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1. Does your
department use an 
elected, peer 
evaluation group to 
conduct faculty merit 
evaluations?

No - The dept. 
Evaluation is a 
composite of 
evaluation by the 
individual faculty 
member (10%), the 
departmental 
committee 
comprised of 4 
division heads in 
the dept. (50%) and 
the dept. chair
(40%). Although
the division heads 
are chosen by 
faculty consensus, 
the committee is 
not a body elected 
specifically for the 
task of peer 
evaluation.

No - See 
footnote #2

No - See footnote #3 No - Faculty 
on several 
occasions 
over 10 years 
declined to 
be involved 
in 
evaluations 
and deferred 
total 
responsibility 
to the chair.

 
Yes Yes

 

2. Does the
department 
chair/head participate 
in the deliberations 
of the elected, peer 
evaluation group 
during faculty merit 
evaluations?

Yes - The dept. 
chair facilitates the 
dept. committee 
discussion but has 
no vote.

No - See 
footnote #2

NA not elected NA - See #1
 

No - The 
Division 
Head, 
Associate 
Dean, and 
Dean do an 
administrative 
review for 
50% value; 
the peer 
review is 
50%

No - The 
elected faculty 
group reviews 
the documents 
submitted by 
faculty 
(updated cv and 
2-page 
presentation of 
highlights); 
these same 
documents are 
reviewed by the 
Dean, Assc. 

 



Dean and 2 
division heads 
(meeting of the 
group); the two 
ratings (faculty 
peer group and 
adm) receive 
equal weighting 
in determining 
merit.

3. Does the
department 
chair/head collate 
scores from the 
elected, peer 
evaluation group 
during the faculty 
merit evaluations?

Yes No - See 
footnote #2

NA NA See #1
 

Yes Question is 
unclear. The
peer group 
forwards their 
ratings for each 
faculty member 
(a PA group 
does this for the 
PA staff); these 
are forwarded 
to the Adm. 
Group.

 

4. Does the
department 
chair/head render an 
evaluation during the 
faculty merit 
evaluations?

Yes - As above, the 
chair's evaluation is 
weighted as 40$ of 
the total evaluation.

Yes - As 
mentioned in 
footnote #2, 
there is no 
provision for 
an elected 
peer 
evaluation 
group in the 
faculty 
compensation 
policy of this 
department.
As a result, 
there is no 
relative 
weighting of 
the chairs 
evaluation as 
compared to 
that which 
might be 

Chair's/Head's score to 
that of the faculty peer 
review committee - see 
responses below.

Yes - 100% 
Chair

 
Yes - 50% Yes - 

Chair's/Head's 
score to that of 
the faculty peer 
review 
committee.

 



offered by an 
elected 
faculty peer 
review 
committee.

5. Does the
department have a 
formal 
compensation/merit 
evaluation policy?

Yes Yes - See the 
faculty 
compensation 
policy of the 
department 
(attached)

Yes Yes - Point 
system - 
teaching, 
research 
(includes 
grants and 
publications), 
service and 
clinical.

 
No response No response

 

6. Does your
department annually 
vote on the 
process(es) and 
criteria for faculty 
merit evaluations?

No - See footnote 1 No - see 
faculty 
compensation 
policy of the 
department.

Yes - see footnote #3 No - Each 
faculty 
member is 
individually 
interviewed.

 
No No - The entire 

school has a 
policy that was 
adopted a 
number of 
years ago. This
is circulated to 
faculty each 
year explaining 
what needs to 
be submitted 
for merit.

 

7. Who makes the
final decision on the 
actual amount of 
merit pay awarded in 
faculty merit 
evaluations?

Chair/Head - A 
formula, based on 
the job 
description/time 
allocation of the 
individual faculty 
member in 
scholarly activity, 
service and 
teaching, is used to 
calculate the 
individual's merit 
score. The relative
contribution of the 
individual (10%), 
the dept. committee 

Other - the 
Dean

Faculty peer; Chair/Head 
and Other - See footnote 
#3 - Final Decision by 
Director, Chair, Director 
& Chair, Chair & Dean

Other - Chair 
in 
consultation 
with the 
Dean.

 
The Dean has 
the final say 
but uses the 
merit peer 
review 50% 
and 
administrative 
review for 
50%.

Other - Based 
on the amount 
of money 
available, the 
amount to be 
allocated for 
persons being 
promoted or 
tenured, the 
dean then 
calculates the 
amount. The
scores from 
pers for the 
three missions 
are totaled and 

 



(50%) and dept. 
chair (40%) are 
considered in the 
formula.

averaged. This
is then 
converted into 
a % of salary 
increase.

8. Does the available
pool (not the source) 
of dollars available 
for annual faculty 
merit distribution 
vary depending on 
how a faculty 
member's 
appointment is 
funded?

No No - not in 
this 
department.

