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Process and Timeline: Provide a brief summary of the year-long process for your working group. 
 

 
 
 
Describe what has been accomplished so far this year. 
 

 
 

Recruitment, Retention, Promotion, and Diversification Committee RRPD2. 

• During the 2017-18 academic year the RRPD Committee will further develop 2 key 
programmatic elements stemming from the 2015/16 RRPD Committee Final Report:  

1. Frame a comprehensive, efficient, and sustainable faculty entrance/exit interview campus process; 
2. Create an effective approach to better evaluate and collect and assess data on administrative level 
annual evaluations across campus with goal of inclusion in Digital Measures  
3. The RRPD2 group will produce a final report by May 2018. 

The RRPD2 team has met and configured subcommittees for the 2 tasks. Liam Frink will head the 
team committed to configuring a comprehensive process for administrative evaluation and Katherine 
Hertlein will lead the team tasked with framing a comprehensive process for collecting faculty 
qualitative and quantitative data related largely to retention issues.  
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Identify next steps. 
 

 
 
What will your final product be at the end of the year? Such as, what metrics which will be used to 
assess your progress/achievement, will a report be generated, etc? 
 

 
 
You may have reference material to attach to this report. Select from the list. 
 

 
 
Additional information to include (optional). 
 

 
 
 

End of Mid-Year Report 
Remainder of the report will be completed in May.  

Though the group has 2 subcommittees all members are committed to engaging with both issues; 
therefore each subcommittee will meet when necessary and the larger group will meet 2 additional 
times during spring 2018 semester.   

The committee will prepare a comprehensive report and specifically focus on the interview process 
and administrative review process. The team will create a comprehensive report on current processes 
available to faculty at UNLV, relevant data, and models for potential new practices.  

☒ No additional reference material 
 
OR 
 
☐ Any material generated by this working group (if completed at this time) 

Click here to enter text. 
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Year-End 
This portion is to be completed in May. 

 
2017-18 Accomplishments. 
 

 
 
SWOT Analysis: Determine the strengths, weakness, opportunities, and threats presented in the 
data. 
 

Strength(s) 
 

 

Weakness(es) 
 

 

Opportunity(ies) 
 

 

Threat(s) 
 

 

 
2018-19 recommendations and next steps 

• What does the SWOT analysis reveal? 
• What should the goals / activities be for the subcommittee? 
• Who should be responsible? 

 

 
 
You may have reference material to attach to this report. Select from the list. 
 

 
 
Additional information to include (optional). 
 

 
 
 

End of Report 

 

 

☐ No additional reference material 
 
OR 
 
☐ Any material generated by this working group 
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May 21, 2018 
 
Top Tier Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity Subcommittee 
 
Action Item Description: 
Recruitment, Retention, Promotion, and Diversification Committee RRPD2 
Kimberly A. Barchard, Nate Bynum, Liam Frink (Chair), Katherine Hertlein, Han-Fen Hu, Miriam 
Melton Villanueva, Melva Thompson-Robinson, and Kelly Tseng 
 
The RRPD2 committee was tasked with investigating two aspects of the 2016 RRPD committee report, 
basic data on UNLV (1) faculty exit and (2) chair evaluation processes. To better investigate our charges, 
the committee split into two independent teams. Hertlein chaired the exit process group (Bynum, 
Thompson-Robinson, Tseng), and Frink ( Barchard, Hu, and Melton Villanueva) chaired the chair 
evaluation process group.  
 
Exit Data Report: 
The charge to this committee is to evaluate and to make recommendations about campus strategies and 
support for faculty RRPD. The task for our specific work group was to assess and make recommendations 
around the exit process at UNLV.  
 
Our workgroup (Chair Hertlein, Bynum, Tseng, and Thompson-Robinson) met on four occasions in late 
Fall 2017 semester and throughout the Spring 2018 semester. Between meetings, group members were 
asked to complete tasks prior to the arrival of next meeting time, most notably data collection and fact-
finding on particular topics. This involved conversations with key staff, faculty, and administrators. We 
reviewed current practices within UNLV for exiting faculty and compared our process with Top Tier 
institutions in hopes to learn best practices. The following recommendations are organized into two types: 
1) recommendations regarding the process of exiting UNLV, and 2) recommendations regarding the 
content. Each group of recommendations are detailed below.  
 

