COLLEGE OF FOREST RESOURCES RETREAT

Sept. 18, 2003
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All College Retreat
Waterfront Activities Center

September 17 & 18, 2003

Day 2

Faculty Questions for Reflection

“Given the organizational options proposed, what is the best structure and process for faculty performance evaluation and reward?”

1. How does our current structure and process already support our vision, mission and drivers? 
2. How does our current structure and process not support or conflict with our vision, mission, and drivers? 
3. How can our structure and process be strengthened / redesigned to align with our vision, mission and drivers? 
DAY 2 FLIP CHART FINALS

POINTS OF AGREEMENT

1. More faculty involvement in the evaluation process

2. One elected faculty group to do entire PMT

3. The elected faculty group will rotate membership so that all faculty can participate

4. There will be interest groups for faculty

5. Need to establish incentive(s) so that faculty will also focus on achievement for the greater good.  These incentives could be non-salaried.

6. Should include provision for flexibility in case things change, e.g. goals in work plan

7. There will be no division; just one group

8. Work plans should be negotiated

NEXT STEPS

1. Group of interested faculty should meet and recommend concrete options for structure and process for whole faculty to consider before the vote on Oct. 21.

Structure Committee is comprised of the following:

Kevin Hodgson – Chair

Gordon Bradley

Dave Manuwal

Steven West

Rob Harrison

2. Must allow time and opportunity for discussion and input before the vote on Oct. 21.  The Structure Committee will personally visit faculty who were not at the Retreat.  These do not have to be one-on-one meetings – they can be small group meetings.  Karen Russell will provide Kevin with a list of those faculty members who were not in attendance.

3. Options should include the “Points of Agreement.”

4. After the vote on Oct. 21, a group should be elected to tackle the criteria.

5. Everyone in attendance should meet with faculty who missed the Retreat to communicate what was accomplished.  A personal visit shows them they were missed and that we care that they be part of the process.   

6. The results should form a permanent record and be posted on the website.

7. Since Divisions currently still exist, the Division Chairs should make the Retreat an agenda item at the next meeting.

POSITIVE OUTCOMES OF THE RETREAT 

1. Substantial agreement – spread the word.

2. Helpful input from staff – thank them.

3. Majority of faculty was present.

4. Meeting was not “pre-loaded.”

Table 1 Members

Al Wagar
Rob Harrison

Kevin Hodgson

FrankGreulich
John Marzluff

Kristiina Vogt

Kern Ewing

Eric Turnblom








      EFC = PMT Evaluation
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Reward/Incentive Principles
1. Representative faculty body does PMT for all faculty
2. Rotate and term limits

3. All faculty serve at some point

4. EFC also evaluates performance of interest groups – applies to individuals merit rating

5. Work plan contract to be negotiated with Chair and is used by EFC for evaluation

Table 1 Mail

Comments:
1. Nice job overall.  Incorporate a year-end check-off of tasks in the contract by the Chair.

2. The EFC can only review process issues, not formal evaluation.

3. Do not identify P&P automatically as a separate group.

4. I recommend evaluation be a two-step process:

a. Step 1 – evaluation of performance per se (without respect to planning)

b. Step 2 – weight performance according to planning agreement

(Step 1 ensures common standards are used)

5. Consider what a “uniform” PMT packet should contain.
6. The “interest group” should be composed of individuals that are interested in a common set of long-term discipline-interdisciplinary goals (teaching, research and service).

7. Committees must produce minutes (for public record) as well as notes including details of process and content.  To the extent interest groups evaluate for merit/promotion, they must do this too.  LOTTA minutes here!

8. Must use representative from interest group in all stages of evaluation process.  In terms of events:  Committee Deliberations > Access to Faculty > Faculty Vote > Committee Report to Chair > Chair Report to Dean > Dean Decides

9. Overall Chair should be involved in annual evaluation process.

Questions:
1. How many interest groups can a faculty member belong to?

