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SUBJECT: Academic Calendar Performance Evaluations 

 

During the June 2016 Board of Regents meeting, the most recent agreement between the 

South Dakota Board of Regents and the Council of Higher Education (COHE) was approved by 

the Board following ratification by the faculty unit members.  One of the major revisions pursued 

by the Regental negotiation team was the transition from a calendar year performance review cycle 

to one that allows for better alignment to the academic calendar.  These requirements are outlined 

in Section 12.3 Annual Evaluation Procedures of the COHE agreement for all three rank 

classifications, and as a result of this change the dates depicted below reflect the timeline that will 

be in effect for the upcoming performance review cycle for the Professorial, Librarian, and 

Lecturer ranks.  

  
 Section 2A – Faculty submit annual performance evaluations on October 15 

 Section 3A – Supervisors provides written evaluation by November 15 
o Faculty member request for and feedback from peer group evaluation must 

be completed by January 25 

 Section 4A – Faculty member comments following any meeting with supervisor 

would be provided by January 15 
 Section 5A – Faculty member comments in response to the Dean/Vice 

President/President must be finished by March 1 

  
In addition to this change, there are two important considerations that were incorporated 

into the agreement.  First, this transition resulted in a situation where unit members could have 

Fall 2015 activities evaluated twice, and COHE representatives wanted to ensure that members 

who may have had negative outcomes during that term were not be adversely impacted a second 

time through the performance review process.  As a result, members may choose to have this term 

included/excluded from the performance review process. Specifically the following language in 

the agreement applies: 
  

When these faculty unit members prepare the self-evaluation following the first (1st) year 

of appointment or transition from a calendar year to academic year reporting window, 

they shall have the option to either (1) include all materials from the first (1st) fall semester, 

https://www.sdbor.edu/the-board/agendaitems/2016/June/9_C_BOR0616.pdf


Academic Calendar Performance Evaluations 

August 30-31, 2016 

Page 2 of 3 

 

or (2) not include any materials from the first (1st) fall semester.  The decision to not include 

any materials from the first (1st) fall semester will not adversely impact the performance 

appraisal completed by the unit member’s immediate supervisor. 

  
Second, in an effort to ensure that newly hired unit members have at least a semester 

completed prior to an evaluation, those in their first year of employment will complete the initial 

performance review on January 15.  In their second year they will also have the opportunity to 

exclude the initial term materials during their transition year similar to those noted in the section 

above.  The other relevant dates related to the performance evaluation for these staff are also noted 

below.  

  
Faculty unit members in their first (1st) year of appointment whose first (1st) term is in the fall 

semester will document their accomplishments and complete the self-evaluation on a form 

prepared by the administration.  The evaluation form and any appendices will be presented 

to the department head on or before January 15, or the first (1st) working day thereafter. 

  

 Section 2A – Faculty submit annual performance evaluations on January 15 
 Section 3A – Supervisors provides written evaluation by February 15 

o Faculty member request for and feedback from peer group evaluation must 

be completed by February 20 
 Section 5A – Faculty member comments in response to the Dean/Vice 

President/President must be finished by March 1 
  

Following the ratification by the Board at the June meeting, AAC representatives were 

encouraged to begin sharing the performance evaluation changes with campus administrators.  

AAC should be prepared to discuss any system level implementation strategies that may be 

valuable to share across institutions to aid in facilitating this transition during the 2016-17 

academic year.   

 

Additional Issues of Clarification 

 

 In relation to this change for the Professorial, Librarian and Lecturer ranks, institutions 

have inquired whether similar evaluation procedures and timelines should be established for deans, 

associate deans, assistant deans and department heads.  AAC members should be prepared to 

discuss their current institutional strategies for coordinating the annual performance evaluations 

for these administrators on campus.  Additionally, one of the bargaining issues that emerged during 

the negotiations was a desire for unit faculty members to appoint department heads/chairs.  It was 

noted that these decisions would need to be retained as administrative prerogative of the dean and 

provost at each institution, and that the Board was not supportive of taking this approach as a 

feature of shared governance.  This concept was discussed during a number of AAC meetings, and 

council members indicated a desire to establish a formal evaluation structure for department 

head/chair that could be established in either Board Policy or AAC guidelines to manage these 

processes on campus.  Steps should be taken to begin considering how such a policy/guideline 

framework would look with a goal of presenting to the Board sometime in Spring 2017.  The 
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current policy in place at SDSU is included in Attachment I for reference as AAC undertakes this 

issue.  

 

 Finally, institutions have inquired about whether faculty who teach courses during the first 

part of August (before Fall Semester begins), should report their work during this term.  

