
Memorandum 
 

 

 

 

To:   General Faculty  

 

Date:  February 11, 2013 

 

Regarding: Agenda, Faculty Senate Meeting, February 15
th

 at 3:00 pm TLC 1-303 

 

 

The agenda for the February 15, 2013 Faculty Senate Meeting will be as follows: 

 

1. Call to Order  

 

2. Roll Call 

 

3. Approval of the minutes of the December 7
th

 meeting  (See Addendum I) 

 

4. Committee Reports 

 

Committee I: Undergraduate Programs (Chair, Jim Mayer) 

Action Items: (See Addendum II) 

 

A) College of Arts and Humanities  

1) Department of Music 

a) Bachelor of Music with a major in Theory and Composition 

Request: Modify 

Action: Approved 

 

2) Department of History 

a) HIST 4010 

Request: Add 

Action: Approved 

 

A) College of Social Sciences 

1) Department of Anthropology 

a) ANTH 4130 

Request: Add 

Action: Approved 

 

b) ANTH 4201 

Request: Add 

Action: Approved 
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c) ANTH 4202 

Request: Add 

Action: Approved 

 

Information Items: 
A) College of Arts and Humanities 

1) Department of English and Philosophy 

a) Minor in American Studies 

Request: Terminate 

Action: Approved 

 

Committee II: Graduate Programs (Chair, Mark S. Parrish) 

Action Items: (See Addendum III) 

 

A) College of Social Sciences 

1) Department of Psychology 

a) PSYC 9002 Doctoral Qualifying Seminar 

Request:  Add 

Action:  Approved 

 

Information Items: 
A)  College of Social Sciences 

1) Department:  Political Science Department 

a) Program: Master of Urban and Regional Planning 

Request: Deactivate, see attachment 

Action: Approved 

Comments:  The originator of this deactivation request presented it as a dilemma. 

Whereas curricular decisions are best addressed by faculty, the responsibility for 

resource allocation lies with the administration. This discussion led to a broader 

consideration of the Senate’s intent regarding the Revised Shared Governance 

Procedures that were developed by the Rules Committee and approved by the Senate 

in April, 2012. Per the revised procedures, the decision to deactivate/terminate a 

program now resides at the college/school and departmental levels, and the decision 

is reported to the Senate as an information item. The Graduate Programs Committee 

requests that the Rules Committee clarify the intent of the procedural changes that 

specify action items, information items, review items, and items not considered by 

the Senate. 

B) College of Education 

 

1) Department: Leadership and Instruction 

a) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary English Education (Non-degree 

Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 
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Action: Approved 

 

b) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Chemistry Education (Non-

degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

c) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Biology Education (Non-degree 

Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

d) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Mathematics Education (Non-

degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

e) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Earth/Space Science Education 

(Non-degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

f) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Economics Education (Non-

degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Originator: Frank Butts 

Action: Approved 

 

g) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary History Education (Non-degree 

Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

h) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Physics Education (Non-degree 

Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

i) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Political Science Education 

(Non-degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

j) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Broad Field Science Education 

(Non-degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 
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Action: Approved 

 

k) Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in Secondary Business Education (Non-

degree Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

2) Department: Clinical and Professional Services 

a) Program: Post-Baccalaureate Initial Certification in School Counseling (Non-degree 

Initial Certification) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

b) Program: Endorsement - English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

C) Richards College of Business 

1) Department: Marketing and Real Estate 

a) Program: Master of Business Education (Master of Education) 

Request: Terminate 

Action: Approved 

 

b) Program: Ed.S. with a major in Business Education (Ed.S.) 

Request: Terminate 

Action: Approved 

 

Committee V: Faculty Development Committee (Chair, Michael Keim) 

Action Item 

 

A) Motion: The Faculty Development Committee proposes that the Senate approve editorial 

changes to the Faculty Handbook 103.06 (See Addendum IV). 

 

Preamble: Under Section 100 - BASIC POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OF GENERAL 

APPLICABILITY TO FACULTY, we propose to discontinue the use of 103.0602 - Self-

Evaluation of Teaching Methods and Effectiveness form and submit the resulting editorial 

changes to 103.06. 

 

B) Motion: The Faculty Development Committee proposes changes to the Faculty Handbook in 

the following sections (See Addendum V): 

 

1) 104.0601 General Policy Statement, F. 2. Components of the Evaluation, 2. Evaluation 

Report, & G. Post-Evaluation Conference with the Faculty 

 

2) 104.0602 Dean Evaluation Questionnaire 
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Committee VI: Strategic Planning Committee (Chair, Rob Sanders) 

Action Item:  (See Addendum VI) 

 

A) Motion:  To adopt the new revised Quality Enhancement Plan Concept Statement and 

Learning and Operational Outcomes as recommended by the Strategic Planning Committee. 

