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PROPOSED REVISIONS 

Southeastern Louisiana University 
Evaluation of Faculty 

Faculty Handbook: Part III: Policies Governing Employment of Faculty, Section E. Evaluation of Faculty 

PRESENT GUIDELINES
 

In accordance with Board of Supervisors' policy, a complete 
evaluation of the performance of each full-time faculty member 
will be conducted annually. The primary responsibility for 
evaluation of faculty performance rests with the department 
head, who will base the evaluation on all evidence available 
that is appropriate for use. Because the annual evaluation 
becomes a part of the faculty member's permanent file, and 
because the annual evaluation is essential in determining 
tenure, promotion, reappointment, and merit raises, the 
department head would make every effort to ensure that the 
evaluations are clear, honest, fair, and genuinely evaluative. 
Also, the department head must protect the integrity of the 
process by excluding any hearsay or undocumented 
information and relying instead on verifiable evidence from 
objective processes. 

PROPOSED REVISIONS
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4. Service 
In the area of service, each department should specify 
appropriate activities and their relative importance to the 
department. Since service activities span such a broad 
spectrum (see Part III: Categories for Evaluation of Tenure 
and Promotion of the Faculty Handbook for an illustrative 
list of service activities), each department's statement 
should be detailed and clear enough that faculty can 
readily discern for various activities the relative value to be 
awarded in the evaluation process. Faculty should 
substantiate the time and effort required to fulfill the service 
obligations. 

• Revise Section 3. Service to Read: 

3. Service 

In the area of service, each department should specify 
appropriate activities and their relative importance to the 
department. Evaluation of a faculty member's service should be 
weighted in a manner determined by the colleges and 
departments to reflect the relative importance ofthese three areas 
of activities: the University, the Students, and the Community, as 
described in Part III: Categories for Evaluation of Tenure and 
Promotion of the Faculty Handbook. Each department's 
statement should be detailed and clear enough that faculty can 
readily discern for various activities the relative value to be 
awarded in the evaluation process. Faculty should substantiate 
the time and effort required to fulfill the service obligations. 
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LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE 

The results of evaluations in each department will include 
specific statements about the level of performance achieved 
by each faculty member in each area and overall. There shall 
be a minimum of three possible levels of performance (for 
example, not meeting expectations, meeting expectations, 
exceeding expectations). Although departments may choose 
to construct evaluation procedures that provide for additional 
differentiation through use of more than three levels of 
performance, every department's procedures must include a 
level for inadequate performance. Whenever deficiencies are 
noted, the department head should work with the faculty 
member to improve performance. Non-reappointment of non­
tenured faculty shall follow Board of Supervisors' rules as 
described on Part III: Termination and Notification of the 
Faculty Handbook. 

REMEDIATION OF TENURED FACULTY 

If a pattern of deficiency in the performance of a tenured 
faculty member is documented through annual evaluations 
that indicate the faculty member's overall performance is 
inadequate for a period of at least two consecutive years, or 
for three of any five consecutive years, a mandatory plan of 
remediation will result. 

By June 1, the department head, working with the faculty 
member and in consultation with the dean, shall develop a 
mandatory plan of remediation designed to bring the faculty 
member back to an acceptable performance status. In no case 
will such remediation plan cover less than two years. The 
remediation plan should address specific ways of dealing with 
areas of significant weakness, measures of expected 
outcomes, and a timetable for accomplishing these outcomes. 

• Reword First Paragraph: 

The results of evaluations in each department will include specific 
statements about the level of performance achieved by each faculty 
member in each area and overall. There shall be a minimum of four 
possible levels of performance, which must include: 

1. excellence, 
2. distinction, 
3. adequacy 
4. inadequacy 

The definitions for the first three levels can be found in Part III­
Categories for Evaluation of Tenure and Promotion of the Faculty 
Handbook. Performance below these defined levels would constitute 
a level of inadequacy. Whenever deficiencies are noted, the 
department head should work with the faculty member to improve 
performance. Non-reappointment of non-tenured faculty shall follow 
Board of Supervisors' rules as described in Pm1 111: Termination and 
Notification ofthe Faculty Handbook. 

Faculty members should note that the interim review and tenure 
decisions are summative evaluations and not necessarily an 
"average" of their annual evaluations. For example, while it may be 
possible to achieve a rating of "Distinction" in Professional Activity 
in each year without any publications/performances/exhibitions, the 
Criteria for Tenure (See Part 111: CatcQories for Evaluation of Tenure 
and Promotion) stipulates that " ..professional activity must include 
publications/performances/exhibitions ... " Therefore, the summative 
evaluation would be "Inadequate" in Professional Activity. 
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The Faculty Handbook). Accordingly, tenured faculty who, 
because of unacceptable job performance, are under a 
mandatory plan of remediation may become subject to 
academic dismissal for failure to make substantial progress 
toward remediation during the time frame stipulated in the 
remediation plan. 

A recommendation for academic dismissal of a tenured faculty 
member generally originates at the department level with 
recommendations passing successively to the dean, Provost, 
and President. The department head is responsible for 
notifying the faculty member by February 15 that a 
recommendation for academic dismissal has been submitted 
to the dean. Such a recommendation will automatically trigger 
a peer review by a faculty review committee comprised of the 
same members as the department tenure committee, which 
shall make a separate recommendation regarding dismissal. 

Although the faculty review committee may establish its own 
specific procedures, it must hold a meeting with the faculty 
member who is the subject of the dismissal process and may 
meet with the department head who has recommended 
dismissal. Voting and reporting procedures will parallel those 
used in making recommendations for tenure decisions (see 
Part III: Tenure and Promotion Guidelines of the Faculty 
Handbook). The committee's recommendation is due to the 
dean by March 5. 

The recommendations of the department head, faculty 
committee, and dean, along with any response by the faculty 
member, will be forwarded to the Provost by April 1. A 
recommendation by the Provost for dismissal should follow the 
same university-level due-process procedures detailed under 'Dates for Library faculty are as established by the Library's 
the Termination/Severe Sanction for Cause policy in the evaluation document. 
Faculty Handbook. 
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