has about
various faculty and various journals must be kept
out of the evaluation process. The goal of an evalu-
ation method is to properly recognize accomplish-
ments in a fair and equitable way, without bias.

Before finding out what was accomplished, it is
first necessary to determine which activities are
indeed significant. Areas of teaching, research and
service are considered the general areas in which a
faculty member is expected to perform work that is
to be rated, rewarded and recognized.

The category labeled ‘teaching’ can include any
number of items. On the first pass in this study, it
was decided to include the following items:

Classroom teaching performance

Revamping of an existing course

New course development

Laboratory teaching performance

Laboratory development (involving design and
construction of equipment)

Laboratory manual preparation

Undergraduate student advising

Major advisor for M.S. students

Committee member for M.S. students

Major advisor for Ph.D. students

Committee member for Ph.D. students

Teaching award(s) granted

Miscellaneous (items not listed above but that
could be included).

Certainly other items could be added or some
might be removed as necessary to fit a particular
program. Possible sources of data about the indivi-
dual include student, peer, and self evaluations by
the Department Chair. Usually the most complete
source of information is the faculty member. As
shown in previous studies, student evaluations, as
well as evaluations forms or rating instruments can
be used to obtain an accurate evaluation of class-
room and laboratory teaching performance.

The category labeled ‘research and scholarly
activity’ can also include any number of items. In
this study, it was first decided to include the follow-
ing:

Publications in refereed journals

Paper presentations (by invitation)

Paper presentations

Publications in conference proceedings

Textbook publications

Research proposals written and submitted

Research proposals funded

Equipment proposals written and submitted

Equipment proposals funded

Lectures or seminars given to peers

Refereeing papers for journals or conference
proceedings

Refereeing textbooks

Editorship

Commendations or Awards

General research participation

Miscellaneous.

Just as in the teaching category, other items could
be added or some might be deleted. Information
about the faculty member’s contribution in each of
these areas could be obtained from several possible
sources: peer and self evaluations, as well as evalua-
tion by the Department Chair. The most complete
and usually most reliable source of information is
the faculty member.

The category labeled ‘service activities’ can
include any number of items. It is not to be
restricted to University/College/Departmental
service but could also extend to public and profes-
sional service. In this study, it was first decided to
include the following:

University committees

Department committees

Committee chair

Advisor to a student section

Member of a professional organization
Office of a professional organization
Member of a community organization
Officer of a community organization
Years of service to the institution
Gifts secured for the institution
Departmental citizenship

Consulting

Service Award

Miscellaneous.

Just as in the previous categories, other items could
be added or some might be deleted as necessary.
The faculty member’s contribution in each of these
areas can be obtained from peer and self evalua-
tions, as well as evaluation by the Department
Chair. Again the most complete and usually most
reliable source of information is the faculty
member.

The next step in the process of evaluating faculty
is to produce a document for each faculty member
to complete, called a Faculty Activity Report. The
report is filled out at evaluation time (end of the
academic year) and asks the individual to list in
detail his/her accomplishments in each area listed
above. Once the completed activity reports are col-
lected, it is necessary to assign a relative weighting
factor to every item within each category listed
above. In this study, assigning relative weights was
done (on the first trial basis) by the Department
Chair. Subsequently a Departmental Faculty meet-
ing was held to discuss the review. It soon became
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apparent that every faculty member had his/her
own idea of the relative weight of each item.

It became necessary for all faculty members in
the department to work together to decide (a) what
was important, (b) what should be included in each
category, and (c) the relative weight assigned to
each item. In one lengthy but productive faculty
meeting, a final format was decided upon and a
system (as described here) was successfully
devised. It was understood that the evaluation was
to be performed by the Department Chair who was
ultimately responsible for evaluating faculty per-
formance.

The advantages of having the entire faculty parti-
cipate in such a session are many. Perhaps the most
important is that each faculty member then knows
and in writing just what will be considered signifi-
cant in the evaluation process. Another advantage
is that faculty feel as though they are contributing to
the decision making process and that their opinions
are important. A third advantage is that faculty
have a stronger say in the direction that a Depart-
ment is taking by the discussion and assignment of
relative weights (e.g., publishing a paper is more
important than presenting a paper and having it
published in conference proceedings). A fourth
advantage is that faculty worked together to
achieve a common goal in a department where
research interests sometimes form natural separa-
tions.