 

5. Old Business 

 

6. New Business  

 

7. Announcements 

 

8. Adjournment 
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University of West Georgia 

Faculty Senate Meeting  

Minutes—Draft  
 

Dec. 7, 2012 
 

1. Meeting convened in room 1-303 of the Technology-enhanced Learning Center and called to order 

by Jeff Johnson, Chair 

 

2. Roll Call 

 

Present  

Banford, Basu-Dutt, Velez-Castrillon (substitute for DeFoor), Deng, DeSilva, Farmer, Moon (substitute 

for Gant), Geisler, Gezon, Hasbun, Haynes, Hooper, Jenks, Kassis, Keim, Kilpatrick, Kramer, Leach, 

Lloyd, Mayer, Moffeit, Morris, Noori, Packard, Parrish, Pencoe, Ponder, Riker, Ringlaben, Robinson, 

Rutledge, Schaefer (substitute for Sanders), Schroer, Skott-Myhre, Smith, Thompson, Van Valen, 

Welch, Willox, Yeong, 

 

Absent 

Blair, DeNie, Erben, Halonen-Rollins, Pitzulo, Popov, Samples, Vasconcellos. 

 

3. Motion made for addition of the following items to the agenda: 

 

a. Themed years Report-Linda Haynes 

b. SACS update-Jon Anderson 

 

Motion to add items was approved by voice vote. 

 

4. Approval of the minutes of the November 16
th

 meeting  

 

Minutes approved as read by unanimous consent. 

 

5. Committee Reports 

 

Committee I: Undergraduate Programs (Chair, Jim Mayer) 

Action Items:  
 

A) College of Arts and Humanities  

1) Department of English and Philosophy 

a) Minor in Religion 

Request: Modify 

Action: Approved 

 

Item approved by voice vote. 
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B) College of Sciences and Mathematics 

1) Department of Biology 

a) Bachelor of Science with a Major in Biology 
Request: Modify 

Action: Approved 
 

Item approved by voice vote. 

 
C) School of Nursing 

a) Bachelor of Science in Nursing: RN to BSN (Rome/GA Highlands) 

Request: Deactivate 

Action: Approved 

 

b) Bachelor of Science in Nursing: RN to BSN (Dalton State) 

Request: Terminate  

Action: Approved 

 

 

Items C.a and b approved by voice vote. 

 
c) NURS 3303 

Request: Add 
Action: Approved 
 

Item approved by voice vote. 

 
D) General Proposal (See Attachment I) 

 
Make the following addition to “UWG Shared Governance Procedures for Modifications to 

Academic Programs,” Item number 4, third bullet: 

 

Minor modifications to courses including: course name, description, course learning outcomes, 

course deletions (with the exception of Core courses) and prerequisites within a college or school.   

 

Concerns raised: These items would not go through the senate at all and could potentially catch 

other programs unaware. 

 

Motion carried by voice vote with one dissenting voice. 

 

Information Items: 
A) Richards College of Business 

a) Bachelor of Science in Education with a major in Business Education 

Request: Terminate 

Action: Approved 
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Committee II: Graduate Programs (Chair, Mark S. Parrish) 

Action Items:  

 

A) College of Arts and Humanities 

1) Department of History 

a) HIST-5285 Special Topics in European History (Originator: D. Williams) 

Request:  Add 

Action:  Approved 

 

b) HIST-5385 Special Topics in World History (Originator: D. Williams) 

Request:  Add 

Action: Approved 
 

Items approved by voice vote. 

 
B) Graduate Policy revision Proposal (See Attachment II) 

Preamble: Committee addressed ambiguity in wording and responsible parties in the Graduate 

Faculty Approval Policy. 

 

Proposal: Committee recommends revisions to the Graduate Faculty Approval Policy. 

 

Item approved by voice vote. 

 

Committee IV: Academic Policies Committee (Chair, David Leach) 

Action Item:  
Preamble: This change is addressing the absence of such a policy as required by SACS (see 

attached). We are not currently in compliance. 

Motion: The Academic Policies and Procedures committee requests that the faculty senate adopt the 

following policy on the definition of a credit hour. 

 

Policy Text: 

 

The University of West Georgia grants one semester hour of credit for work equivalent to a 

minimum of one hour (50 minutes) of in-class or other direct faculty instruction AND two hours of 

student work outside of class per week for approximately fifteen weeks.  

 

For each course, the course syllabus will document the amount of in-class (or other direct faculty 

instruction) and out-of-class work required to earn the credit hour(s) assigned to the course. Out-of-

class work will include all forms of credit-bearing activity, including but not limited to assignments, 

readings, observations, and musical practice. 

 

Where available, the university grants academic credit for students who verify via competency-based 

testing, that they have accomplished the learning outcomes associated with a course that would 

normally meet the requirements outlined above (e.g. AP credit, CLEP, and departmental exams). 

 

Item approved by voice vote. 
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Committee was thanked for their work on this. 

 

6. Announcements 

a. Themed years Report-Linda Haynes 

Themed Years ad hoc Committee report outlined the variety of ways that themed 

years could be implemented and funded. Haynes also thanked Minna Rollins for 

her leadership on the committee’s work. 

b. The SACS Liaison, Dr. Jon Anderson, reminded the senate that all senate committees 

will be engaged in reviewing the compliance certificate during the spring semester. 

Assignments will be distributed in mid January with a completion date of mid March.  

c. Salary Study information will be circulated in the new year. 