2. If you have 9 interest groups, does your representative PMT committee have 9 ????
Table 2 Members

Doug Sprugel

Linda Brubaker

Steve West

Lynn Catlett

Graham Allan

Gerard Schreuder

Clare Ryan

STRUCTURE:

1...One elected PMT Committee with full responsibility for recommendations to Dean.  Should reflect diversity (interests, seniority, research/teaching) and have about seven (7) members.  

2...The EFC advises on all other matters (budget, curriculum).

3.  Clearly establish criteria that lead faculty to do what’s good for college as well as self.

4.  Stabilize/Standardize mentoring

5.  In-kind rewards


a. release time for grant writing, adminis. services


b. endowed chairs


c. fund travel, TAs

6.  Give access to some RCR $ if more than some target level earned

7.  Actually turn down for tenure/promotion where performance is below standard

Table 2 Mail:

Comments:

1. Like your listing of some non-monetary rewards/incentives.  In no-pay-raise conditions, alternatives are crucial.

2. Great idea on RCR threshold.

Questions:

1.  How do faculty vote on PMT recommendations?

Table 3 Members

John Perez-Garcia

Ann Corboy

Sharon Doty

Jim Fridley

Rick Gustafson

Dan Vogt

Peter Schiess
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DETAILS:

Merit:

1. Each group makes case for accomplishments of college goals and chair uses group assessment and individual assessment

2. Study code – does there need to be faculty vote”

Promotion:

1. Establishment of T com for each junior faculty.

Issues:

1. Establish quantitative measures

2. How do you weigh relative importance of “measurable criteria”?

a. Who makes decision about what is most important?

1. ???/Chair take cut at it

2. college PMT reviews it

3. Dean reviews it

Table 3 Mail:

Comments:

1. Outstanding!

2. It’s important that mentoring committee and PMT committee have common standards.  There should be a mechanism for communication between these groups.

3. Merit does not need a vote.

4. As long as the PMT is elected, the Faculty Handbook allows for independent action.  No EFC oversight is required.

Rejected:

1. Seems complicated.

Questions and Future Discussion:

1. What about “qualitative”, subjective input?  Can performance be reduced to a set of numbers?

2. Could your Program Area Leaders together as a committee function as a “chair”?

3. Consider having an EFC do PMT and not having separate committees – consolidate committees and give more substance to EFC.

4. A possible danger is that program leaders will want to operate as divisions.

5. Need to be clear how program area to be defined.

6. We do need both Chair and Group Leaders.

7. Committees must produce minutes (for public record) as well as notes including details of process and content.  To the extend program areas evaluate for merit/promo, they must do this too.  Lots of reporting here.

.  

Table 4 Members

David Briggs

Bruce Bare

Gordon Bradley

Dorothy Paun

Jay Johnson

Darlene Zabowski

John Wott

STRUCTURE:

1. Unified (one) PMT Committee, separate from EFC (one interest group member represented on PMT)

2. Chair (and Vice Chair) works with individual faculty in developing a work plan (i.e. goals) and then informs PMT committee about goals.  Chair is assisted by Vice Chair.  Two-year terms – Vice Chair succeeds Chair.

3. Two-year term limits for PMT committee members

a. Evaluation based on goals

b. Methodology based on goals

4. Link TRS work plan goals with performance review (consistency)

5. Develop clear, reliable, valid performance assessment criteria AND fully use criteria in review

Table 4 Mail:

Comments:

1. Like the idea of separating process review (by EFC) and the general evaluation by a PMT group.

2. Term limits are good but should not be too short because there is a learning curve.  Assistant/training period could be useful.

3. A success ional process is a good idea.  Its importance rises as the Chair’s tenure shortens. 

4. As long as the PMT is elected, the Faculty Handbook allows for independent action.  No EFC oversight is required.

Questions and Future:

1. Consider having ONE faculty body to serve as both an EFC & PMT committee this minimizes proliferation of committees, and gives some substance to the EFC’s activities. 

2. Chair/Leader of faculty should be elected, not appointed.

3. Will work plans be annual?  (Yes, if really want to effectively manage performance?)

4. How will one Chair do “effective” work plans?  How about a “team” management approach, 2-3 who have to use consensus – with specialized teaching management, research management, special projects?  Admin (recruiting? Budget? Appot?)
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