Preface to P&T Forms (FC-09-010-011) & Background: 

2006-07 Sub-committee of Faculty Affairs: Charge: a) to review and clarify current P&T processes; establish common procedures; b) clarify responsibilities and ensure feedback is received from all parties involved; c) connect with Strategic Action Plan goals, hiring, reviews, PDs and AE's to ensure success in P&T. Issues were identified and recommendations proposed (see executive summary and two tables).  These, and minutes, are available below should you wish to get a clearer picture of how and why this process began:  http://www.webs.uidaho.edu/facultycouncil/CommitteeWebPages/Agenda_Minutes_Faculty_Affairs_P&T_Subcommittee.htm 
2007-08 Sub-committee of Faculty Affairs: Charge: a) review current PD & AE forms, including policy; simplify categories for the PD; tie the AE to the PD; connect these Strategic Action Plan goals; ensure feedback from for all administrators associated with faculty involved in interdisciplinary work as well as those located off campus happens.  Issues identified by the previous sub-committee, by the University Promotions Committee, and the goal teams were reviewed (representatives from each of the goal teams were on the sub-committee). Minutes are online and may be helpful in answering similar questions when new faculty begin reviewing the proposed changes:  http://www.webs.uidaho.edu/facultycouncil/CommitteeWebPages/Agenda_Minutes_Fac_Affairs_Subcommittee_PDAE.htm 
Faculty Representation include:  Charles Morrison, Don Crowley, Ron Crawford, Janice Fletcher, Maxine Dakins, John Oldow, Janice Capel Anderson, Larry Stauffer, Cherie Major, John Tracy, Bev Healy, Ben Beard, Bob Zemetra, Tim Prather, Lisa Carlson, David LeePainter, Jo Ellen Force, Janice Fletcher, Steve Hollenhorst, Beth Reynolds, Laura Holyoke, Ken Locke, Dennis Geist, Teresa Gordon, Patrick Hrdlicka, Kelly Quinnett, Bahman Shafii and others.   

Common questions/themes or driving points for changes include:  
· The PD should accurately reflect the faculty member's evaluation relative to his/her job performance. And the PD & AE need to be better integrated.
· Concerns were expressed over linking forms and policy to the Strategic Action Plan, (a living document that evolves and changes with new administration). Every strategic plan to date has included teaching, research, service and outreach and as long as we remain a land grant university, it will not change. For instance, in comparing the 2007 AE form (column 1) to the Strategic Action Plan they were found to be very comparable. 

Position Description changes:

· Simplification:  four responsibility areas from the current nine - instruction and advising and/or mentoring was put under area I. Teaching.
· Simplification: number of mentees for graduates and undergraduates is sufficient.

· II. Scholarship and Creative Activities.  References to FSH 1565 were included.*
· Under II last item "Scholarship of Outreach/Application/Engagement": Goal 3 suggested Application and Engagement be replaced by Scholarship of Outreach. Faculty Affairs revised to include all three. 

· III. Outreach and Extension: new terms developed/defined by Goal 3, forthcoming changes to FSH 1565*

· IV. University Leadership and Service: fourth responsibility area delineating three sub-categories (currently one paragraph in FSH 1565). Proposed changes to FSH 1565 include definitions and separation of these three sub-categories (forthcoming).*

· Summary table revised based off four responsibility areas. Includes ability for faculty to receive acknowledgement for, and be evaluated on, summer work outside their PD  (those with appointments less than 12 months) by attaching a narrative. Note: A faculty member's position description is linked to the salary agreement creating a contract law compliance problem for those less than 12 months. 
· Sample summary tables to assist in PD preparation.

· Faculty involved in interdisciplinary work: Ensures that faculty will attach a narrative explaining their interdisciplinary work which will then be reviewed, discussed and agreed upon by ALL parties (faculty and administrators) involved; impossibility and impracticality of obtaining signatures of all administrators - signatures are not as important as discussions taking place between all parties. 
· The removal of the remaining categories, advancement, professional development and other is now included as a 'note' on the bottom of page 2.  These categories may cross all or some of the four areas. Definitions will be forthcoming in proposed policy changes.*
*Note:  Policy language changes are forthcoming once the forms are approved to be sure all changes are addressed in policy.  Also, there are a few definitions still waiting to be received from the goal teams and others. 
annual Evaluation Changes:

· Simplification: four responsibility areas (linked with Strategic Action Plan) and reference to policy.  The language and references (first two columns removed) are either included on the form following the titles or are in the proposed forthcoming policy changes.

· Note at top: Previous year's PD (goals and objectives) is now required to be used when preparing the AE.
· The weighting column was not used for its original purpose (some colleges/departments) were to assign weighted values to responsibility areas and incorporate them in their bylaws then use them on the form. In actuality it was used, by some, for multiplying the PD % with the numeric score.  
· One decimal place in the department and college scores on the annual evaluation form (there is no change in policy only clarification on rounding). Discussion from sub-committee follows:
· First meeting discussion:  Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH) 3320 indicates only whole integers can be used, yet instructions for merit raises are to go to those with a 3.0 (Meets Expectations) or above. Does the decimal score mean someone with a 2.9 is below expectations or do we round up? There is no clear description as to how this is handled in the FSH. It was pointed out that faculty will quibble over one decimal point whereas administrators, feeling that a 1.5% merit raise does not justify the time it takes to quibble, will give everyone a score that awards the raise. After a lengthy discussion on rounding at the department and dean level and where the cutoff would fall for rounding, the subcommittee agreed that it would happen at the college level. It was felt that doing so would do two things: 1. award merit raises to those who deserve them (those above a 2.5) yet still send a clear signal that the faculty member is in trouble and improvement is needed. Both scores would be on the form, the department chair will need to work with or initiate a mentoring process for the faculty member to guide them towards improvement, and the dean is aware there is a problem and it is being addressed. 

· Second Meeting Discussion:  No clear definition in the Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH) on how or what numbers are to be rounded. It was agreed that both scores (unit admin./dean) would remain as is, allowing for one decimal place - rounding would be: .5 & above round up; .4 & below round down. 
· Removal of the average boxes (unit and college). The intent of the averages was to put the onus on the faculty member to reflect on their performance relative to that of other faculty members in the unit and take appropriate steps, if necessary. However, it created unrest and angered faculty - causing problems.   

· Narrative is required of the dean if he/she changes any score.
· Inclusion of interdisciplinary, unit administrator's and dean's check boxes: ensures that these have been done and if not, they are returned. 

· Second faculty signature (as stated in FSH 3320) when a score is changed was missing from original form. 

· Signatures for AE form were separated out from the Disclosure of Conflicts form. 