 

7. Adjournment 
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UWG Shared Governance Procedures for Modifications to Academic Programs 

Many changes also need approval by the BOR, SACS, and/or specialized accreditors prior to implementation. 

This document only addresses the UWG internal approval process. 
 

 
The Provost serves as the Chief Academic Officer for the Institution. As such, all changes to programs and 
courses need approval of the Provost.  The Dean, serving under the Provost, serves as the Chief Academic 
Officer for the college or school of his or her appointment. It is the responsibility of both the Dean and 
members of the faculty to engage in improvements and innovations in pedagogy, curriculum, and 
programming in an effort to increase student learning. Many of these changes should flow naturally out of 
market conditions, environments, national norms, and data collected and analyzed through the assessment of 
student learning outcomes. 

 

The process for new or modified academic programs and curriculum normally (but not exclusively) initiates 
within a college or school. As such, it is the responsibility of the Dean and Chief Academic Officer of the college 
or school to manage the curriculum creation/modification process within their area of appointment. Each 
college or school has the opportunity to define internal processes for the creation and modification of 
curriculum and academic programs, within the boundaries of UWG and BOR policy and procedures. 

 

When the creation or modification of an academic program or curriculum is approved by the Dean, many 
changes should also be submitted for consideration by the faculty senate and its committees, while others 
should be reported directly to the Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

 

The process of notification and approval for the creation/modification of academic programs and 
curriculum is outlined below: 

 

1.    The following are actions items by the Senate and appropriate Senate Subcommittees: 

 New academic programs and new courses (degrees, majors, minors, concentrations, 
certificates, etc…) 

 Changes to a course level (i.e. changing from 3000 to 4000 level) 
 Adding to or removing a course from the Core Curriculum 
 Changes to course prerequisites that span across colleges 
 Modifying the requirements to complete an academic program, including core curriculum 
 New or modified concentrations within a degree program 

2.    The following are information items for the Senate: 

 Modifications to XIDS courses (Action Item by the Committee) 
 Changes in admission standards for an academic program 
 Suspending (deactivating) or eliminating (terminating) academic programs 
 Offering an existing academic program more than 95% online 
 Offering an approved academic program more than 50%, but less than 95% online 

3.    The following are reviewed by the Senate graduate and undergraduate programs committees to 
assure quality of academic programs 

 Comprehensive Program Reviews 
 Academic program and core curriculum learning outcome assessments 

4.    The following are not items considered by the Senate and should be reported directly to office of the 
Provost: 

 Modifications/additions/deletions to existing academic program learning outcomes, excluding 
core curriculum 

 Offering less than 25%  or 25-50% of an academic program at an off-site location or online 
(separate notifications for each change) 
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 Minor modifications to courses including : course name, description, course learning outcomes, 
course deletions (with the exception of Core courses) and prerequisites within a college or 
school 

 Creation or modifications of assessment artifacts 
 Moving an approved course to online delivery (including both “D” and “N” sections) 
 Modifications/additions/deletions of pre-major programs 
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{Approved by Faculty Senate, Dec. 7, 2012} 
 

Graduate Faculty Approval Policy 
 
GRADUATE FACULTY APPOINTMENT 
The Graduate Faculty shall consist of tenure-track and tenured members of the General Faculty with the rank of 
assistant professor, associate professor and/or professor, who have been recommended for appointment by 
their respective academic administrator (i.e. department chairs, academic program directors and heads), and 
approved by the appropriate Dean of their respective college/school.  
Requisites for appointment shall normally be as follows:  
Regular Graduate Faculty Appointment  

 Full-time tenured/tenure track faculty status with a rank of at least assistant professor  

 Current/Up-to-Date curriculum vitae  

 Earned doctorate or equivalent  

 Published works and/or recognized accomplishments in research and/or teaching  

 Recommendation for appointment by the appropriate respective academic administrator  

 Approval of Regular Graduate Faculty appointment is given by the appropriate Dean of the respective 
college/school  

 
Limited-Term Graduate Faculty Appointment  

 Part-time, one-year, emeritus, Web MBA, or visiting with a rank of at least assistant professor  

 Current/Up-to-Date curriculum vitae  

 Earned doctorate or equivalent  

 Published works and/or recognized accomplishments in research and/or teaching  

 Statement describing the special expertise that the faculty member brings to the graduate program and 
the faculty members qualifications that contribute to the work and progress of graduate students  

 Recommendation for Limited-Term Graduate Faculty appointment by the appropriate respective 
academic administrator department/program head or academic dean  

 Approval of Limited-Term Graduate Faculty appointment is given by the appropriate Dean of the 
respective college/school  

 Faculty in this category may serve as a member or as a co-chair, but not as chair, on graduate student 
committees (dissertation, thesis, or similar) and teach graduate courses  

 
Permission to Teach (Does not constitute Graduate Faculty Appointment)  

 Non-tenure track full-time faculty (ranked, lecturer, senior lecturer), part-time faculty, and adjunct 
faculty may be reviewed for permission to teach a graduate class(es)  

