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VII. THE EVALUATIONPROCESS
Faculty members are evaluated at the department level each year, normally by the departmental
Faculty Evaluation Committee and the Department Chair. The evaluations by t he Committee and the
Chair are independent in the sense that the Chair's evaluation is not controlled by the Committee 's.
However, in reviewing the faculty member 's record, the Chair should review the Committee's report and
recommendations and comment on them.
Some faculty members in the Eberly College have assignments in multiple departments . The facult y
member's home department , identified in the letter of appointment or subsequent memoranda of
understanding, is responsible for evaluating the faculty member's performance and, when appropriate ,
making recommendations for tenure , promotion , or termination. As such the home department 's
evaluation guidelines must be followed . However, the other department(s) served by the faculty
member will provide input into the home department's evaluation by providing a written assessment of
the faculty member 's contributions .
The evaluations provide ratings of performance in the areas of assignment (research, teach ing, service
as appropriate) as well as statements that are developmental and goal-or iented. In annual evaluations,
the review is not limited to events of the immediately previous 1-year period; it is also to be a review of
annual evaluation statements from previous years, in order to assesswhether suggestions for
improvement have been addressed. The resultant annual assessment should guide the facult y member
in areas in which improvement may be needed, paying particular attention to cumulative progress
toward, and expectations for, tenure and/ or the next promotion.
The Department Chair should avoid excessive duplication of the narratives in the Committee's
evaluation. However, th e evidentiary basis of an evaluation needs to be clearly art iculated . If, for
example, a faculty member's research for the year is rated as " excellent " because she published 2
papers in top journals and won a federal grant, that should be made clear. (If the Committee says this
clearly and the Chair agrees, the Chair's statement will be clear enough if the Chair asserts the
agreement .)
When the department-level evaluations include a recommendation regarding tenure, promot ion,
Emeritus status, or (in rare cases) termination , the fa culty member also is evaluated at the College-level,
by the College Committee and the Dean.
A. General Standards

Each department establishes written standards of evaluation that are informed and guided by the WVU
Procedures document, with particular attention to Section II ("Professional Expectation s of Faculty
Members") , Section IX ("Annual Evaluations"), and Section X ("Criteria for Promotion or Tenure") .
Evaluation of perfo rmance in each area of assignment is assessed as "Excellent " (characterizing
performance of high merit), "Good" (characteri zing performance of merit ), "Satisfactory" (characterizing
performance sufficient to ju stify continuation but , for areas of expected significant contribut ion, not
sufficient to justify promotion or tenure) , or "Unsatisfactory."
For thos e faculty member s who are required to make on ly at least a reasonable contribution in research
(normally Clinical faculty mem bers and some Teaching faculty members), the expectation is that th e
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Faculty Evaluation File will document 1 example of ongoing productivity, such as a presentation at a
strategically selected professional conference each year. Other instances of scholarly activity such as
peer-reviewed articles are welcome, but not required, to meet the criterion of at least a reasonable
contribution in research.

1. Evidentiary Basis of Evaluation
Evaluations and recommendations are based on the evidence in the Faculty Evaluation File as described
in Section IV of these Guidelines. If there is not enough information in the File to warrant a meritorious
rating ("excellent" or "good"), a rating of "satisfactory" or lower is appropriate. If there is no evidence in
the File to document a particular activity, a rating of "unsatisfactory" is appropriate.

B. Annual Evaluation
The annual evaluation serves as a tool for faculty development at all ranks, regardless of tenure status.
All faculty members receive annual evaluations. Those who hold benefits-eligible appointments
normally receive annual evaluations at the department level by the departmental Faculty Evaluation
Committee and Department Chair. The benefits-eligible faculty members normally include those in the
Tenure-Track, Teaching, Research, Clinical, Visiting, and Senior Lecturer categories. Departments may
develop alternative procedures for evaluating faculty members who teach on a per-course basis.
In addition to rating performance in the areas of assignment, the annual evaluations by the Committee
and the Chair each normally include a recommendation to continue the faculty member at their current
rank (termination is recommended by voting against continuation). This recommendation is omitted in
a year when a cumulative pre-promotion evaluation or a career evaluation is conducted . In those cases,
a recommendation on continuation (or some suitable substitute, such as a recommendation for
promotion) is made as part of the cumulative pre-promotion or career evaluation (see Sections VII.C and
VII.D ofthese Guidelines) .
1. Annual Evaluation of Faculty at the Rank of Professor
Every faculty member is evaluated at the department level, normally by both the Faculty Evaluation
Committee and the Department Chair. In the case of fully promoted faculty members - that is, those at
the rank of Professor in the Tenure-Track, Teaching, Research, or Clinical categories -the faculty
member is evaluated only by the Department Chair, unless 1 of the following exceptions applies :
• The faculty member submits to the Department Chair a written request to be evaluated by the
Faculty Evaluation Committee (as well as by the Chair). Departments set their own deadlines for
receipt of these requests. A new request is required each year.
• The Department Chair holds the rank of Professor. Because Chairs cannot evaluate themselves, the
department-level evaluation of their research and teaching comes from the Faculty Evaluation
Committee .
2. Faculty with Grant Expectations
Many (not all) faculty members have grant-related expectations. These generally apply to Tenure-Track
faculty members in the social and natural sciences. As described in Sections 11.A.2and 11.A.3of these
Guidelines, some faculty members are expected to demonstrate concerted and systematic efforts to
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obtain external research grants; others are expected to show, as a condition for tenure, that their efforts
have paid off in the form of 1 or 2 significant grants.
The departmental Faculty Evaluation Committee and Department Chair must consider the faculty
member's progress in meeting grant expectations as part of annual, pre-promotion, and career
evaluations of research. Beginning in the 2015-16 academic year, appointment letters for faculty
members with grant expectations require the faculty member to develop a plan for the pursuit of
external research grants that is kept in the departmental Faculty Evaluation File. For such faculty
members, the quality of the plan and the faculty member's progress in fulfilling it must be considered in
evaluations of research.