No No
 

No response No - The 
amount 
available is 
determined by 
what is 
available from 
the State.
Money from 
persons on 
grants is largely 
spent paying 
for persons to 
replace them 
for their 
teaching 
assignments.

 

9. Are the faculty
aware of the 
available pool of 
money to be 
allocated to merit 
salary increases in 
this department? [e.g. 
dollars as a % of 
current pay, gross 
dollars, etc.]

Yes No - This 
amount is 
determined 
by the Dean 
and the 
actual figure 
is generally 
not known 
until some 
time after all 
faculty 
reviews are 
completed by 
the Chair.
Should any 
faculty 
member 
desire to 
know what 
the actual 
total dollar 
amount of the 
pool was, 

Yes - Average percent to 
be distributed in Dept. and 
Dean's pool is 
communicated as soon as 
it is known. In the past
few years, a larger portion 
of the allocation goes to 
the Dept. for merit. A
Dean's pool set aside is 
available to address 
merit/marketplace issues, 
as well as "special" merit 
over and above the Dept. 
merit award. 

Yes
 

Yes Yes - Dean 
Edwardson 
shares the 
amount
available with 
the faculty.

 



they would 
certainly be 
so informed.

10. Does the
presence of a 
research grant 
containing salary 
dollars influence 
what might be 
available for 
awarding to
individual faculty at 
annual merit 
distribution 
deliberations? [e.g. 
3% average increase 
suggested by central 
administration, but 
grant contains 2% or 
4% increase on that 
portion of the 
involved individual's 
salary]

No No - not in 
this 
department.

No No
 

No response No
 

11. Does the
presence of a 
practice plan 
influence what might 
be available for 
awarding to 
individual faculty at 
annual merit 
distribution 
deliberations? [e.g., 
is the % of an 
individual's 
appointment that is 
assigned to clinical 
practice/service 
treated similarly to 
what has been 
suggested by central 
administration (3%) 
or are practice 
dollars awarded 

No No - not in 
this 
department.

No No
 

No response No - Few 
faculty are 
engaged in 
practice and 
fewer 
participate in 
the faculty 
practice plan.

NA



strictly on the basis 
of income 
generation?

12. Do monies
generated from 
clinical practice 
endeavors go into the 
academic department 
and potentially into a 
merit pool involving 
those faculty not 
engaged in clinical 
practice?

No No - not in 
this 
department.

No No
 

No response This is such a 
small dollar 
amount that it 
would not 
influence 
anything.
Monies from 
practice are 
used to offset a 
reduced 
teaching load 
for a faculty 
member who is 
part of the 
practice plan.

 

13. Do the faculty in
the department get a 
report on how 
available merit pool 
dollars were 
distributed 
(obviously not 
specifically to whom, 
but in the anonymous 
sense "how many 
faculty got what % 
raise)?

Yes No - not 
ordinarily.
Each 
individual 
faculty 
member 
receives a 
letter from 
the chair 
stating the 
dollar 
amount of 
his/her salary 
increase.
However, if a 
majority of 
departmental 
members 
were to 
request such 
information 
on an annual 
basis (to date, 
this has not 
occurred), 
the chair 

No - They do not get a 
formal report on the 
specific questions you 
state; it may or may not be 
discussed after annual 
reviews. See #7

Yes
 

Yes Yes
 



would 
provide that 
as well.

14. Is the goal to
award an "average" 
of the annually 
specified percent (as 
determined by 
Central 
Administration) to an 
individual's total 
faculty salary? 

Yes Yes - the 
average 
faculty salary 
increase is 
based on the 
school's 
faculty salary 
plan as 
approved by 
the 
University.

Need clarification on the 
question.

No - Award 
is based on 
activity - 
over 1988 to 
1999 
department 
award range 
varied up to 
20-fold.

 
No response No - The 

percent 
awarded is 
determined by 
the ratings they 
received from 
peers and 
admin.

 

15. Do you have any
"incentive pay" or 
annual productivity 
bonuses that are 
awarded to faculty?

Yes - The School 
of Dentistry sets 
aside a special 
merit pool for 
disbursement by 
the Dean. This is
done on the 
recommendation of 
the departmental 
chairs, pleading the 
cases of faculty 
who have made 
school wide 
contributions 
which may not 
have been awarded 
adequately by the 
departmental 
processes. The
faculty have been 
receptive and 
appreciative of this 
special merit 
process.

Yes - A 
separate pool 
of money 
(referred to 
as "Market 
money" in 
the school's 
faculty salary 
plan) is set 
aside by the 
Dean and he 
determines 
what amount, 
if any, an 
individual 
faculty 
member 
might receive 
from that 
pool.

No Yes - 
Recipients of 
dental class 
teaching 
awards 
automatically 
receive 
$1,000.

 
No Yes and No - 

More of our 
productivity 
relates to 
generating 
grant monies to 
cover summer 
salaries as most 
of the faculty 
are B 
appointments.