 Current/Up-to-Date curriculum vitae  

 No earned terminal degree  

 In-lieu-of a terminal degree the candidate must demonstrate 1) exceptional scholarly activity or 
professional experience, 2) experience teaching graduate level classes, or 3) high potential for effective 
teaching at the graduate level as evidenced by undergraduate teaching record, scholarly activity or 
professional experience in a particular area related to the course or other assignment  

 In accordance with SACS 3.7.1.e., justification must be given for any faculty member who does not meet 
eligibility criteria for Regular Appointment. The justification must address the following:  

 Department/program need  

 Special expertise that the faculty member brings to the graduate program  

 Qualifications that contribute to the work and progress of graduate students  
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 Expected duties of the candidate  

 Recommendation for Permission to Teach by the appropriate respective academic administrator 
department/program head or academic dean  

 Approval for Permission to Teach is given by the appropriate Dean of the respective college/school  
 
Process  
 1. Timeline  

a. A request for Regular Graduate Faculty Appointment is submitted with appointment; renewal is 
automatic upon award of tenure or completion of post-tenure review  

b. A request for Limited-Term Graduate Faculty Appointment is submitted with appointment and 
renewed annually  

c. Upon recommendation from the respective academic administrator, the appropriate Dean of the 
college/school holds authority to rescind graduate faculty status as appropriate  

d. Requests for Permission to Teach are to be submitted annually and/or prior to the semester in 
which the faculty member will be teaching a graduate course  

2. The respective academic administrator recommends faculty members for Regular Graduate Faculty 
Appointment, Limited-Term Graduate Faculty Appointment, or Permission to Teach by completing the 
standardized “Request for Appointment in the Graduate Faculty” form and supplying appropriate 
supportive documents, including:  

 Current/Up-to-Date curriculum vitae  

 Justification of special expertise or qualifications as indicated  

 Other information as requested above  
3. The appropriate respective academic administrator forwards the request form and supporting 

documentation to the appropriate Dean of the appropriate college/school  
4. Upon recommendation of the appropriate respective academic administrator, the appropriate Dean 

of the College/School considers each faculty member’s materials and renders a decision for approval 
or disapproval for Regular Graduate Faculty Appointment, Limited-Term Graduate Faculty 
Appointment, or Permission to Teach  

 Should there be a question concerning the applicant’s recommendation by the Dean of the 
appropriate college/school, that Dean may forward the request form and supporting materials to 
the Graduate Programs Committee for review and recommendation  

 Each College/School will send approved request forms and supporting documentation to Faculty 
Records in the Provost’s Office for archiving  
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103.06 Instruments for Evaluating Teaching  

Evaluation of a faculty member's work should be continual because evaluation aids a faculty 

member in becoming more effective in the performance of his or her duties as well as offers 

evidence for promotion and/or tenure.  

Although evaluation of classroom success is necessarily somewhat subjective, three modes of 

evaluation can, to a significant degree, objectively measure teaching effectiveness: self-

evaluation, evaluation by the department chair, and student evaluation. Because the University of 

West Georgia believes that teaching is the most important function of a faculty member, the 

focus of evaluation instruments shall be on teaching and related duties.  

With the exception of USG ecore courses the instruments of evaluation are standard forms for all 

departments.  For ecore courses, evaluations will be completed through the common instruments 

designed for that purpose, and made available by the University system for all such courses. In 

June of 1996 the Faculty Senate passed a policy of centralizing the form and procedure for 

course evaluation.  As of that date, all faculty must use the Scantron form titled University of 

West Georgia / Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEI) for any class that has an enrollment of 

five or more students.  Courses that have fewer than five students must be evaluated but may use 

an alternative evaluation instrument, appropriate to the course upon approval of the department 

and dean of the college.  All classes must be evaluated in the final week of each semester.  Any 

college, department, or area, however, may add questions to the self-evaluation form or the 

department chair's form which make the forms apply to the unique qualifications of the specific 

area. In addition, a department or area may devise, administer, and tabulate the results of an 

evaluation form which is especially applicable to the specific area. The department chair shall 

use the results of the evaluation as a factor in determining annual merit raises and shall include 

the results of such an evaluation form in the dossier of each department member being 

considered for contract renewal, promotion, tenure, pre-tenure or post-tenure review. (In the case 

of a department chair being reviewed for promotion and/or tenure, the appropriate next highest 

supervisor shall assume responsibility for including the results of such evaluations in the dossier 

of the candidate.)  In place of the standard forms, non-teaching areas may devise their own forms 

to evaluate fulfillment of duties.  

The faculty member should receive the forms shortly after mid-semester from the department 

chair.  They will be sorted by class and section number, with the correct number of forms per 

section, and placed in a manila envelope and marked with an identifying label.  The labels are 

provided by the office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs.  The evaluation 

instrument is to be delivered during the last week of class, and it should be administered by a 

student or faculty proxy, not by the faculty member teaching the class.  The instructions for the 

proctor are included in the envelope.  Once the forms have been completed, the proctor shall turn 

them back  in to the departmental office.  If the class is being taught at a remote site, the 

instructor should provide the proctor with a stamped envelope addressed to the departmental 
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office that the student can drop in the mail.  The completed evaluation forms are not to be 

delivered to the instructor of the class.  (If the office is closed during this time, the office and the 

instructor shall make arrangements for receiving the forms.)  

