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POLICY
All teaching and administrative Faculty shall be evaluated in writing at least once annually by supervisors or heads of administrative units. (NSHE code, 5.12.1).
PROCEDURES
All performance evaluations of untenured faculty shall include a rating of (i) “excellent,” (ii) “commendable,” (iii) “satisfactory,” or (iv) “unsatisfactory.” All performance evaluations of tenured faculty shall include a rating of (i) “excellent,” (ii) “commendable,” (iii) “satisfactory,” or (iv) “unsatisfactory” unless institutional bylaws require a rating of only (i) “satisfactory” or (ii) “unsatisfactory.” The areas of evaluation and procedures for evaluation of academic faculty and administrative faculty shall be established in Board policies and institutional bylaws. All performance evaluations shall include a narrative addressing each area of performance, and at least every three years a narrative addressing progress toward tenure and/or promotion, if applicable. The three year narrative progress assessment shall be prepared in consultation with the appropriate tenure review committee or promotion committee, if any. Evaluations of instructional faculty shall include an assessment incorporating teaching evaluations completed by their students.

The areas of evaluation and procedures of evaluation of academic and administrative faculty performance are established here in accordance with NSHE policy. 
Academic Faculty.

Academic faculty evaluations shall address Teaching, Professional, Service and Management roles. Each role will be assigned a weight by the faculty member, to be approved by their supervisor. Each role will include performance components which will be assigned weights by the faculty member, to be approved by their supervisor. The criteria for fulfilling role and component responsibilities shall be listed on the evaluation form.
Each faculty member shall create a list of goals for the evaluation period. Each faculty shall reflect on the achievement of goals established for at the end of the evaluation period.
The role and component weight ranges, goals and reflections shall be listed on the evaluation form.
Non-Tenured Tenure Track Faculty

In addition to the evaluation procedures for Academic Faculty, Non-Tenured Tenure Track Faculty will adhere to the evaluation procedures as outlined in the GBC Tenure Policy, 3.60.
Role and component weights will be assigned, and goals for the evaluation period will be created by faculty and submitted for approval by supervisors by October 1 of each academic year. (SUPEVISOR RESPONSE DEADLINE HERE)
Supervisors may, with cause and in consultation with faculty members, suggest changes to weights, roles and goals submitted by faculty. In the event of a disagreement regarding weights, roles and goals, an appeals process shall be in place. (Develop a simple appeals process which requires some documented justification for change from supervisor and some documented justification for faculty member’s original submission. Review by members of Evaluation committee and senate chair?)
For the completion of each evaluation role component for the evaluation period, faculty must provide documentation supporting commendable or excellent ratings.

Annual Performance of Tenured Faculty. 

In accordance with Section 5.13.1 of the NSHE Code, it is the policy of GBC to expect the continued commitment of its faculty to excellence after the granting of appointments with tenure as defined in Section 5.11 of NSHE Code. Tenured faculty will be encouraged to realize the academic community’s expectations to such excellence in their future services and performance. 
If the annual performance evaluations result in a tenured faculty member receiving an overall unsatisfactory rating for two consecutive years, a hearing shall be held for the purpose of determining if the tenured faculty member should be retained in employment.

Evaluation Outcomes

Academic Faculty who receive a less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory in the teaching role of the evaluation may can receive no more than a satisfactory overall rating. In this event, faculty will be required to participate in a mentoring program. The mentoring program for this purpose will follow the policy and procedure for earning tenure outlined in the GBC Tenure Policy, 3.60. The purpose of the mentoring process is to return the faculty member’s performance in the teaching role to the “satisfactory” level or above.
An overall “less than satisfactory or unsatisfactory” rating in two consecutive annual performance evaluations shall be cause for termination of employment. Hearing to consider terminations initiated by this section shall be held by a special hearing officer and special hearing committee under Section 6.12 of the NSHE Code.

Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsections 6.12.4, 6.13.1 and 6.14.2 of the NSHE Code, the only option for recommendations or decisions upon the completion of the hearing or appeal process is the continuation or termination of employment of the tenured faculty member. If, after the hearing or appeal process is completed, the decision is made to continue the tenured faculty member's employment, the annual performance evaluations which initiated the hearing shall be revised to eliminate the unsatisfactory ratings. The burden of demonstrating that termination of employment should occur lies with the administrative authorities of the System institution.
Administrative Faculty. 
INSERT CURRENT ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION PROCEDURE
Review of Evaluations. Faculty evaluation forms will be completed by the first Friday following Commencement Ceremonies of each academic year. Supervisors will complete and respond to the evaluations by (DATE/TIMELINE.) 

Adjustment of Evaluations. Supervisors, in consultation with faculty members and with documented cause, may raise or lower evaluation numbers within a role. Supervisor may raise a score to the lowest point in the next highest category or lower a score to the highest point in the next lowest category.
Adverse Evaluation. In the event a faculty member receives an adverse annual evaluation, a review of the evaluation will be provided in accordance with Section 5.16 of the NSHE Code.
Review of Evaluations and/or Denial of Salary Increase. (NSHE Code 5.16)

Review of evaluations which result in the denial of merit award or salary increase shall be conducted in accordance with NSHE Code 5.16.

Each institution and the System Office shall adopt, in their respective bylaws, a procedure for review of a faculty member’s adverse annual evaluation rating and a procedure to review denial of a salary increase. In connection with review of merit pay, “denial of a salary increase” means review of the step or level of merit at those institutions that award a standard amount of merit pay based on a certain step or level.

The procedure adopted must include at least one of the following review processes:

a. Reconsideration pursuant to the NSHE Code, Section 5.2 (except that the supervisor is not required to state reasons for an adverse annual evaluation under Section 5.2.3 if the reasons for the evaluation are stated in the evaluation); Rev. 268 (12/15) Title 2, Chapter 5, Page 31 

b. Grievance pursuant to the NSHE Code, Section 5.7; 

c. Peer review pursuant to Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 4(5); or 

d. Any other similar review procedure that provides reasonable opportunity to challenge an adverse annual evaluation or denial of a salary increase. 

The result of any review procedure must be in the form of a recommendation to the president for a final decision (or in the case of the System Office, to the chancellor), except that if the bylaws authorize a grievance, peer review, or other similar review procedure and also authorize reconsideration, then the bylaws may provide that the request for reconsideration terminates at a level below the President (or chancellor), such as at the Provost, Executive Vice President, Academic Vice President or dean level. In the event the bylaws provide for more than one review process, the bylaws may also specify an order in which the procedures are initiated. 

In addition to the procedure for review adopted in the bylaws, the faculty member also has the right to submit a rejoinder as specified in Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 4(5). 

If a merit pay determination is directly tied to the outcome of a faculty member’s evaluation review, then the bylaws shall provide that the same process is followed for both the evaluation review and the merit pay determination. 

Regardless of the review procedure, the process for the president to adopt or reject the recommendation regarding an annual evaluation shall be the same as that specified for peer evaluations in Title 4, Chapter 3, Section 4(5). 

In the event the bylaws fail to specify a procedure for review of an adverse annual evaluation rating or denial of merit, the faculty member will have the right to pursue reconsideration and a grievance, in addition to submitting a written rejoinder.

President’s Responsibility. After the completion of the annual performance evaluations provided for in Section 5.11 of the NSHE Code, the presidents shall submit an annual report to the Board of Regents detailing the process and outcomes of the annual performance evaluations.