I. Process recommendations 
a. Establish a formalized exit interview/survey process.  

The work group could not locate evidence of an exit process for faculty or staff who leave 
UNLV. The processes that delineate separating from the university are described on these 
webpages:  

 
● https://www.unlv.edu/hr/separating/sep-classified 
● https://www.unlv.edu/hr/separating/sep-facpro 

 
There is no reference to an exit interview on these pages, nor have we been able to uncover 
evidence that units conduct these on their own. In order to understand why UNLV faculty and 
staff are not retained at UNLV, the recommendation is to adopt a formalized data collection 
process in the form of an exit interview/survey at the time of exit to glean circumstances 
surrounding the separation.  
 
The recommendation set forth is that one work group be created – composed of both faculty and 
staff – one whose charge is to develop the process of a faculty and staff exit interview/survey 
process. This might involve using the tools provided below or starting out with a blank slate. The 
group would also identify a process of who, how, and where the data from these interviews and 
surveys would be stored, maintained, and findings reported.  This process will be accessible, 
obvious, and posted publicly. In addition, Human Resources will document that attempts were 
made to reach out to complete the exit process and obtain exit interview/survey information.   

https://www.unlv.edu/hr/separating/sep-classified
https://www.unlv.edu/hr/separating/sep-facpro
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b. Provide a publically accessible intervention plan/flowchart/process for dissatisfied 

faculty and staff to inform them of the process prior to separation.   
 
Prior to faculty and staff deciding to separate from UNLV, we recommend that they follow an 
intervention process. The purpose would be to assist dissatisfied individuals through early 
intervention/early resolution prior to them making the decision to leave UNLV. This 
recommendation is consistent with the previous RPDD report (March, 2016) which stated, “The 
content of this process would of course be discreet – however, there needs to be a standardized 
process for how faculty members are interacted with and how we intervene before we lose 
faculty.” This flowchart/process would involve helping faculty distinguish between when to go to 
the Ombuds Office, when to go to the Office of Compliance, and when to seek support from 
mentors, faculty alliance, or other peer groups.  

 
 

II. Content recommendations, suggestions, and examples 
a. Examples of a formalized exit interview/survey process 

i. This process should be standardized across units.  
ii. The data collected can be both qualitative and quantitative measures (and annual 

and aggregate reporting and assessment of results).  
iii. Examples of the exit interview/survey include (See Appendix A):  

1. DePaul University: 
https://offices.depaul.edu/diversity/advocacy/Documents/Faculty%20Exi
t%20Interview%20Survey.pdf 

2. Florida State 
3. Louisville 
4. Michigan Tech 
5. Mississippi State 
6. North Carolina State: https://er.hr.ncsu.edu/exit-interview-program/ 
7. Penn State: https://www.vpfa.psu.edu/exit-interview-officers/ 

 
b. Develop a plan for managing behavioral issues, if supported by the exit data 

i. If faculty and staff are leaving in part due to behavioral issues on the part of 
managers and those issues are separate from ones that would be brought to the 
attention of an Ombuds or Office of Compliance, a plan should be developed to 
address these issues.  

ii. A workgroup might be created for developing a process to manage the plan.  
iii. This process might be informed by similar processes at Top Tier institutions 

c. Faculty Retention Intervention Process 
i. Creation of a process where faculty can begin the process of problem resolution 

prior to making the decision to leave. Some recommendations include:  
1. The establishment of an Ombuds office consistent with what is described 

by the International Ombudsman Association (See Appendix B) 
a. In this association, the definition of an ombuds is: “a designated 

neutral whose major function is to provide informal assistance to 
constituents of the institution’s community, including students, 
staff, and faculty, on a confidential basis.” (pg. 1, from 
https://www.ombudsassociation.org/IOA_Main/media/SiteFiles/
docs/Wilmer-Hale-memo-and-cover-March-2016.pdf) 