At the end of the semester, these Scantron forms will be sent to Instructional Technology 

Services (ITS) for processing and returned to the department to file.  Once the grades have been 

turned in by the instructor, her or she may review the data and open-ended comments of the 

evaluations.  The department chair will then file both parts of the evaluation in the departmental 

office and keep for complete records to support applications of tenure, promotion, and post-

tenure review.  

Student evaluation forms shall be an official part of the administrative evaluation process. The 

department chair's evaluation and the self-evaluation in company with the published or 

unpublished student evaluations shall be in the department chair's care and the cumulative file 

shall be available only to the faculty member, his or her department chair, college dean or area 

supervisor, the provost and vice president for academic affairs, and the president except when the 

faculty member is being considered for promotion or tenure. When the faculty member is being 

considered for promotion or tenure, the entire file shall be made available to the appropriate 

review and/or advisory committee. If the self-evaluation and department chair's evaluation isare 

computerized, code symbols shall be used to ensure anonymity.  

Copies of the forms for student evaluation (103.0601), self-evaluation (103.0602) and the 

evaluation by the department chair (103.06023) are given on the next pages. 103.0601 

Instructor/Course Evaluation Questionnaire  

103.0601 Instructor/Course Evaluation Questionnaire (Not Available)  

103.0602  Self-Evaluation of Teaching Methods and Effectiveness  

103.06023 (Revised May 27, 1983, by Faculty Senate) EVALUATION BY 

DEPARTMENTCHAIR  
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Approved Faculty Senate – Nov. 4, 2011   1 
 

104.04 Evaluation of Academic Deans  

 
104.0401 General Policy Statements 
 
The Provost shall conduct annual reviews and periodic evaluations of academic Deans. 
 

A. Purpose  

 
The purpose of this policy is to: 

 
1. Guide the Provost in carrying out his or her responsibilities with regard to appointing, renewing, 

and/or terminating Deans of academic units, and to facilitate the professional development of 

those Deans. 

 
2. Ensure that faculty and staff participate in the evaluation of their academic Deans. 

 
3. Ensure Deans are afforded due process in the evaluation. 

 
4. Afford all appropriate constituencies the opportunity to provide input. 

 
5. Clarify the process of assembling the Review Committee, and the procedures for how it shall 

conduct the periodic evaluation.  

 
6. Guide the Review Committee in producing an Evaluation Report of its findings, and delivering it 

to interested parties. 

 
B. Definitions 

 
1. For the purposes of this policy, an Academic Dean is one who carries a title of Dean, bears 

responsibility for an academic unit containing faculty members, and reports to the Provost. 

 
2. In Sections 104.04, 104.05, and 104.06, a unit refers to a college, school, or the library. 

 
104.05 Annual Reviews of Deans  
 
104.0501 General Policy Statement 
 
The Provost shall review the performance of Deans reporting to him or her annually. The following 
characteristics of that process shall be common to all units. 
 
104.0502 Procedures 
 

A. Interval of Annual Review: before the conclusion of each fiscal year. 
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Approved Faculty Senate – Nov. 4, 2011   2 
 

B. Purpose and Objectives: the purpose of annual reviews of Deans is to improve the effectiveness 

of the unit administered, including its contribution to the effectiveness of other units and the 

institution as a whole. The overall objectives are: 

 
1. To review goals and accomplishments of the Dean and unit supervised, especially as these relate 

to the continuing mission and strategic goals of the institution. 

 
2. To review the Dean’s job description and responsibilities, as well as the organization of the unit. 

 
3. To review the level of resources and other support provided to the Dean and unit. 

 
4. To discuss concerns and opportunities and to plan for changes that may be warranted or 

desirable. 

 
C. Components of the Annual Review: 
 
1. Feedback. The Provost shall direct the annual review process. Faculty members and staff, whenever 

possible, may be asked to provide input.  

 
2. Self report. Each Dean under review shall provide the Provost a brief written report:  

a. Listing initiatives and professional activities undertaken during the review period. 

b. Listing achievements, areas in need of improvement, and efforts related to those areas, 

as well as future plans and goals for the unit. 

c. Indicating any changes that seem warranted in the Dean’s job description. 

d. Including a contextualization of the operation of the unit within the larger framework of 

the university. 

 
3. Conference with the Provost. The conference will be an occasion to discuss the feedback received, 

the Dean’s and the Provost’s views, and future plans and goals for the unit. 

 
4. Dean’s Annual Review Letter. The Annual Review Letter shall be shared with the Dean and placed in 

his or her personnel file.  The Dean may issue a written response to this document, which shall also 

be retained in the file. 

 
104.06 Periodic Evaluations of Deans  
 
104.0601 General Policy Statement 
 
Procedures for the periodic evaluation of Deans shall be guided by three essential principles: shared 
governance, impartiality, and transparency. The procedures enumerated below seek to realize these 
principles. 