C. Cumulative Pre-PromotionEvaluation
Two years before the Critical Year, probationary Tenure-Track faculty members are subject to a more
rigorous review to determine the extent to which the individual is making clear progress toward tenure.
By this time, teaching should be at a level such that if sustained, the candidate would be judged as
making a significant contribution in teaching . Becausesignificant contributions in research are expected
of Tenure-Track faculty members, there will be particular focus on the expectation to have developed an
active, independent, and sustainable research program as defined in the letter of appointment .
As noted above in Section IV.C.1.b of these Guidelines, even though the cumulative pre-promotion
report is required to support an evaluation of a Tenure -Track faculty member's progress towards tenure,
it may be used to gauge any faculty member ' s progress towards promotion. Therefore , departments
allow Teaching, Research, or Clinical faculty members , as well as tenured associate professors, to submit
cumulative pre-promotion reports to solicit the department's detailed feedback on their progress
towards promotion .
A cumulative pre-promotion evaluation is conducted by both the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the
Department Chair in addition to the annual evaluation. The evaluation is based on the cumulative prepromotion report described above in Section IV.C.1.b of these Guidelines as well as the evidence in the
Faculty Evaluation File. Besides ratings of teaching, research, and service (as appropriate to the faculty
member's assignment) , the evaluation includes a judgment about whether the faculty member is ontrack for the next career step (promotion , tenure) and what steps, if any, are needed for improvement.
In the case of probationary Tenure-Track faculty members, the cumulative pre-promotion evaluat ion
also includes a judgment about the likelihood of success by the Critical Year, and a recommendation to
continue the faculty member at their current rank (termination is recommended by voting against
continuation). In a cumulative pre-promotion evaluation, a recommendation in favor of continuation
suggests that the faculty member is likely to attain tenure in the Critical Year. A recommendation
against continuation suggests that the faculty member is unlikely to attain tenure in the Critical Year.