https://offices.depaul.edu/diversity/advocacy/Documents/Faculty%20Exit%20Interview%20Survey.pdf
https://offices.depaul.edu/diversity/advocacy/Documents/Faculty%20Exit%20Interview%20Survey.pdf
https://er.hr.ncsu.edu/exit-interview-program/
https://www.vpfa.psu.edu/exit-interview-officers/
https://www.ombudsassociation.org/IOA_Main/media/SiteFiles/docs/Wilmer-Hale-memo-and-cover-March-2016.pdf
https://www.ombudsassociation.org/IOA_Main/media/SiteFiles/docs/Wilmer-Hale-memo-and-cover-March-2016.pdf
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b. Four key roles held by the ombudsman include: independence 
(i.e., does not have another function or role at the institution; 
consistent with Title IX standards), neutrality (advocates for fair 
process) confidentiality, and informality (“off-the-record”).  

c. The Ombudsman may adhere to the Code of Ethics outlined by 
the International Ombudsman Association, which includes:  

d. For more information, visit their website here: 
https://www.ombudsassociation.org/home.aspx 

2. Examine and apply relevant examples (See Appendix C) 
a. Harvard University: https://ombudsman.harvard.edu/ 
b. University of California San Diego: https://ombuds.ucsd.edu/ 
c. University of Arizona: http://ombuds.arizona.edu/ 
d. Western Michigan:  https://wmich.edu/ombudsman/ 

ii. Creation of a Faculty/Staff Advocacy Process 
1. The Faculty Advocacy Group would be one way to develop and improve 

the campus climate. This group, unlike the Ombudsperson who is 
neutral, would help faculty and staff improve morale, connect with 
resources at UNLV, and empower faculty  

2. It may be a division of the National Faculty Alliance or something 
different 

3. This would be invoked when the faculty/staff member identifies issues 
within their position and are in a position where to call attention to these 
concerns to their supervisor would be ill-advised. 

4. An example of the Faculty/Staff Advocacy Process might be to provide 
information to faculty about how to interact with other entities on 
campus and what offices might be the most fitting for resolving a 
particular issue 

 
 
 
 

https://www.ombudsassociation.org/home.aspx
https://ombudsman.harvard.edu/
https://ombuds.ucsd.edu/
http://ombuds.arizona.edu/
about:blank
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Administrative Chair/Director Evaluation Process Report: 
 
UNLV chairs and directors are the front line administrators on campus. Their support and management of 
our faculty, in particular our junior faculty, are critical for all RRPD matters. The campus evaluation 
process is essential because it is a primary means to understand the quality and impact of these 
administrators, and a significant instrument for collecting data on performance, support and training 
services, and potential interventions.  
 
The administrative evaluations process committee gathered basic data on UNLV unit and department 
bylaw evaluation processes for administrative department chairs and directors. The reported data is based 
on evaluation of NSHE, 7 units (with separately reporting departments) and 37 departments’ bylaws. 
Some observations of these bylaws:  
 

● Of the 37 departments surveyed, 19 do not mention chair/director review in their bylaws. The 
remaining 18 have a range of detail about the process;  

● All units and departments follow guidelines for some kind of evaluation at least 1 time per 3 
years;  

● It is common to include NSHE language regarding evaluation of “effectiveness and efficiency” 
but much less so for “level of confidence”; 

● Only one department (Journalism) ties evaluation with potential reappointment; 
● Evaluations are standardized and processes managed (delivery by Qualtrics is common) by unit 

Dean’s office; 
● Evaluations are commonly quantitative and qualitative; 
● Some evaluations are submitted to the Provost; 
● Two departments stipulate that the Dean must communicate the results of the evaluation to the 

faculty (with no process outlined for this communication). EPA requires full text of comments in 
report;  

● Even though the NSHE bylaws require it, most evaluations do not specifically include staff. 
 