A fifth advantage became evident during the
review process. The Department Chair met with
each faculty member individually to discuss that
faculty member’s performance in the three
categories. Also reviewed was the faculty member’s
standing in the department; specifically, how that
faculty member ranked among his/her peers
(names of colleagues kept anonymous). Obviously,
some faculty were pleased with the results and
others were not. The ‘high performers’ were con-
gratulated and encouraged to continue in their
same patterns of productivity. The other indivi-
duals were counseled on their good and need-
improvement points. The disappointment was
there, certainly, but each faculty member knew
exactly what his/her contribution was toward the
overall goals of the department. Each resolved to
strengthen weak points and to work harder. The
advantage here is that those areas which need
strengthening were positively identified and the
faculty member could devote more time to them.
The entire process appears at this point to be of sig-
nificant benefit to faculty who want to improve
their performance, and to the department as a
whole.

As aresult of the entire process described above,
the Faculty Activity Report provided in the
Appendix of this paper was produced. In-addition,
tally sheets were made up to simplify the recogni-
tion process. These are also given in the Appendix.

DESCRIPTION OF FACULTY ACTIVITY
REPORT

It will soon become evident that the lists given
above in the areas of teaching, research and scho-
larly activity, and service were changed. Some
items in the original list were moved from research
and scholarly activity, for example, to service.
Other items were eliminated altogether. A descrip-
tion of each form now follows.

Faculty Activity Report: Teaching Category

Coursework is asked for as the first item in the
Instructional Related Activities section. Fall and
Spring course assignments are to be listed. At first
Summer courses were included but it was felt that
individuals who chose not to teach in the summer
would be penalized. So Summer coursework was
excluded.

The University makes use of a faculty evaluation
form (SIRS of Table 2). Every course in engineer-
ing is to have a student evaluation in the course and
the instructor. Six questions on the form pertain
exclusively to the performance of the instructor.
The average of these six scores is to be entered in
the last column of the chart. New courses (new to
the University—not new to the instructor) are to be
indicated. Major redevelopment of existing courses
is to be shown. Because each time a textbook is
changed or a course is taught for the first time (new
to instructor), however, a redevelopment is
involved. So although it is indicated, it was felt that
a redevelopment or revamping of an existing
course would not be considered as a performance
item to be credited.

Laboratory development is believed to have a
significant impact on a program and so it was felt
that such work (designing and building lab equip-
ment for example) should be considered in evaluat-
ing faculty performance. Any faculty member who
won a Teaching award has proven (real or imagi-
nary) that he/she is a good teacher and so recogni-
tion in performance is warranted.

Advising is separated from the coursework cate-
gories. At Memphis State University, for the sake
of efficiency and accuracy, one faculty member is
assigned the task of checking out the graduating
seniors. This faculty member uses each senior’s file
to complete a checkout sheet which ensures that
each student has completed all requirements for
the degree. Any advisor who neglects his/her
advising duties is immediately recognized. The
faculty member who completes the checkout sheets
can be made responsible for reporting to the
Department Chair the performance figures in the
Academic Advising-Undergraduates area. The
task of completing checkout sheets rotates among
the faculty, and changes yearly.

The evaluation of faculty in the Academic
Advising-Graduates area is more definite. Individ-
uals who serve on M.S. and Ph.D. committees and
who serve as major advisors are appropriately
credited. There are certain restrictions, however.
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Serving on a M.S. committee is not credited to the
faculty member until the student graduates or is in
his/her final semester. Serving as a M.S. thesis
advisor has a two year ceiling in performance
credit. Serving on a Ph.D. committee is believed to
be important but is given minor credit. Serving as a
major advisor to a Ph.D. student is given compara-
tively major credit.

As in most information seeking operations, all
data may not be conveyed. Therefore, it is appro-
priate to include an area called Additional or Sup-
plementary Information. Faculty can enter any
further data desired. Awarding of performance
credit here is done at the discretion of the Depart-
ment Chair, although some faculty believe there
should be a maximum.

Faculty Activity Report: Research and Scholarly
Activity Category

Publications in Refereed Journals is the lead area
in this category. In the early discussion stages, there
was a request for a list of ‘acceptable’ journals but
none was made up. It was felt that if a journal editor
uses referees considered to be peers to the author,
then the publication properly earns performance
credit. There was no effort, nor will there be, to
downplay certain journals and discount various
works.

A distinction is made between the submission/
acceptance of a paper and its actual publication.
This distinction was made because of the some-
times lengthy turnaround time associated with the
publication process. Thus a paper prepared and
submitted/accepted would receive some credit.
Actual publication would receive further credit,
which may be given in the subsequent academic
year.

The next area in which faculty should be recog-
nized is in Papers Presented . Several subcategories
with various credits were identified:

a. Paper presented by invitation at a national

conference

b. Paper presented by invitation at a regional

conference

c. Paper presented at a national conference (not

an invited paper)

d. Paper presented at a regional conference

e. Paper published in the conference proceed-

ings
Further, a distinction again was made between
accepted for presentation and actual presentation.