 
A. Interval of Periodic Evaluation:  
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Approved Faculty Senate – Nov. 4, 2011   3 
 

The first periodic evaluation of an academic Dean shall cover a full three-year period occurring in the 
Dean’s fourth year of appointment. Thereafter, periodic evaluations shall cover a full four-year period 
and occur every five years. All periodic evaluations begin in the Fall semester and conclude in the Spring 
semester of one academic year. Credit for service as an Interim Dean shall be determined by the Provost 
in consultation with the Dean at the time of permanent appointment. After the first periodic evaluation 
the Provost may initiate an evaluation of a Dean at any time, but shall explain its necessity and 
appropriateness. Refer to Table 1 below for a sample periodic evaluation sequence.  

 
Table 1. Sample Periodic Evaluation Sequence. 

 
B. Purpose and Objectives:  

 
1. To provide the faculty and administration with information on the performance of academic 

Deans who report to the Provost, both annual reviews and periodic evaluations shall be 

practiced.  

 
2. The periodic evaluation will help guide the Provost in carrying out his or her responsibilities with 

regard to appointing, renewing, and/or terminating Deans of academic units and facilitate the 

professional development of those Deans. 

 
3. To this end, a Review Committee shall be charged with collecting information about the 

performance of an academic Dean. Findings of the Review Committee shall supplement 

information from other sources (e.g., Annual Review Letters, unit financial documents) to 

provide the Provost with a comprehensive record of the Dean’s performance. 

 
C. Timeline of Evaluation:  

 
1. The Provost shall notify the Dean of the pending evaluation and appoint the Chair of the Review 

Committee in the Fall semester.  

2. Within five working days of receiving the Provost’s notification, the Dean under evaluation notifies 

the faculty and staff of his or her unit of the pending evaluation. 

Appointment Year Academic 
Year 

Evaluation Year Evaluation Review Period 

1 2011-2012   

2 2012-2013   

3 2013-2014   

4 2014-2015 2014 – 2015 Evaluates Fall 2011 - Summer 
2014 

5 2015-2016   

6 2016-2017   

7 2017-2018   

8 2018-2019 2018 – 2019 Evaluates Fall 2014 - Summer 
2018 
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3.  Within five working days of receiving the Provost’s appointment, the Chair of the Review 

Committee shall call for the election of six faculty members from within the unit led by the Dean. 

Refer to section 104.0601(D)(3) for guidance on the manner in which the Review Committee 

members shall be elected. 

4. The Review Committee will provide its Evaluation Report to the Dean no later than February 28th of 

the academic year during which the evaluation is conducted.  

5. The Dean has the right to review and respond to the Review Committee’s Evaluation Report no later 

than March 28th.  

6. The Review Committee’s Evaluation Report and the Dean’s response shall be forwarded to the 

Provost no later than March 30th.  

7. The Chair of the Review Committee presents the results of the Dean’s Evaluation Report to the 

faculty of the Dean under evaluation no later than April 30th. 

8. In the event that the dates in this timeline fall on a weekend or holiday, the documents are due the 

following business day.  

 
D. Composition of Review Committee:  

 
1. The Review Committee will be composed of seven members.  

 
2. A Review Committee Chair, who is a senior faculty member from outside the unit led by the 

Dean being evaluated. The Provost shall appoint the Review Committee Chair. The Chair of the 

Review Committee shall receive one course reassigned time. 

 
3. Six faculty members from within the unit led by the Dean, one of which must be a department 

chair. The faculty governance body from the unit led by the Dean under evaluation determines 

the manner in which the committee members shall be elected.  In the case of a unit that does 

not have an elected faculty governance body, the faculty at large of the unit determine the 

manner in which the committee members shall be elected.  

 
4. The Provost and the Dean under evaluation shall have the right to object to the inclusion of a 

member of the committee. Both parties shall each be allowed only one objection. 

 
5. No person with a conflict of interest may serve as a member of the Review Committee. All 

personal and professional conflicts of interest must be revealed to and reviewed by the Review 

Committee Chair prior to the selection of faculty to serve on the Review Committee. Such 

conflicts of interest include, but are not limited to, personal and professional interactions and 

relationships that would preclude dispassionate, disinterested, correct, complete, and unbiased 

participation in these matters. Spouses, immediate family members, and colleagues with an 

intimate personal relationship with the Dean are explicitly prohibited from participation.  

 
E. Review Committee Procedures: 
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1. The Review Committee meets with the Provost and then with the Dean to be evaluated. At these 

meetings, the Review Committee: 

a. Outlines the timeline for review and the evaluation criteria. 

b. Requests relevant information to be considered during the evaluation. At this time, the Provost 

and the Dean may specify topics, questions, or concerns for the Review Committee to consider 

in making its evaluation, as well as particular individuals whose input would contribute to a 

complete review.   

c. Informs the Provost and the Dean of: 

1. Their right to object to one member of the Review Committee, which shall trigger the search 

for a new member.  

2. The right to communicate with the Review Committee throughout the evaluation process. 

That is, the Committee must guarantee the Provost and the Dean the right to provide input 

at any time during the evaluation. 