Formalizing the Processes of Evaluation Recommendations:  
 

1) Development of basic requirements for chair and director performance (PDQ’s) 
a. Ensure that standardized evaluations line up with description of duties; 
b. PDQ requirements should be addressed when departments choose a chair (not just “who 

is next”);   
i. Requirements to include criteria for RRPD performance measures; 

c. Offer professional development to support chairs and directors, especially in regards to 
development of leadership and consensus skills; 

d. Reconsider whether chairs and directors should be evaluated based on annual evaluation 
criteria (research, teaching, and service) but instead evaluated on criteria in line with their 
job descriptions; 

e. Integration of process that leads to basic and standardized formative and summative 
evaluation of performance - review format should measure qualitative factors involved in 
faculty “confidence”; 

2) Assessment should be formative:  
a. Potential interventions of performance need to be based on reviews; 
b. Additional trainings align with assessment; 
c. Units should implement early assessment criteria and process (not to wait till 3rd year of 

term to evaluate; 
d. Administration should develop intervention process based on evaluations; 

3) Assessment measures should be evaluated for value and updated regularly; 
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4) Design and implement formal processes for communication of results of evaluations; 
5) Include UNLV interpretations, definitions, and criteria for both “effectiveness and efficiency” 

and “level of confidence” and measures to gather these fundamental performance criteria; 
6) Chair’s council needs to be part of evaluative process (360 review, peer-to-peer evaluation) and 

training; 
7) Define and develop the role of the Provost’s Office in the evaluation, data collection, training, 

and intervention process; 
8) Formalize the collection of these evaluation data;  

a. Implement interventional and support programs based on data; 
9) Develop required benchmark trainings for all chairs (1st year, 2nd year trainings…); 
10) Better formalize the connection between a chair’s annual evaluation and performance criteria; 
11) Upper administration should develop clear and responsive staged intervention processes based on 

evaluations and potential other review criteria.  
 
Below are the NSHE, Unit, and Department bylaw sections which address chair evaluations: 
 
UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA, LAS VEGAS BYLAWS 
Revised August 2016 
(formerly Title 5 - NSHE Governing Documents - Chapter 6) 

 
Section 14. Evaluation of Administrators 
14.1 Purpose. The purpose of the evaluations shall be improvement of the performance of the 

administrators during their term of office. 
 
14.3      Evaluation of Administrators Other Than the President. While acknowledging that 
administrators other than the President are subject to annual evaluations by their supervisors (Nevada 
System of Higher Education Code Chapter 5, Section 5.12), each college and unit shall develop 
procedures for allowing a periodic assessment of the level of confidence in which the administrator is 
held by the academic and nonacademic faculty who report directly to that administrator. These 
comments may include an assessment of the administrator's performance of assigned duties within the 
standards of effectiveness and efficiency. This periodic assessment shall be solicited no less than once 
every three years, and, when available, it shall be given consideration in the annual evaluation written by 
the administrator's supervisor. (B/R 2/08) (italics not in original) 
 
ALLIED HEALTH: (Standardized form for evaluations, Qualtrics) 
4.4.3 Evaluation of Chair and Associate Dean(s). The school shall establish a mechanism for the 
evaluation of the Chairs and Associate Dean(s). The Chair evaluation data shall include input of the 
faculty of the department. The Associate Dean(s) evaluation data shall include input of the faculty of the 
school. The results of the evaluation shall be shared with the Chair, Associate Dean(s) and the Dean, 
respectively. Data from the faculty evaluation will contribute to the annual evaluation of the Chair and 
Associate Dean(s).  
 
Kinesiology and Nutrition Sciences: 
1.5.5 The Department Chair shall be evaluated according to the UNLV Bylaws as described in the 
section entitled "Evaluation of Administrators Other Than the President", Chapter III, Section 14.3. 
Each administrator shall be evaluated at least once every three years. The faculty, operating as a 
committee of the whole, shall evaluate the Department Chair every three years. In the intervening 
years, the Dean shall conduct an evaluation with input from the faculty.  
 