Textbooks, Reports appear as the next area. A
textbook or a report earns credit in the year it is
published. An example of a report would include a
substantial work submitted to a company in lieu of
a publication if the work is proprietary.

The next area is Research Proposals Written,
Submitted, Funded. This area is included to award
faculty for any and all research proposals that were
prepared and submitted to a funding agency. A dis-
tinction between external and internal (University)
funding sources was made. The objective is to

encourage the writing of proposals. If the proposal
is funded, the credit earned is tied to the amount
funded in the year that the proposal is announced
as funded. Thus funding provided next year but
awarded this year earns credit this year and only
this year. Moreover, a minimum and a maximum
were placed on the credits earned. Equipment Pro-
posals Written, Submitted, Funded is the next area.
It is treated in much the same way as research pro-
posals without the internal/external distinction.

Lectures and Seminars Given to Peers is the fol-
lowing area. The intent is to recognize the giving of
a lecture of seminar on a research related topic but
not for a talk given to a local civic organization, for
example. The spirit is often clearer than the letter of
the rule. Discretion of the Evaluator is required to
ensure that a fair, systematic and consistent
application of the intent is made.

Reviewing Activities includes a review of papers
and service as a journal editor. A textbook review is
usually compensated by a publisher and so it does
not appear here as an item that earns credit.

Commendations or Awards for Excellence in
Research is the next area. It was felt that an excel-
lent researcher that earns an award calls attention
to the institution and should therefore be recog-
nized within his/her own department.

As mentioned in the teaching category, all
appropriate information might not be conveyed.
Therefore an area called Additional or Supplemen-
tary Information is included here. Faculty can enter
any further data desired, and awarding of per-
formance credit here is done at the discretion of the
Department Chair, subject to a maximum.

Faculty Activity Report: Service Activities Category
Committee work falls under this category. Com-
mittee Participation—University and Committee
Participation—Department are the first two areas.
These include any committee without the obvious
argument that some committees require less time
than others. There is additional credit earned if the
faculty member chairs any of these committees.

Student Sections Advised is included to recog-
nize a faculty member who serves as advisor to the
ASME student section, for example. Faculty
should be encouraged to serve in this way in light of
the number of organization that now exist: ASCE,
ASME, IEEE, NSBE, SAE, SWE, ASHRAE, etc.

If a faculty member is a member of a Professional
Organization, recognition is given in the next area,
subject to a maximum. When a faculty member can
obtain Gifts (of equipment for example) for the
institution or the department, recognition should
be made.

Service Awards is the next area. It was felt that
someone who earns such an award brings distinc-
tion to the institution and accordingly should be
recognized within his/her own department.

As mentioned in the two preceding categories,
all appropriate information will probably not be
conveyed. Therefore an area called Additional or
Supplementary Information is included so that
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faculty can enter any further data desired. Award-
ing of performance credit here is done at the dis-
cretion of the Department Chair, subject to a
maximum. The review of a textbook might be
entered and credited here.

Notable changes from the original lists are worth
mentioning. The following items have all been
excluded:

Revamping of an existing course

Reviewing of a textbook

Membership in community organizations

Years of Service

Departmental citizenship (a time consuming
topic of discussion)

Consulting for any monetary compensation.

Evaluation of Faculty Activity Reports: Tally
Sheets

Once all forms are completed and returned to
the Department Chair, tally sheets are filled out for
each faculty member. Tally sheets contain the rela-
tive weights for each area within each of the three
categories. As discussed above, the relative weights
were decided upon in a departmental meeting. The
tally sheets are given in the Appendix of this paper.

A tally sheet has been prepared for each cate-
gory: teaching, research and scholarly activity, and
service. Once credits are calculated, additional
weighting factors are applied. (These additional
weighting factors are not necessary but had to be
used in our evaluation because of previously
agreed upon University requirements.)

The tally sheets are used to determine Individual
Productivity Points for each faculty member. The
Productivity Points for all faculty were then
summed to obtain the Total Productivity Points for
the department. Each faculty member’s contribu-
tion to the total is defined as the ratio of Individual
Productivity Points/Total Productivity Points. This
ratio was used with great success to calculate merit
increases for all faculty.