D. Career Evaluationand Standardsfor Promotion or Tenure
A career evaluation normally is conducted when a faculty member seeks promotion or tenure . It is
based on the career-report as described above in Section IV.C.1.b of these Guidelines as well as the
evidence in the Faculty Evaluation File. A career evaluation is conducted by both the Faculty Evaluation
Committee and the Department Chair in addition to the annual evaluation. In addition to rating
performance in the areas of assignment, the evaluation includes a recommendation regarding
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promotion and, in the case of probationary Tenure-Track faculty members, a recommendation regarding
tenure.
Within the general standards established by the WVU Procedures document and these Eberly College
Guidelines, departments establish specific standards for promotion and, where applicable, tenure, with
separately stated standards for the various faculty categories and the various ranks. For example, for
Tenure-Track faculty, departments specify the criteria for promotion from Assistant Professor to
Associate Professor and from Associate Professor to Professor.
1. Tenure-Track Faculty
For Tenure-Track faculty members, a recommendation in favor of tenure or promotion normally
requires significant contributions in teaching and research and at least reasonable contributions in
service as defined in Section X (" Criteria for Promotion and Tenure" ) of the WVU Procedures document .
In a year when a faculty member who has research as an area of significant contribution is being
considered for tenure or for promotion, the Faculty Evaluation File must contain evaluations of the
quality of the faculty member's research from persons external to the University, as described in Section
XII ("External Evaluations") of the WVU Procedures document and Section IX of these Guidelines .
If a candidate for tenure has specific grant expectations in the appointment letter and falls short of
them, the department evaluators - the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the Department Chair - may
consider the possibility that the candidate 's overall achievements in research compensate for this
shortcoming. In such a case, the evaluators should include in their letters a description of the relevant
accomplishments and the reasons why they should be considered as the equivalent of meeting the grant
requirement . After reviewing the departmental letters , the Dean will decide whether the
accomplishments meet the equivalency standard and provide a basis for a positive recommendation
regarding tenure.
a. Policy 51 Extensions of the Tenure Clock. Board of Governors Policy 51 establishes the circumstances
under which the Critical Year may be extended. Included among these circumstances are those that
lead a faculty member to use the Parental Work Assignment or Alternative Work Assignment
Procedures and, rarely , exceptional professional circumstances not of the faculty member's own making
(e.g. a delay in essential laboratory renovation s). Policy 51 limits the timing of requests for extensions
to within one year of the qualifying event in most cases. The Policy also prohibits requests for extension
during the Critical Year established in the letter of appointment, memoranda of understanding , or
subsequent letters of agreement .
For faculty members whose Critical Year has been extended through Policy 51, the standards for
promotion and tenure are the same regardless of the time frame under which the faculty member is
reviewed . Evaluations at both the department and college levels must take th is into consideration. In
addition, Department Chairs should normally call this matter to the attention of external evaluators as
noted in Section IX.C of these Guidelines .
2. Teaching Faculty
A Teaching faculty member and the Department Chair may normally choose to initiate consideration for
the first promotion during the sixth year (with promotion effective beginning year 7), or later.

Eber ly Faculty Evaluation Guidelines, Approved July 8, 2016 - p. 23 of 26

IX. EXTERNALEVALUATIONS
External evaluations of some aspects of faculty achievement are considered when:
•
a Tenure-Track faculty member seeks tenure or promotion, or a Research faculty member seeks
promotion (external evaluations of research are required),
•
a Teaching faculty member seeks promotion from Teaching Associate Professor to Teaching
Professor and exercises this option for documenting national or international recognition of their
achievements (external evaluations of programmatic contributions in teaching are required), or
• a Clinical faculty member seeks promotion (external evaluations of service are required).
The task of identifying suitable external evaluators is shared by the faculty candidate for promotion or
tenure, the departmental Faculty Evaluation Committee (or some other appropriate committee), and
the Department Chair. The general procedures are described in Section XII ("External Evaluations") of
the WVU Procedures document . Here are the basic steps as the process is implemented in the Eberly
College. (Additional details, such as the timeline for completing the steps, are subject to change and
distributed annually.)

A. EvaluatorQualifications
The faculty candidate and the departmental Faculty Evaluation Committee (or other appropriate faculty
committee), acting independently, each give the Department Chair a list of at least 4, and preferably 6
or more, potential evaluators from peer institutions.
Normally, a "peer institution" is one with a Carnegie Classification that matches that of WVU, namely
"Rl: Doctoral Universities - Highest research activity." To propose an evaluator who is at a college or
university that is not a Carnegie Rl institution, justification is required. Perhaps the individual, by virtue
of their scholarly specialization or standing in the discipline , is uniquely qualified to judge the faculty
member's research. Or perhaps the individual is a senior scholar who spent the bulk of their career at a
peer institution and thus is capable of making appropriate judgments from the standpoint of a colleague
at a peer institution . These examples are not exhaustive.
When research or programmatic contributions in teaching is to be evaluated, all or nearly all evaluators
should be from academic departments at peer institutions . When service is to be evaluated, however,
individuals in non-academic settings might be appropriate as evaluators .
Each proposed evaluator in an academic department must be at or above the rank to which the faculty
candidate aspires. If the candidate is applying for promotion to Associate Professor, the evaluators could
be Associate Professors or Professors. If the candidate is applying for promotion to Professor, the
evaluators must be Professors.
In the case of a Teaching Associate Professor seeking promotion to Teaching Professor, the external
evaluators should be faculty members at peer institutions who hold the rank of Professor and have been
promoted , at least in part, because of significant contributions in teaching .