Physical Therapy 
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2.3.3 An annual evaluation of the Chair will occur in accordance with the provisions of 4.8. 
4.8 Chair Annual Evaluation 

4.8.1 The PT Chair will be evaluated on an annual basis by the Dean’s office with input from PT faculty 
according to the criteria established on the current NSHE Code and within the time frame established by 
the NSHE Code, and in accordance to annual evaluation criteria regarding teaching, research, and service 
established in the SAHS. 
 
LEE BUSINESS: 
2.4 A second year comprehensive evaluation of all Department Chairs is required for each term. 
Department Bylaws shall contain a procedure by which the Department Chair shall be evaluated. This 
evaluation shall include input from the faculty, staff, students, and other appropriate administrators. The 
evaluation shall be submitted to the Dean by an elected review committee in the Department. 
 
Accounting: 
3.3 At the spring faculty meeting during the Department Chair’s second year of the three- year term, the 
department full-time faculty shall elect a three-person committee to carryout [sic] the evaluation of the 
Department Chair. The committee shall conduct the evaluation in accordance with Section 2.4 of the LBS 
Bylaws. 
 
Management, Entrepreneurship, and Technology: 
B. Nominations for and Review of Chair 
The Governance Committee will be responsible for conducting a review of the Department Chair's 
performance each year. The review will consist of a secret ballot among the Voting Faculty members on 
the questions, 
1. “Do you have confidence in the performance of the Department Chair? _yes _no” 
2. “Optional additional comments:” 

The Governance Committee shall compile the results and make them available to the dean in a timely 
manner. 
 
Marketing and International Business: 
6.1.9. A performance evaluation of the Department Chairperson shall be conducted by an elected 
committee of tenured professors in the Department during the second year of each term of the 
Department Chair. This evaluation shall include input from the faculty, staff, students, and other 
appropriate administrators and a recommendation on performance. The elected committee shall submit 
the evaluation to the Dean no later than ten (10) working days after its completion. 
 
COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING: (Standardized form for evaluations, Qualtrics) 
Section 2.1 Officers of the College 
2.1.1 The chief administrative officer of the College is the Dean. Other administrative officers include 

associate and assistant deans, unit chairs, and directors of designated programs, centers, and 
institutes within the College. 

2.6.3 Committee to Evaluate the Dean and Associate Deans 
Membership. The Committee to Evaluate the Dean and Associate Deans shall consist of one member 
from each academic unit in the College selected in accordance with unit Bylaws. The Committee must 
include at least one staff member. 
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Function. This committee shall be responsible for establishing the criteria for the periodic evaluation of 
the Dean and other College administrators in accordance with UNLV Bylaws, Chapter III, Section 14.3, 
overseeing the process, and 
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producing final, written evaluation reports. The committee shall conduct such evaluations upon each 
College administrator no less than once every three years. Such evaluation shall be designed to assess 
the level of confidence in which each College administrator is held by the academic and nonacademic 
faculty who report directly to that person. All academic and nonacademic faculty and staff in the College 
shall be given the opportunity to provide input. The report shall include an assessment of the 
administrator's performance of assigned duties within the standards of effectiveness and efficiency. The 
final evaluation report shall be provided to the administrator being evaluated and a copy shall be 
forwarded to the Executive Vice President and Provost. When available, these reports shall be given 
consideration in the annual evaluations written by the administrators’ supervisors. 
 

2.6.3.3 Confidentiality of individual evaluations and comments. Any forms and reports 
involved in this process shall include a statement regarding the confidentiality of the 
evaluation. Evaluations completed by individuals shall be compiled by a third party 
outside the administrator’s office. In order for comments from individuals to be 
considered in the evaluation, the comments must be signed; however, the name of the 
person making the comment shall not be released to the evaluated administrator. A 
signature is not required on an evaluation form if no comments are made. The original 
evaluations completed by individuals or groups shall not be provided to the evaluated 
administrator; instead, compiled results should be provided. There shall be no coding 
of evaluations by unit, using color or otherwise. 

 
2.6.3.4 Response from the evaluated administrator. At a minimum, the evaluated administrator 

shall notify the Committee of receipt of the evaluation report. Ideally, the administrator 
would respond in writing to specific items in the review. 