2. The Review Committee shall notify the faculty of the Dean under review of the procedures guiding 

the evaluation process and how the principles of shared governance, impartiality, and transparency 

shall be realized.  

a. The notification shall include information about data collection, administration of the Dean 

Evaluation Questionnaire, how the identity of participants will be protected from unnecessary 

disclosure to the extent allowed by applicable law, and the Review Committee’s guarantee to 

grant full access to anyone wishing to provide input at any time during the evaluation, unless a 

significant conflict of interest can be demonstrated.  

b. Among its procedures, the Review Committee must administer the Dean Evaluation 

Questionnaire to the Dean’s constituency. The Dean’s constituency shall include, but not be 

limited to, Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, the faculty and staff of the unit, the faculty 

governance body of the unit, and any other individuals who interact with the Dean on a regular 

basis.  

c. In addition to the Dean Evaluation Questionnaire, the Review Committee shall gather 

information related to the topics, questions, and concerns noted by the Provost and Dean in 

their initial meetings. 

 
F. Components of the Evaluation: 

 
1. Evaluation Criteria 

 
The evaluation criteria should be based on the duties specified in Article III, Section 2 of the Policies and 
Procedures of the University of West Georgia and the By Laws of the unit of the Dean under evaluation. 
 
2. Evaluation Report  

 
The Review Committee shall produce an Evaluation Report of its findings, which shall be descriptive in 
nature. The Evaluation Report shall not include interpretations of the findings, nor recommendations 
regarding personnel actions;. however, the Review Committee may synthesize the data they collect 
relative to the evaluation criteria, to include the authority to edit, shorten, paraphrase or select 
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qualitative comments as exemplary for presentation in the report. All of the comments received shall 
remain anonymous and shall be presented to the Provost in an appendix, in order that the unbiased 
nature of the synthesis can be verified. The full Evaluation Report shall remain in the Office of the 
Provost for the length of time mandated by BOR Standards and may be obtained by individual request. 
 
The Evaluation Report shall include, but not be limited to, the following sections: 
 
Introduction 

a. Purpose of the evaluation. 

b. Description of how the principles of shared governance, impartiality, and transparency have 

been realized through the process. 

1. Description of the procedures that guided the composition of the Review Committee. 

2. Disclosure of conflicts of interest, if any, and how they were handled.  

3. Discussion of the timeline of the evaluation. 

Methodology  
a. Data collection efforts (e.g. description of the Dean Evaluation Questionnaire, distribution 

methods, response rate). 

b. Procedures to protect the identity of participants from unnecessary disclosure to the extent 

allowed by applicable law. 

Results 
a. Descriptive analysis of data from the Dean Evaluation Questionnaire. 

b. Descriptive summary of additional data collected to include interviews with dean’s peers, 

supervisors, and relevant external community when useful). 

Conclusion 
a. Purpose of the evaluation (briefly revisited). 

b. Timeline for the next periodic evaluation, per guidelines in Table 1 in Section 104.0601. 

 
G. Post-Evaluation Conference with the Faculty. The Chair of the Review Committee shall present the 

Evaluation Report (minus the appendix) to the faculty of the unit no later than April 30th.  

 
104.0602 Dean Evaluation Questionnaire 
 
The Review Committee shall use the following questionnaire to evaluate the Dean. However, each unit 
may include additional context-specific items to the instrument. Additional items must be placed at the 
end of the questionnaire in a new section labeled Unit Specific Items.  
 
Please tell us, what is your role at UWG? 
 
 

A. Faculty Member and/or Faculty Administrator 

B. Staff Member 

 

 
Your responses may be quoted in the full report, but only anonymously and as part of aggregated data. 
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In your role as administrator, faculty,  or staff, please rate the Dean’s unit on the following questions 
related to leadership, faculty and program development, fairness and ethics, communication, and 
administration. Please use the following scale to help with your answer: 
 
1 = Strongly Agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Somewhat Agree; 4 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat 
Disagree; 6 = Disagree; 7= Strongly Disagree; 8 = Unable to Judge. 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Disagree Nor Agree; 5 -
Somewhat Agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree; 8 = Unable to Judge 
 
If you have insufficient experience to make an informed judgment, please choose “Unable to Judge.” 
 
 
 
Leadership 
The Dean…  
1. articulates a clear vision for the future of the unit. 

2. involves the faculty in developing plans for the unit. 

3. demonstrates a commitment to intellectual integrity and the pursuit of knowledge.  

4. demonstrates administrative leadership of the unit. 

5. is a professional role model for the unit. 

6. weighs the opinions of all segments of the unit. 

 
Faculty and Program Development 
The Dean… 
7. promotes a favorable environment for individual faculty development. 

8. emphasizes teaching in consideration of tenure, promotion, and merit raises. 

9. emphasizes service in consideration of tenure, promotion, and merit raises. 

10. emphasizes professional growth and development in consideration of tenure, promotion, and merit 

raises. (Note: each unit should adapt item #10 to reflect its P & T standards. For example, replace 

the term “professional growth and development” with “scholarship.”) 

11. encourages creative approaches to teaching, research, and program development.  

12. is responsive to the educational needs of the region when developing new programs.  

13. supports student learning outcomes in work related to faculty and program development. 

