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Response to Faculty Senate Executive Committee

Regarding PS 111 Implementation


May 2008
Preamble: Principles

Now with greater familiarity of the intent of PS 111, as Provost I share our response to the inquiries made by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee on the policies, processes and practices in place to implement PS 111.  
As a preface, let me say that the principles behind this statement coincide with the trinity of those that the Office of Academic Affairs has advanced as critical to the discharge of our authority and responsibility.  As a case in point, our plan for reforming OAA’s internal process of budgeting across units, just inaugurated this spring, heralds that trinity of principles.  

As premises for governing and managing academic affairs at LSU, those three principles affirm:  
· greater transparency (in policymaking including process and practice),  
· greater analysis (in justification for policy) and 
· greater accountability (especially in performance to implement policy). 
 A fourth principle underlining those three is:

· respectfulness and appreciation of our academic and administrative pluralism across academic and collateral units.  
That principle of pluralism honors not only the great distinctions across the customs, history and practices of various disciplines and fields; it also honors decentralization as a locus for framing many policies including processes and practices for implementation (e.g. most notably,  promotion and tenure.)  
In matters germane to personnel—be they staff, faculty or administrators—a fifth principle comes into play. To be sure, the process for evaluating an individual needs to be transparent, analytic, accountable as well as respectful of our decentralized, pluralistic context.  However, evaluations, critical and constructive as perforce they need be, ought not to violate another— and the fifth-- principle of:

· privacy with confidentiality, as they relate to individuals.  
Process:  Data gathering

Once appreciative of the intent of PS 111 as it meshes with these principles of the Office of Academic Affairs, I posed your questions before all of the deans.  A review of responses by the deans discloses a better sense of the practices in place as well as the needs for an effective and transparent program to review “line” officers in the governing and managing of our academic affairs

Overview of Findings 
Although it appears that compliance varies across campus, in general the deans (as well as OAA) are attempting to make planning and assessment at the level of the academic units as well as the review of unit leaders more inclusive and transparent.   The results confirm our pluralism: colleges and departments are not the same.  Preserving their faculties’ individuality is imperative to pluralism in developing their own methods for planning and assessment and for reviewing their leadership.   
Not every dean/chair is compliant with every step.  Happily, your inquiry has prompted interest in trying to do so. 
As you know OAA has implemented a new and systematic process for budget review that includes-- for all colleges and schools (including their departments) -- planning and performance assessment as an integral part of its design. This new process required of all helps address and reinforces some of the elements in PS111.  
As I think you are also aware,  OAA does do biennial reviews of deans and includes the faculty and staff in that extensive anonymous review.

Comments on Questions Germane to Individual Components of PS 111

1. “Every year, each chair will prepare and promulgate a report on the progress and plans” of the unit.  Were these reports in written form?  Our Committee may request later to see these reports or documentation thereof.  
The implementation for planning and reporting reside with each dean (and in some cases chairs) and vary dramatically across campus. Some include this information in annual reports; some, in chair reviews; others, in faculty forums; and, in other cases, information is pooled for accreditation reporting.  The report for Academic Affairs was prepared by former Provost Palm in summer 2006

2. “The chair will invite comments on the report from all the faculty of the academic unit”. Was this done and how were comments collected and recorded?  Were all faculty involved?  
All faculty (as far as OAA is aware) of record are involved in a review of their respective chairs and of their deans.  OAA has not seen all of the instruments, but it appears that the review instruments inquire about many of the elements of planning and progress.  Our impression is that faculty are seldom asked separately about a unit-specific planning document, but they do have input into the overall or strategic direction of the unit by participating in faculty meetings.
3.         “At least every other year the review process will include a systematic consultation” with the faculty for which purpose “the reviewing officer will, in an appropriate systematic manner, collect, consider and incorporate” opinions of the faculty.  What systematic procedures have been followed and how was faculty input incorporated in the review?

All faculty (as far as OAA is aware) of record are involved in a review of their respective chairs and of the deans at regular intervals.  In the case of deans our understanding is this review has been/is done every other year.  Some chairs come under review every year; others, less frequently.   Reviews are conducted by way of a survey (in some cases approved by the College Policy Committee) that is distributed to all faculty and, in many cases, staff. 

4.         “The reviewing officer will give due consideration to the degree of representativeness of faculty opinions” and “importance of minority views”.  How was this handled? 

Some of the responses indicate that surveys distinguish (anonymously) tenure-track faculty, instructors, and staff.  Written comments are encouraged which would capture minority opinions.  This is also the case for reviews of deans.

5.         Guard “the right of each faculty member to keep his or her input confidential”.  Was this ensured, and how? 
Surveys and their responses are confidential for the dean; and the same is true for departments based on responses from the deans.

6.         “The reviewing officer will report to the faculty” on the evaluation.  Were these reports in oral or written form, and have they been documented in the records of the unit? 
This varies depending upon the college: some are written and distributed, and some are oral by department. 
7.         As reviewing officer, have you maintained an annual “written report” on the administrators for whom you are primary supervisor? 
Our sense is that the answer to this is yes, but it is usually in the form and the frequency of the annual review of the given administrator.                                     

Provost’s Note

The Provost together with the Office of Academic Affairs urges all deans to implement PS 111 within the framework of the governance and administration for their respective academic units.  In a similar spirit, the Provost encourages the deans to share the results of such evaluations conducted within their respective academic units in a fashion that fosters transparency and accountability while exercising professional judgment and respecting the pluralism of their distinct fields as well as the privacy and confidentiality of individuals germane to the process. 

In a parallel sense, annually the deans of all academic units submit self-evaluations to the Provost for review and commentary which serve as the basis for consultation and evaluation of each dean by the Provost during an annual meeting.  In a rotating cycle, those reviews are supplemented every other year by a standardized questionnaire that surveys all tenured and tenure-track faculty, other faculty as well as staff who member an academic unit in order to enlist their feedback in both quantitative and qualitative form.  As received by the Provost, the responses are summarized to assure the confidentiality of the respondents; qualitative comments are anonymous.   In turn, the Provost communicates a summary with the appropriate dean in their annual meeting.
The Provost stands ready to share a summary of the feedback ascertained from the questionnaire, along with other pertinent feedback from the Provost, with the appropriate entity within an academic unit by means of a meeting with a policy committee or executive committee or other comparable entity.  It may also be appropriate for the Provost to convene a town meeting periodically with all the faculty and staff in an academic unit to convey a summary of the overall evaluation of the dean and to enlist the feedback.