 

Civil and Environmental Engineering: 

2.6.3 Committee to Evaluate the Chair 
 

2.6.3.1 Membership. The committee to evaluate the Chair shall consist of at least three 
Department Faculty members and at least one Department staff member. 
Nominations of appropriate individuals shall be made to the Dean, and the 
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Dean shall appoint the committee including selection of the committee chair. 
 
Function. This committee shall be responsible for establishing the criteria for the periodic evaluation of 
the Chair in accordance with UNLV Bylaws, Chapter III, Section 14.3, overseeing the process, and 
producing final, written evaluation reports. The committee shall conduct such evaluation of the Chair no 
less than once every three years. Such evaluation shall be designed to assess the level of confidence in 
which the Chair is held by the faculty and staff of the Department. All academic and nonacademic 
faculty and staff in the Department shall be given the opportunity to provide input. The report shall 
include an assessment of the Chair’s performance of assigned duties within the standards of 
effectiveness and efficiency. The final evaluation report shall be provided to both the Chair and Dean. 
When available, these reports shall be given consideration in the annual evaluations written by the Dean. 
 
Confidentiality of individual evaluations and comments. Any forms and reports involved in this process 
shall include a statement regarding the confidentiality of the evaluation. Evaluations completed by 
individuals shall be compiled by a third party outside the Chair’s office. In order for comments from 
individuals to be considered in the evaluation, the comments must be signed; however, the name of the 
person making the comment shall not be released to the Chair. A signature is not required on an 
evaluation form if no comments are made. The original evaluations completed by individuals or groups 
shall not be provided to the Chair; instead, compiled results should be provided. 
 
Response from the Chair. At a minimum, the Chair shall notify the Committee of receipt of the 
evaluation report. Ideally, the Chair would respond in writing to specific items in the review. 
 
Electrical and Computer Engineering: 
4.7 Annual Evaluation of Chair In order for the Department Chair to get feedback on his/her performance 
and level of confidence in which he/she is held by the Department faculty, an evaluation by the 
Department faculty shall be conducted every 12 months of service. The Dean’s office will coordinate the 
evaluation. 
 
FINE ARTS: Nothing in unit bylaws on review of chairs (Standardized form for evaluations, Qualtrics) 
 
Architecture: College Dean provides an annual evaluation of the Director. At the request of the Director 
or on receipt of a petition singed [sic] by at least 1/2 of the full time faculty of the School, the School 
Committee to Evaluate the Director, plus the College senior faculty senator, shall design and carry out a 
confidential evaluation of the Director. Input will be solicited from the faculty of the School and as 
deemed appropriate, may include input from other College of University faculty and administrators as 
well as from relevant constituencies, e.g., members of professional advisory committess, [sic] members of 
professional associations, and students. The committee shall produce a written report for the Provost with 
a copy to the Director and the College Dean, and a summary report to the faculty. In the absence of either 
a request by the Director or a petition from the facutly, [sic] and in accord with UNLV Bylaws (Chapter 
III, section 14, subsection 14.3) and the University and System of Higher Education (chapter 5, section 
5.11) this evaluation must be completed no less than once every 3 years. 
 
Music: The faculty will evaluate the department chair annually, by means of a formal, anonymous 
evaluation instrument. Completed evaluations will be collected by the Dean's office. The Dean is 
responsible for communicating the evaluation information to the chair. 
 
GREENSPUN COLLEGE OF URBAN AFFAIRS: (Standardized form for evaluations, Qualtrics) 
2.13 A periodic assessment of College administrators by academic faculty and nonacademic faculty who 
report directly to the administrators will be held at least once every three years. An assessment of the 
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administrators’ performance of assigned duties within the standards of effectiveness and efficiency will 
be included. The unit head will be evaluated as provided by the Bylaws of the unit. Results of the 
evaluation will be made available to the Dean. 
 
Communications: 
The department personnel committee shall be responsible for developing and overseeing the process of 
evaluating the Chair of the Department. 
 
