Criteria and Guidelines for Faculty Evaluation, Dietrich School of Arts and Sciences
(DSAS)

Preamble

This Dietrich School of Arts and Sciences (DSAS) faculty evaluation plan builds upon Article 23
of the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) reached between the United Steelworkers and
the University of Pittsburgh on May 10, 2024, as well as the Provost’s Office memo on annual
review of faculty. It was approved by DSAS Council on February 11, 2026. Units should use this
DSAS plan as a guideline for developing unit-specific plans to evaluate satisfactory performance
in research/creative work, teaching, and service that account for local factors and needs.

The goal of this plan is to support faculty members and unit heads in a fair evaluation process.
Faculty members need to be able to accurately report their work each year so that their
achievements and progress can be documented in annual letters. The faculty also need a formal
method to document the points they have earned from their service activities, as determined by
the workload policy of each unit and of the DSAS. Unit heads need information about faculty
achievements, progress, and workload to write an annual letter that provides constructive
feedback on performance, determines whether overall performance is satisfactory or
unsatisfactory, and outlines a clear pathway to promotion for faculty who have not yet reached
maximum rank.

In addition, the information collected through the faculty evaluation process allows units and the
DSAS to document major faculty accomplishments, including awards, prizes, grants, and
research achievements.

Faculty Activities Reports (or Self-Evaluations)

All full- and part-time faculty must be notified annually by their unit head about the annual
review process. This notification should include information about timing, procedures, and what
information faculty should expect to provide and receive in their formal annual evaluation.
Faculty who do not submit an activities report (self-evaluation) will automatically be designated
as “unsatisfactory” overall (CBA 23.1.h). Faculty should submit their faculty activities report to
the unit head before May 15%.

The faculty activities report asks faculty to provide information about teaching, research/creative
work, and service for the year. Within each category, there are opportunities to document output
and impact, provide brief self-reflections, and generate goals for next year. Note that the form
was developed to accommodate faculty: (1) who have differing contractual obligations for
research/creative work, teaching, and service, and (2) whose disciplines have widely differing
expectations regarding the amounts and kinds of output that faculty members generate. For this
reason, not every question or work category will be relevant to every faculty member.


https://www.provost.pitt.edu/announcements/provost-memos/memo-revised-guidelines-annual-review-faculty-february-16-2021
https://www.provost.pitt.edu/announcements/provost-memos/memo-revised-guidelines-annual-review-faculty-february-16-2021

Completing the faculty activities report provides a valuable opportunity for both self-reflection
and goal setting. Faculty are often so busy with everyday concerns that they have little chance to
step back and reflect on the big picture. To maximize the utility of this opportunity for reflection,
activities reports should provide continuity from year to year. The first step in completing a new
activities report should be reading and reflecting on last year’s report and annual evaluation.

Annual Letters to Faculty from their Unit Head

The goal of annual letters from the unit head is to document evaluations of faculty performance
during the academic year and to provide fair and constructive feedback. These letters should
support faculty career development and alert faculty members to any concerns. In addition to
being kept in the individual faculty member’s personnel file, they are included in renewal files
for faculty on probationary appointments and in promotion files for both appointment-stream and
tenure-stream faculty. New unit heads should consult previous annual letters to document
continuity over time.

Annual letters must include an assessment of overall performance, as well as more detailed
assessments of performance in each relevant area (research/creative work, teaching, service). The
weighting of these areas varies by unit and individual faculty role, and this weighting should be
specified in the annual letter. For tenure-stream and tenured faculty, performance in
research/creative work, teaching, and service should normally all be addressed. For appointment-
stream faculty, the areas indicated in their appointment letter should be addressed. Part-time
instructors will generally be evaluated only for teaching.

All letters must explicitly document whether the faculty member’s overall performance was
satisfactory or unsatisfactory for the academic year. Letters can also document satisfactory or
unsatisfactory performance in each relevant area (e.g., research/creative work, teaching, service).
Unit-level faculty evaluation plans will define what counts as satisfactory research/creative work
and teaching in their unit. At a minimum, satisfactory teaching requires demonstrating effective
instructional delivery, maintaining clear and organized course materials, providing evidence of
student learning through assessments and feedback (via exams, papers, etc.), being responsive to
student emails, holding regular office hours, and submitting syllabi and grades in accordance
with university policies. The DSAS Teaching Assessment Plan (and the unit-level plan, if one
exists) should be used for evaluating teaching.

By default, all faculty with 20% service effort need to accrue 80-100 service points for their
service to be judged satisfactory, as per the DSAS Workload Policy. Unit-level policies should
outline exceptions to this default. Satisfactory performance of service will be determined by the
unit head based on quantity and quality of service. Unit heads determine whether unsatisfactory
performance in one area leads to unsatisfactory performance overall. Overall unsatisfactory
performance leads to a Performance Improvement Plan (CBA, Article 23).


https://www.policy.pitt.edu/sites/default/files/Policies/Academic/Policy_AC39.pdf

If any areas of performance are judged to be deficient or in need of improvement, they should be
explicitly identified in annual letters, and specific guidance should be provided on how these
problems can be remedied. Guidance may include unit, university, and external resources, along
with a recommended timeline for demonstrable improvement.

Annual letters should include any changes in job duties or expectations for the coming year.
They should also include any changes in workload effort.

The faculty member or the unit head may request a meeting after the letter is received. Individual
meetings are especially important for junior and early-career faculty in the tenure and
appointment streams, and when substantive problems need to be addressed. The timing of this
meeting will vary across units but should occur within a reasonable timeframe after the faculty
member submits their annual evaluation material. Faculty on eight- or nine-month contracts
cannot be required to meet with the unit head after May 15™ or before August 15" but may
choose to do so voluntarily. Faculty members who wish to respond to the annual letter may file a
written addendum detailing their position, which is uploaded into the personnel system. The unit
head may, in turn, respond.