SAMPLE CALCULATION

Suppose, for example, that a department is given
$10,000 for merit increases, and that the depart-

ment consists of five faculty with the Individual
Productivity Points given in column 2 of Table 3.
The points earned are summed to obtain Total
Productivity Points of 1730. Faculty #1 would
receive 270/1730 = 0.156 of the total amount of
money provided to the department for merit
increases, in this case $10,000. So Faculty #1
would earn a merit increase of $1560 with similar
calculations for the others, as listed in column 3 of
Table 3. In this way, the individual is rewarded for
performance with an increase that is in direct pro-
portion to his/her contribution to the overall
departmental productivity.

It should be noted that there are alternative
methods for using these figures in determining
merit increases. Combinations of figures that
include across-the-board increases can be devised.

Table 3. Summary of how earned productivity
points are used to determine individual salary

increases
Points Recommended
Faculty earned increase
#1 270 1560
#2 450 2601
#3 330 1907
#4 290 1676
#5 390 2254
CONCLUSIONS

The Faculty Activity Reports and Tally Sheets
were used at the conclusion of the 1988/89
academic year to evaluate faculty performance in
the Department of Mechanical Engineering at
Memphis State University. The method was
lengthy and time consuming but yielded results that
were highly useful. The objective of making an
improvement over the previous evaluation system
was realized. It is hoped that the reader will benefit
from this study when participating in an evaluation
program.
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Each faculty member will undergo a yearly review
with the Department Chairman, and will be rated in
three basic areas:

® Teaching
e Research and Scholarly Activities
® Service

Faculty are asked to compose a Summary of Activi-
ties form, which is attached. (Faculty may wish to
also compose a portfolio consisting of supporting
documentation, but this is not necessary.)
Examples of items that are asked for on the Sum-
mary form include, but are not limited to:

e Student evaluation of classroom performance

e Laboratory teaching performance

e Titles of papers that have been published, pre-
sented and/or published in conference pro-
ceedings

e Titles of proposals written, submitted and/or
funded

e List of service activities (including consulting
activities)

e List of graduate student advisees

e Any other supporting documentation deemed
appropriate by the faculty member

The evaluation period is to begin March 31 and
end 12 months later. The Chairman will use the
completed forms and rate each faculty member on
a scale from 1 to 100 in subcategories of the three
basic areas and the supplementary categories. To
arrive at a merit score, the rating in all categories

will be totaled. To arrive at merit increase figures,
total points for all faculty will be divided into the
percentage (not the actual dollars) available for
merit to yield a % increase per point. An indivi-
dual’s merit % increase is his/her total points X the
% increase per point quotient. In comparing results
of such calculations, it is possible for an individual
with a high percentage increase to obtain less merit
dollars than another individual with a lower per-
centage. (This result also arises, but more drasti-
cally, if total points are divided into actual dollars
instead of percentage available.)

In the case where a faculty member is to receive
an adjustment, the amount is not to be subtracted
from the dollars available to the Department
before the % increase per point quotient is deter-
mined. Extra departmental funds must be made
available.

Faculty members will be informed of their rating
along with reasons for it. Anonymous ratings of
other faculty will also be made known so that each
individual knows his/her rating within the depart-
ment, both within the faculty member’s rank and
within the department as a whole. Who has earned
which rating figure will not be made known by the
Department Chair. If the faculty member disagrees
with the rating, he/she will have 10 working days to
provide more information or to resolve the situa-
tion with a re-interpretation of the data. If dis-
satisfaction still exists or further review is
necessary, the Advisory Council will be consulted.
The Advisory Council will consists of the tenured
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full Professors in the department. In case one of the
tenured full Professors is involved, an alternate
member will be selected as a temporary replace-
ment, from another Department if necessary. The
Advisory Council will review the case and make
recommendations to the Chair. The ultimate
responsibility of assigning merit monies rests with

the Chair and the Council will serve only in an
advisory capacity.

The forms that follow are to be used in the merit
evaluation process. Please complete the forms and
have them returned by March 31. Feel free to con-
sult the Department Chair on any matter.



Evaluating the Performance of Engineering Faculty 177
Department of Mechanical Engineering

Faculty Summary of Activities
Period beginning April 1 (Name)

(Years of Service to MSU)
I. Instructional Related Activities

A. Coursework

Evaluation
Semester Course Number Course Title Credit Score!

Fall

Spring

List all dual level courses as a single entry; e.g., 4371/6371

Indicate (*) New course offered for the first time.

Indicate (**) Course taught by instructor for the first time.

Indicate (***) Major re-development of existing course.

Indicate release time if appropriate, and if release was internally or externally supported.
1Evaluation score consists of the average of items 1, 2, 4, 18, 23, 25, 26 of the SIRS form.

