Final Report of PS-111 Enforcement and Review Committee




January 19, 2009        

Background:     PS-111, “Consultation with Faculty in Certain Reviews of Administrative Performance”, was adopted on Feb 17, 2005. This Policy Statement was designed to provide input by the relevant faculty in the evaluation of administrators by their supervising officers. Annually, each Chair and Dean and the Provost was to prepare a report on the progress and plans of their unit, and invite faculty comments on the report. The reviewing officer was to “collect, consider and incorporate” the opinions of the faculty and was to report back to the faculty on the evaluation.


Faculty Senate Resolution 07-05, adopted on September 5, 2007, called for a special committee to “work with the Faculty Senate Executive Committee” to review implementation of and compliance with PS-111 and thus assess the effectiveness of faculty participation in the review. Accordingly, our “PS-111 Enforcement and Review Committee” was appointed in Fall 2007. We have submitted two previous Interim Reports, and this is the “final PS-111 assessment report to the faculty at the conclusion of its term” that was called for in the resolution and in our appointment. 

Primary Recommendation:    Most of our substantive comments and recommendations are in the Second Interim Report that we submitted to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee (FSEC) on October 13, 2008. We will not repeat them here. Briefly, PS-111 is not working as designed. With perhaps some exceptions of individual deans, the spirit and specific requirements of PS-111 have not been adopted. The administration does not seem to take this PS seriously. Our primary recommendation, therefore, is that the Faculty Senate itself take over its enforcement. This might be done by a standing committee that will require annual reports about their units from administrators as envisaged in the PS. It could develop and distribute to the faculty its own questionnaire on the performance of chairs, deans and the Provost and thereby ensure faculty input into the evaluation of administrators in a timely fashion.

Additional Recommendations:    


PS-111 has some ambiguities and missing elements that could be rectified. (i) One is to include the Chancellor as well, along with chairs, deans, Provost, and the Vice-Chancellor for Research that are currently mentioned. (ii) Another concerns an ambiguity: the PS has in one place “at least every other year” for the review process while elsewhere it calls for reports “every year”. Some colleges seem to have interpreted this by conducting faculty surveys every two years. This ambiguity should be removed and every year specified. (iii) Also, it should be made explicit that the report be in written format. (iv) When the reviewing officer “solicits input from all the faculty”, it should be made clear that this includes opinions on the administrator’s report on the unit’s performance as well as on the administrator’s performance over the year. (v) The PS also does not specify a timeline. It will help in its implementation if, as with faculty annual reports and P&T procedures, a specific timeline and schedule be set up for the promulgation of the reports, the survey of the faculty, and the report back to the faculty by the reviewing officer. (vi) It will be desirable to have reports posted online. A good example may be the procedure being followed in a couple of colleges, of the dean’s report placed online in the summer and faculty comments solicited, with the dean then meeting with the faculty in the Fall semester.

Procedure followed by our Committee:   Our Committee met six times: Dec 17, 2007, Mar 24, 2008, May 5, 2008, Sep 8, 2008, Sep 22, 2008, and Jan 16, 2009. After the first meeting, we decided to gather information on how PS-111 is being implemented. On January 8, 2008, we sent a one-page request to deans of colleges with more than one department and to the Provost, asking what procedures were being followed for seven specific items in the PS. We received no reply from any dean. Subsequent reminders and extensions later, we finally received in July 2008 from the FSEC a copy of a memo from the Provost to them. As detailed in our Second Interim Report, this can only be described as unresponsive to our letter. We received no further communication from the Provost’s office. 
Finally, on the spirit of evaluations:   Recent history of faculty involvement in evaluation of administrators at LSU goes back at least as far as FS Resolution 03-09 of Apr 10, 2003. PS-111 itself has been in place for four years. Yet, resistance by the administrators to any such meaningful involvement of the faculty continues to be entrenched. In all evaluation and assessment, input “from below” is a necessary element. We require student evaluation of courses and instructors. Self-certification by the instructor about the value of the course is not considered sufficient. Yet, the Provost’s July memo not only lacks specifics but is heavy on self-evaluation by and among administrators, not faculty input. If nothing, this is in glaring asymmetry with administrators at all levels, whether chairs, deans or the Provost, exercising critical input on decisions involving faculty members such as P&T (Promotion and Tenure), sometimes even overturning faculty evaluations and recommendations. It also is fundamentally in conflict with shared governance with the faculty that should characterize a university, which is not like a business with top-down management. 

The point of PS-111, or any scheme of faculty evaluation of administrators, is to insist on this faculty input. It is up to the Faculty Senate and FSEC to ensure this is done and, as per our primary recommendation, take over the implementation if the administration shows no intention to do so meaningfully.

Attachments:
1 Copy of PS-111

2 Letter of January 8, 2008 to deans (similar one to Provost) from our Committee, requesting information
3 First Interim Report to FSEC, dated May 14, 2008
4 Provost’s “Response to FSEC Regarding PS-111 Implementation, May 2008”, received by our Committee on July 2, 2008
5 Second Interim Report to FSEC, dated October 13, 2008
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Jorge Aravena also served in the initial months till he stepped down upon becoming Interim Chair of his department.
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