Specifically, faculty may inquire whether since the annual reporting period is from August to July, 

if this result in the reporting of activity that occurs between August 1 and July 31.  As this was 

discussed during negotiations the conversation revolved around the Fall, Spring and Summer 

reporting periods which would designate that the first reporting day for Fall Semester to the day 

before the first reporting day of the following Fall semester.  For this past academic year this would 

represent August 15, 2015 through August 14, 2016.   

 

 



Five Year Review of Administrator   

 
 
Office/Contact: Office of the President 
 

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Policy and Procedure Manual 

 
SUBJECT: Five Year Review of Administrator 
NUMBER:  4.2 
 

1. Purpose 
 
This policy and its procedures establish the protocols for the five-year performance evaluation of 
University administrators in order to assess administrative effectiveness, provide feedback to 
assist supervisors in their evaluation responsibilities, to assist in planning and decision-making, 
and to provide input into the evaluation of the administrator’s employment. 
 

2. Policy 
 
The Administrator review provides input into the systematic evaluation of the performance of 
individuals serving as vice presidents, college deans, unit directors, and department heads at least 
every five years, using a standard process. The review is designed for those individuals serving as 
the primary or lead of an office or unit. Assistant or associate to vice presidents, deans or 
department heads are typically not evaluated via this process. The results of the performance 
evaluation informed by the review should be available no later than the middle of the spring 
semester of the fifth year of service and every following fifth year.  A systematic performance 
evaluation and thus a review may be conducted prior to the fifth year if requested by an 
administrator or if deemed appropriate by a supervising administrator. 
 

3. Procedures 
a. The Process 

i. Typically, the five-year performance evaluation will occur in the fall semester of 
the fifth full academic year following the first appointment of the individual to an 
administrative position and every fifth year thereafter. 

ii. The systematic performance evaluation and thus the review is the responsibility 
of the administrator to whom the person being evaluated reports.  The review will 
be conducted by a Review Committee (RC) comprised of at least five but no 
more than nine members appointed by the supervising administrator.  The written 
report compiled by the RC upon the completion of the review and all materials 
supporting the report will be provided only to the supervising administrator.  

1. A written self-assessment by the administrator being reviewed and 
information obtained through surveys, interviews and/or focus groups 
will be used by the RC as input to the review.  All input to the review 
will be confidential and for the use of the RC in conducting the review 
and completing the report for the review. 

2. Prior to the review, a discussion on the process and the role, 
membership, and chair of the RC will occur between the administrator 
being reviewed and their supervisor.  The administrator being evaluated 
should be invited to provide input into the process. This discussion can 
include issues that should be explored and can provide a forum for an 
overall discussion of the review process and timeline.  This meeting will 
take place before the selection and appointment of the RC and the RC 
chair. 
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b. The Review Committee (RC) 

The supervisor will determine and appoint the RC membership and the chair of the RC, 
ensuring appropriate representation from the unit (e.g. faculty, NFE, civil service, 
students, etc.).  The RC will consist of at least five but no more than nine members and 
shall be chaired by an individual from outside the unit of the administrator being 
reviewed.  The chair shall hold an administrative position equal to the administrator being 
reviewed. 
 

c. Charge of the Review Committee 
The RC will be charged in writing by the supervising administrator when appointing each 
RC member.  The supervising administrator will call the first meeting of the RC to 
provide overview of the process and timeline and discuss the RC’s charge. 

 
d. Procedures Plan for the Review 

The RC is responsible for developing a detailed procedures plan for the review and for 
determining the optimal methods for engaging participants in the review. The procedures 
shall include a confidential survey of members of the unit and input from students, if the 
unit is an academic unit.  The plan for the review will be discussed with the supervising 
administrator and the administrator being reviewed as the plan is being developed and 
before the plan is approved by the supervising administrator.  The approved plan will be 
shared with the administrator being reviewed. Although general guidelines and 
procedures are provided, it is expected that they will be customized and streamlined 
though interaction of the supervisor, the person being evaluated, and the chair of the RC.  
See Attachment 1 for a suggested timeline. 

 
e. Self-Assessment 

A written self-evaluation from the administrator being reviewed will be an important 
element in the review procedures plan.  This self-assessment provides the RC with the 
perspective of the individual being reviewed on accomplishments and leadership 
effectiveness.  The administrator being reviewed will be invited to meet with the RC at 
one of the committee’s initial meetings to discuss the self-evaluation.  The chair of the 
RC also may hold an individual private meeting with the administrator being reviewed 
prior to the meeting with the RC to discuss the self-assessment, share perspectives and 
identify specific areas of interest for follow-up.  
 

f. Input into the Review 
Faculty, Staff and Students:  Input from the faculty and staff of the unit is very important.  
When appropriate, students should be included in the process, drawing input from the 
students most likely to have had significant engagement with the individual under review. 
 