B. Laboratory Development (New equipment, facilities, methods, manuals, etc.)

C. Teaching Awards:

D. Academic advising-Undergraduates

E. Academic advising-Graduate Students

Major Advisor for M.S. Students:

Thesis or Exam Committee Member M.S. Students:

Major Advisor for Ph.D. Students:

Committee Member Ph.D. Students:

F. Additional or Supplementary Information:
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II. Research and Scholarly Activities

A. Publications in Refereed Journals

(Use traditional format: title, author(s), journal, volume, number, year, pages.)

' 9

<5

B. Papers Presented (title, author(s), meeting, year, number of pages, | Published in By
regional or national meeting.) Proceedings | Invitation
;
2
9
4
C. Textbooks, Reports (title, author(s), publisher, year)
1
-
D. Research Proposals Written, Submitted, Funded
(title, principal investigator(s), funding agency, amount) Amount | Funded
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E. Equipment Proposals Written, Submitted, Funded
(title, principal investigator(s), funding agency, amount) Amount | Funded

F. Lectures & Seminars Given to Peers (title, audience, time in presentation, date given)

1

2

<

G. Reviewing Activities

1. Journal Papers Reviewed (title, author(s), journal)

2. Journal Editor (title of journal)

H. Commendations or Awards for Excellence in Research (Award title and sponsor)

I. Additional or Supplementary Information:

II1. Service Activities

A. Committee Participation-University (title, chair, hrs/semester involved; other members)

L

2

3.
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B. Committee Participation-Department (title, chair, hrs/semester involved; other members)

L

=

>

4

C. Student Sections Advised:

D. Professional Organizations (name of organization and offices held within, if any)

2

3

4

E. Gifts Secured for MSU:

F. Service Awards:

H. Additional or Supplementary Information: (e.g., Textbooks Reviewed [title, author(s),
publisher])

® Teaching
Items
= x40/avg  Classroom Performance
= x 4 Lab Development
= x7 New (to MSU) Course Development
= x3 Lab Manual Preparation
- x3 Teaching Award (actually awarded)
= 3 max Misc
X = Direct Instruction total

total wgt factor
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x5

X2

x5

x1

Thesis Major Advisor (2 year maximum)
Thesis or Exam Committee Member (upon grad)
Ph.D. Major Advisor

Ph.D. Committee Member

x = Graduate Advising total

total wgt factor
= x3 Undergraduate Student Advising
X = Undergraduate Advising total

total wgt factor

e Research and Scholarly Activity

x5

x5

x3

x2

X2

x2

X2

x2

X2

x1

X3

X2

x 10

x3

x5

Items

Publications in Refereed Journals (submitted)

Publications in Refereed Journals (published)
Paper Present by Invitation (National; accepted)
Paper Present by Invitation (National; presented)
Paper Present by Invitation (Regional; accepted)
Paper Present by Invitation (Regional; presented)

Paper Present (no Invitation; national; accepted)

Paper Present (no Invitation; national; presented)

Paper Present (no Invitation; regional; accepted)

Paper Present (no Invitation; regional; presented)

Publications in Conference Proceedings (National)
Publications in Conference Proceedings (Regional)
Textbook Publications

Reports

Research Proposals Written & Submitted (external)
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02

$/5,000 per year

x3

$/10,000 per year

x1

x 1/ paper

X5

X3

X

3 max

total

¢ Service

wgt factor

x4

x 4

x5

x3

%2

x3

x3

= 3 max

X

total

wgt factor

Research Proposals Written & Submitted (internal)
Research Proposals Funded (min 5 pts; max 20 pts)

Equipment Proposals Written & Submitted
Equipment Proposals Funded (min 1 pt; max 5 pts)

Lectures or Seminars

Refereeing Papers for Journals or Proc.
Editorship

Commendations or Awards

Misc

= Research & Scholarly Activity total

Items

University Committees

Departmental Committees

Committee Chair (Chair or member but not both)

Advisor to Student Section(s)

Member-Professional Organization (4 pts max)

Officer-Professional Organization

Gifts Secured for MSU (3 pts min)

Service Award

Misc

(textbook review, etc.)

= Service total




Evaluating the Performance of Engineering Faculty 183

Summary Sheet

Faculty Member, Rank

Teaching Total

Date

Of Same Rank

Of Department
Comments:

Of Same Rank
Research Total

Of Department

Service Total

Of Same Rank

Comments:

Of Department

Combined Total

Of Same Rank

Recommendations:

Of Department

% Available
Entire Faculty Total

Combined Total
Entire Faculty Total

Merit Calculation (% of available Raise $)

% /Point
%/ Point Salary
) 4
= X x =
t
Recommended
Salary

Increase