B. FacultyMember's Feedback
In a timely fashion after receiving the committee's list, the Department Chair shares it with the faculty
candidate and solicits the candidate's written comments.
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In a written, signed, and dated statement, the faculty candidate gives the Department Chair comments
regarding the committee's suggested evaluators. If the candidate has no comments, this should be
indicated in writing as well.
C. Chair'sProposedListof Evaluatorsand Letter of Invitation

The Department Chair should consider any comments provided by the faculty candidate, but is not
obligated to eliminate a potential evaluator simply because the candidate has objected.
The Department Chair prepares (a) a final list of proposed evaluators and (b) a sample copy of the letter
to be sent to the evaluators, normally based on a template provided by the Dean. The Chair's list should
have individuals from both the faculty candidate's list and the committee's list. The list should have at
least 6 names, and preferably more. Indeed, unless a proposed evaluator is unacceptable, the Chair's
list should exhaust the names from the candidate and committee's lists. The goal is to have a sufficient
number of potential evaluators so that agreements to write letters can be secured from 6 individuals
(see Section IX.Ebelow), in case some individuals decline the invitation to write a letter. The Chair's list
is confidential. To preserve the anonymity ofthe evaluators, the list must not be shared w ith the faculty
candidate.
The letter inviting the external evaluations includes a special passage if the faculty candidate has been
granted a Policy 51 extension of the tenure clock. Unless otherwise specified by the candidate , the
letter says "Please note that Dr. X received an extension to his/her tenure clock by virtue of university
policy. Under these circumstances, the criteria for promotion and tenure are no different than for
faculty whose tenure clock has not been interrupted. Therefore, we would appreciate that in evaluating
this candidate, you consider the merits of quality and impact, not the time taken to achieve those
accomplishments. "

D. Dean'sReview and Approval
The Dean reviews the proposed evaluators and the sample letter. The Dean may seek additional
information from the Chair, strike 1 or more individuals from the list of potential evaluators, or require
revisions to the letter. When the materials are approved, the Dean will notify the Department Chair in a
timely fashion.

E. Final Departmental Procedures
The Department Chair places a copy ofthe approved sample letter in the candidate 's Faculty Evaluation
File. Becausethe identity of the evaluators is confidential, the approved list of evaluators is not placed
in the File.
The candidate provides the Department Chair with a package of materials to be sent to the external
evaluators . The package should include a vita; materials that document the candidate 's achievements in
research, service, or programmatic contributions to teaching; a narrative that puts the documented
achievements into context; and any other review materials the candidate wishes to share with the
external evaluators . These materials must be included in the candidate' s Faculty Evaluation File. If the
materials are already in the file, a list of the materials sent to the evaluators should be filed. If the
materials are not in the File, a list of the materials and the materials themselves should be added to the
File.
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Upon the Dean's approval of the Department Chair's final list, and before sending the evaluation
materials to the evaluators, the Chair should make preliminary contact with the approved evaluators by
email or telephone to verify their willingness to participate in the process.
To increase the likelihood of receiving at least 4 evaluations, the Department Chair should secure
agreements from at least 6 evaluators . In addition, the Chair should send reminders to the evaluators
about a month before the deadline for receipt of the evaluations .
X. PERFORMANCE-BASED
SALARYINCREASES
The WVU Procedures document (Section IX.D, "Descriptors for Annual Review" ) indicates that the
assessments provided by annual reviews are the primary basis for performance-based salary
adjustments in years when such adjustments are available .
Every department is required to develop a performance-based salary policy that is incorporated into its
faculty evaluation guidelines and approved by the Dean. The performance-based salary policy must be
designed to assign modest raises for "Satisfactory" performance and more substantial raises for "Good"
or "Excellent" performance .
In years in which performance-based raises are approved, the Department Chair submits to the Office of
the Dean the following information for each faculty member who is eligible for a raise: ratings of
performance in teaching, research, and service, and the workload percentages in teaching , research,
and service.
The department's ratings can be numerical (on a scale in the department's approved salary policy) or
categorical ("Unsatisfactory," "Sati sfactory," " Good," or "Excellent"). If the department submits
categorical ratings, they will be converted to numbers as follows: "Excellent" = 4.0; "Good" = 2.5;
"Satisfactory" = 1.0, "Unsatisfactory" = 0.
The department can submit 1 set of ratings combining tho se of the departmental Faculty Evaluation
Committee and the Department Chair, or separate sets of ratings from the Committee and Chair. If the
Committee and the Chair's ratings are different, the Office of the Dean will average them unless the
department's approved guidelines provide for a different resolution .
XI. PROCEDUREFOR MODIFICATION OF THIS DOCUMENT
Eligible faculty members (i.e., full-time [1.0 FTE] permanent employees of the Eberly College in the
Tenure-Track, Teaching, and Clinical categories) can propose a change or an addition to these Guidelines
by making a recommendation to the Dean. After consulting with appropriate parties - for example,
Department Chairs, program directors, the Office of the Provost - the Dean will make a
recommendation to the faculty . If a ballot of eligible faculty members yields a majority of vote s in favor
of the proposal, the change or addition will be incorporated into a revised draft of these Guidelines and
submitted for the Provost's approval. Upon such approval, the revised Guidelines will be adopted .