Campus colleagues:  Selected colleagues and peers in comparable positions on campus 
should be asked by the RC for input. 
 
External input:  When appropriate, perspectives from relevant external audiences, peers, 
and stakeholders may be useful.  Written reports and other documents from external 
advisory groups or boards may be useful to the RC as well as input obtained by 
interviews, focus groups or other methods, when deemed appropriate by the RC and 
included in the procedures plan. 
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g. Confidentiality of Input into the Review 
Confidentially is critical and essential for the success of the review.  All input shall be 
confidential and no individual or person contributing input shall be identified with the 
input they provide.  Likewise, the results of the review are also confidential and shall 
only be shared with the supervisor in a written report.  The supervisor will be responsible 
for communicating results back to the individual under review as well as the unit.     
 

h. Methods for Collecting Input 
Input to the review shall involve faculty and staff, students, peers and may include input 
from others, as determined by the RC.  Suggested surveys are as follows: 

i. Sample of Stakeholder’s Letter and Survey Questions  
ii. IDEA Impressions of  Administrator (Vice President, Dean, Director) 

iii. IDEA Faculty Perceptions of Department Head 
 

The IDEA surveys were selected as they have established reliability and validity and 
provide national benchmark data.  In addition, the survey is administered by the IDEA 
Center and assures complete confidentiality for those responding.  Beyond these surveys, 
interview and focus group methods may be appropriate for peers, students and others, as 
determined by the RC. 
 

i. Report of the Review 
The RC shall compile a written report on its review and submit the report in a three-ring 
binder including all material supporting the report to the supervising administrator.  The 
Chair of the RC should confer with the supervising administrator as the written report is 
developed.  An outline for the report is: 

i. Executive Summary– provides a brief summary of the review committee, review 
process, summarizes key findings of the review and recommendations (no more 
than 2 pages). 

ii. Review Process – outlines the Review Committee (RC), activities of the RC with 
timeline, sources of data and input (e.g., survey, interviews, focus groups, etc.). 

iii. Data results, Interpretation and Key Findings  
iv. Recommendation(s)- the RC is asked to identify 2-3 recommendations based 

upon an analysis of the findings. 
v. Appendices – survey instrument and results, summary of data collected in 

interviews and focus groups, and other materials. 
 

j. Communication with Administrator Being Evaluated 
Within two weeks after the supervising administrator receives the report of the RC, the 
supervisor will meet with the individual under evaluation to discuss the review and the 
results of the performance evaluation of which the review was a part.  The supervisor will 
provide at the meeting with the administrator a copy of the RC’s confidential report and 
all summary support materials collected and used in the review.  The report and the 
materials will comply with the confidentially requirement of the review. The supervisor 
also provides a concluding, summations letter to the person evaluated when the entire 
process is completed.   
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k. Communication with Unit 
After the conclusion of the review process, the supervising administrator will 
communicate with the faculty and staff of the unit, in writing, reporting the outcome of 
the performance evaluation where the review was an important input.   
 
The written communication will be copied to the supervisor of the supervising 
administrator and this copy shall transmit a confidential copy of the RC’s report of the 
review and supporting material.  The RC’s confidential report on their review and its 
supporting material will not be made available to anyone in or outside the unit other than 
the supervisor of the supervising administrator.  
 

l. General Timeline for the Five-Year Review Process 
October: Supervising Administrator meets with the person to be 

evaluated.  Within 3 weeks after the meeting, the supervising 
administrator forms and charges RC to undertake the review as 
input into the performance evaluation. 

 
October-November: RC develops a review plan which is shared with both the 

supervisor and the person under review.   
 
November-December: The RC gathers and synthesizes information for the review. 
 
January:  RC finalizes review and prepares written report. 
 
February:  RC conveys written report to supervising administrator. 
 
March: Within 2 weeks after the submission of the report, the 

supervising administrator meets with the person being evaluated 
provides the RC’s report of the Review and communicates the 
results of the performance evaluation. 

 
March-April: The supervising administrator completes the process and 

communicates first with administrator being evaluated and then 
the unit. 

 
 

4. Responsible Administrator 
 
The University President or designee is responsible for annual and ad hoc review of this policy 
and annual review of procedures. The University President is responsible for annual approval. 

 
SOURCE: Approved by President on 01/14/2014. 
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