Criminal Justice: 
The Chair will be evaluated annually in accordance with guidelines provided by The Greenspun College 
of Urban Affairs. 
 
Journalism and Media: 
The Director of the school shall be evaluated every 3 years, in conjunction with the Faculty's vote on 
whether to recommend reappointment of the Director under section 7.3 The director shall be evaluated 
based on performance of the responsibilities set forth in Sections 7.4.1 through 7.4.11. The school 
personnel committee shall prepare a summary of the Director's performance and present it to the faculty 
before the vote on whether to recommend reappointing the director. 
 
Environmental and Public Affairs: 
The Director shall be evaluated annually by the individual faculty members of the School. The 
confidential evaluations are submitted on a form designed and collected by the Personnel Committee. The 
Personnel Committee compiles and summarizes the evaluations and transmits them to the Director and 
Dean and makes them available to the full faculty. The report shall include the full text of all comments. 
The Director shall be evaluated based on performance of the resposnsibilites [sic] set forth in Sections 
5.1.1 through 5.1.13. 
 
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS (Standardized form for evaluations, Qualtrics) 
College of Liberal Arts Bylaws 3 March, 2009 
Article II. Officers of the College 
2.10 A periodic assessment of college administrators by academic faculty and nonacademic faculty who 
report directly to the administrators will be held at least once every three years. An assessment of the 
administrators’ performance of assigned duties within the standards of effectiveness and efficiency will 
be included. 
 
COLLEGE OF SCIENCES: nothing in their unit bylaws on review of chairs (Qualtrics survey designed 
by Dean) 
 
Chemistry: An evaluation report shall be made annually regarding the Department Chair. This report shall 
be made by a 3 member committee, chaired by a past Department Chair. The committee shall use an 
evaluation form with comments required. The report shall be discussed with the chair, who may submit 
comments which shall become a part of the report. The final report, after approval by the department, 
shall be sent to the dean, for use in compiling the annual evaluation of the Chair. This report shall be 
completed by March 15. 
 
Geosciences: The performance of the department Chair shall be evaluated annually by the office of the 
College Dean, based on a College questionnaire distributed to all Department faculty. 
 
Life Sciences: 
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The performance of the director will be evaluated each year through procedures established by the Dean's 
office. 
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Sample evaluations: 

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING 

Department Chair/Associate Deans Annual Review 
 (Evaluation period January 1 through December 31, 201..) 

Department:                                                                                                                                                
Year:  201___ 

 

Annual Review (please indicate) 

Chair         □ 

Associate Dean Undergraduate Programs    □ 

Associate Dean Research, Graduate Studies, and Computing □ 

DO NOT sign your name on this form.  

Please indicate your role in the department by checking one of the following: 

Full-time Faculty   □ 

Professional Staff  □ 

INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the number which best corresponds with your chair/associate dean’s 
performance regarding the trait described. Comments may be placed in the space provided after each 
survey section. Some items may not be applicable to the responsibilities of some evaluators; in such 
cases, please circle NA. 

5 = excellent 

4 = good 

3 = average 

2 = below average 

1 = unacceptable 

NA = not applicable/insufficient data 

Leadership 

1.  involves faculty in the determination of goals and methods of operation ........... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

2.  effectively selects personnel (the right person for the right job) ..........................5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 
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3.  provides leadership in curriculum development .................................................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

4.  establishes clear priorities .................................................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

5.  is aware of national issues and trends .................................................................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

6.  demonstrates knowledge of all programs/sub disciplines in department………... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

7.  performs effectively and professionally under pressure ...................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

8.  effectively manages conflict and provides leadership in problem resolution ...... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

Administration 

9.   conducts well organized and meaningful meetings ............................................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

10. exhibits good time management skills (meets deadlines, responds promptly) .... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

11. delegates authority as appropriate ........................................................................ 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

12. follows proper procedures in personnel management .......................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

13. provides good supervision of classified and professional staff............................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

Fairness and Ethics 

14. values differences and diversity in people ........................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

15. treats colleagues and students in an ethical and professional manner .................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 