 
Fairness and Ethics 
The Dean… 
14. treats all members of the unit fairly irrespective of age, race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 

sexual orientation, disability, or veteran status. 

15. respects views that are contrary to his or her own views. 

16. exhibits high ethical standards in his or her official duties. 

17. strongly encourages high ethical professional standards for all members of the unit. 

18. exercises sound judgment in matters relating to faculty promotion and tenure. 

19. exercises sound judgment in matters relating to staff hiring and promotion. 
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20. arbitrates disputes among faculty, staff, and department heads fairly. 

21. affords departments opportunities to explain their resource needs. 

22. affords all members of the unit opportunities to explain their individual needs and concerns. 

 
Communication 
The Dean… 
23. welcomes constructive criticism from all members of the unit. 

24. creates an environment where individuals are free to communicate without concern of rejection or 

reprisal. 

25. provides feedback in a constructive manner. 

26. is well-informed about my department’s accomplishments, challenges, and future plans. 

27. communicates changes affecting all the members of the unit in a timely manner. 

28. recognizes and expresses appreciation for the accomplishments of all members of the unit. 

29. fosters and maintains positive external relationships. 

 
Administration 
The Dean… 
30. uses administrative procedures that are clear and unambiguous for promotions, tenure, merit 

raises, leave, and other personnel actions. 

31. exercises sound judgment in appointing associate and assistant Deans. 

32. attends to administrative matters in a timely fashion. 

33. conducts productive meetings. 

34. handles concerns from all members of the unit well. 

35. makes administrative decisions that facilitate improvement of the undergraduate programs. 

36. makes administrative decisions that facilitate improvement of graduate programs. 

37. integrates planning, assessment, and budgeting when making decisions. 

38. is transparent about the unit’s budget. 

39. makes evidence-based decisions. 

40. is a team player. 

 
Open Ended Items 
41. In your opinion, what are the Dean’s strengths and/or contributions?  

42. In your opinion, what are the Dean’s weaknesses?  

43. Please present any further comments you think would be helpful to the Dean in carrying out the 

academic mission of the school. 

44. Please present any further comments you think would be helpful to the Provost. 

 
Unit Specific Items  
Units may use Likert scale or open-ended items; regardless, the items should begin with number 45.  
Units that opt to use a Likert scale must employ the same response options used in items 1-40.  
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At the March 25, 2011 Faculty Senate meeting, the following were approved: 

Quality Enhancement Plan Concept Statement and Learning Outcomes 

University of West Georgia  

In its quest to become a destination institution, the University of West Georgia will implement a 
well-constructed and heavily integrated quality enhancement plan (QEP). The focal point of the 
QEP is undergraduate student writing. Once this plan is implemented, all undergraduate 
students at the University of West Georgia will demonstrate an increased ability to:  

1.     Write in standard English, and  

2.     Apply writing to discipline-specific communication  

Each of the above learning outcomes will be assessed by institution-wide sampling, and the 
increase or decrease in students’ ability to perform these learning outcomes will be measured 
and reported. In addition, the institution has identified a number of operational outcomes that 
will support this initiative.  

By the end of the QEP, these initiatives will result in the following operational outcomes. UWG 
will:  

1.     Include at least one student learning outcome related to writing in all undergraduate programs  

2.     Implement a system to support the development of writing for online students  

3.     Increase investment in faculty development in the area of writing instruction 

4.     Develop and implement a rubric for the assessment of writing in standard English 

5.     Develop and implement a second-year writing experience  

  

 The committee proposes narrowing QEP outcomes going forward. The portion of the current 
QEP addressing Discipline Specific Writing (post- approval of the above learning and operational 
outcomes fails to present engaged and/or coherent plans to incorporate writing in all 
undergraduate programs. Rather than rewriting these to meet the SACS standard, we 
recommend that we implement the first and second year writing improvement plan presented 
in the QEP. 

In order to present the most coherent and achievable plan to improve student writing, UWG 
will focus on Core A-E. By so doing, we hope to be able to show both individual student level 
improvement and definite change at the level of the core designed to integrate writing into 
classes that benefit all students.  

The new learning and operational outcomes as recommended to the Senate are as follows: 
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Quality Enhancement Plan Concept Statement and Learning Outcomes 

University of West Georgia  

In its quest to become a destination institution, the University of West Georgia will implement a 
well-constructed and heavily integrated quality enhancement plan (QEP). The focal point of the 
QEP is undergraduate student writing. Once this plan is implemented, all undergraduate 
students at the University of West Georgia will demonstrate an increased ability to:  

      Write in standard academic English 

This learning outcome will be assessed by institution-wide sampling, and the increase or 
decrease in students’ ability to perform these learning outcomes will be measured and 
reported. In addition, the institution has identified a number of operational outcomes that will 
support this initiative.  

By the end of the QEP, these initiatives will result in the following operational outcomes. UWG 
will:  

1.     Integrate writing into the existing Core 

2.     Implement a system to support the development of writing for online students  

3.     Increase investment in faculty development in the area of writing instruction 

4.     Develop and implement a rubric for the assessment of writing in standard English 

5.     Develop and implement a second-year writing experience  
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