.......... 2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

Communication 
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16. maintains good interpersonal relationships with other administrators ................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

17. communicates in a tactful and skilled manner ..................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

18. keeps the department well-informed………......................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

19. consults with the department  in decision-making ………................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

20. is available/accessible to faculty and students...................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

Program Development 

21. effectively advocates for resources to achieve departmental goals ……….......... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

22. develops long-range plans .................................................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 2 

......... 1 .......... NA 

Support and Evaluation 

23. encourages and assists in the professional development of personnel ................. 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

24. fairly and regularly evaluates performance .......................................................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

25. supports efforts to improve teaching/position effectiveness ................................ 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

26. supports efforts to improve scholarship research and/or creative activities.......... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

27. supports efforts to improve service/community engagement ............................... 5 ......... 4 .......... 3 .......... 

2 ......... 1 .......... NA 

Narrative Questions 

If more space is required, feel free to add comments on a separate sheet of paper. 

28. What are the department chair/associate dean’s greatest strengths? 
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29. In what areas would you like to see the chair/associate dean improve? 

30. Comments 

 
Lee Business School: 
 
Each college/school is required to conduct a faculty review of department chairs as part of the 
chair's annual evaluation. This anonymous online chair evaluation will be used by Dean 
Hathaway as input to this evaluation. Please complete this evaluation to the best of your ability. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
 
Part I. - Required 
Please rate the performance of your department chair, Dr. XXX, for the 2017 year. Select "No 
Comment" if you lack sufficient information to make a rating. 
 
1. Enhancing the reputation of the department within the school/University. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
2. Obtaining the resources needed by the department. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
3. Managing budget and resources effectively. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
4. Creating a climate that motivates faculty to be productive. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
5. Maintains a smoothly-working cooperative office staff. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
6. Effective leadership in curriculum management and instructional activity. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
7. Successfully manages conflict within the department. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
8. Availability and accessibility to faculty. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
9. Leadership in stimulating research and creative activities. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
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10. Effectively incorporates faculty input into decision making. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
11. Rating of overall performance. 
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor No Comment 
 
12.  All things considered, do you have confidence in the performance of the Department Chair? 
Yes  No 
 
Part II. - Optional 
For the next series of questions, please provide comments that will assist the Dean in evaluating 
the performance of your department chair, Dr. XXX. 
 
12. Areas of strength and specific examples of positive performance: 
 
 
13. Specific suggestions for improvement: 
 
 
14. Other general comments: 
 
 
 
Technical Issues? Survey Questions? Contact Stoney Alder (702) 895-2052 / 
stoney.alder@unlv.edu 
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Institutional comparative data: 
 

Institute Unit Note 
University of Arizona Campus wide Five-year review process for admin personnel is defined, 

mainly the procedure. 
Ohio University College of 

Arts & 
Sciences  

Detailed instrument is defined (mainly numeric rating).  

University of 
Southern California 

Campus wide Policy for evaluating department chairs, heads of divisions, 
heads of schools, and academic directors. 
The policy specifies the process, procedure, methods, and 
outcome. 
Departments may use different forms of evaluation. 
The policy suggests both qualitative assessment and scales of 
evaluations be used. 

University of 
Richmond 

Arts & 
Sciences 

An online evaluation form is provided (mainly numeric 
rating). 

Michigan 
Technological 
University 

Campus wide Evaluation Forms are available online by colleges and 
departments. 
Not standardized across units. 

California State 
University, Monterey 
Bay 

Campus wide Department Chair Appointment and Evaluation Policy is 
defined. 
Evaluation form is provided (mainly qualitative). 

Florida Gulf Coast 
University 

Campus wide Guidelines for distributing, collecting, and analyzing the 
results of the Chairs and Deans Survey Instrument 
Detailed instrument is defined (mainly numeric rating).  

   
   
University of Utah Campus wide High-level policy is defined (shall be formally reviewed at 

least every three-five years) but no guidelines specified. 
Utah State University Campus wide High-level policy is defined (shall be formally reviewed at 

least every five years) but no guidelines specified. 
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