 

16. Are you aware of
the Faculty 
Compensation Policy 
and what it says 

Yes Yes No response Yes
 

No response Yes
 



about how annual 
merit evaluations and 
salary determinations 
are to be conducted?

17. Do you as
department 
chair/head meet with 
your faculty 
individually to 
explicitly discuss 
their merit evaluation 
and to agree upon 
mutual expectations 
for the following 
academic year?

Yes Yes Yes - At annual review,
faculty meet with their
division director to a)
review past years' activity
and performance,
especially that related to
the goals that were
previously established for
the year, and b) to
mutually established new
goals and expectations for
the coming year. These
are reviewed in the
Director/Chair meeting(s).
Rarely are there
misunderstandings about
workload/expectations…if
so, faculty, director and
chair meet.

Yes
 

Yes Yes
 

Do you as 
department 
chair/head 
use a 
criteria-based 
formula to 
calculate 
merit scores 
for 
individual 
faculty?

18.
Yes - Merit points 
are weighted the 
same at all faculty 
ranks.

Yes - (b) No 
- the policy 
as 
established, 
does not 
provide for 
any special 
weighting by 
faculty rank.

Yes - See above

b) not weighted by faculty 
rank

Yes - It is 
weighted by 
% effort in 
various areas.

b) Not 
weighted by 
rank.

Yes

o=outstanding 
highest; 
c=commendable; 
n=neither

a.

nob.
the highest 
scores get the 
greater increase.

c.

 
Yes - The 
criteria for each 
rank are used to 
evaluate the 
faculty member 
- this includes 
all three 
missions of the 
school and 
governance.
The three 
missions are 
equally 
weighted.

b) yes

 

19. Are merit $
awarded on a % of 
salary base, a raw 
dollar basis (e.g., 

Other - Half of the 
merit pool 
distribution is 
based on 

Merit dollars 
are awarded 
on a raw 
dollar basis 

Raw & % - Annual merit 
awarded on a % basis (see 
7 above) If, after all $
assigned by % there are 

Raw $ from 
pool- Points 
are correlated 
to the total 

No response
 

% of salary 
base - Percent 
of salary for
increase.

 



dollars from the 
available pool 
regardless of annual 
salary), some 
combination of % 
and raw $, or some 
other method?

percentage of 
current salary base, 
favoring the more 
senior faculty with 
higher salaries. The
other half of the 
distribution is 
based on straight 
dollars, favoring 
the more 
productive faculty 
in a given year.

from the 
pool.

any funds left, they may 
be divided among those in 
the higher merit 
categories.

Marketplace "" $ (lump); 
Special Merit ""

number of 
dollars.

20. When and how
do you communicate 
the faculty member's 
annual salary 
incremental increase 
(or lack thereof) to 
individual faculty in 
your department?

Faculty receive 
notice by letter 
from the 
department chair 
subsequent to the 
department 
receiving 
information from 
the administration 
regarding its merit 
pool. This is done
within one week.

By letter 
from the 
chair 
following 
final 
approval of 
the school's 
salary plan.

Usually after meeting with 
the Dean on each person's 
review, he signs off on all 
recommendations. On
occasion, and when 
appropriate, a faculty 
member is met with in 
advance of the chair's 
meeting with the Dean and 
is informed of the 
recommendation to be 
made. How - an email (see
footnote #3 below)

By written 
notice 
containing 
personal data 
plus 
aggregate 
departmental 
data 
(anonymous)

Dean's letter after the 
process is completed.

 
The School of 
Nursing 
functions as 
one unit. The
Dean sends out 
the information 
about the merit 
ratings and % 
of increase to 
each faculty 
member and 
PA with their 
letter of 
re-appointment.
This info has 
been shared 
with the 
Division 
Heads.

 

21. When did the
merit salary increases 
for your tenured and 
tenure-track faculty 
become effective in 
your department this 
year? (e.g., when did
your faculty see the 
difference in their 
gross pay?) Specify
the month and year 
the raises for 99-00 
became effective.

This is entirely 
dependent on the 
central 
administration 
disbursement of the 
funds. The
difference was first 
realized Sept. 22, 
00, retroactive to 
6/21/99.

October 6, 
99, 
retroactive to 
June 21, 99.

Received retroactive pay 
to July 1 in October.

September 
1999

July 1
 

July 99
 



22. Are there any
problems with the 
Faculty 
Compensation Policy 
that you feel should 
be addressed by the 
Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs 
and/or the Faculty 
Senate?

Not from my 
perspective.

No
 

A generally 
agreed 
approach to 
compensation 
would be 
useful.

  
We have tried 
to keep the 
process simple 
and yet fair.
Although 
concerns have 
been expressed, 
no one has 
come forth with 
a better plan. It
seems to be 
equitable and 
overall has met 
the needs of the 
School.

 

         

Footnote #2

At the present time, there is no provision for an elected peer evaluation group in  the faculty compensation policy of the Department of Restorative Sciences (enclosure). This policy
(last revised in March of 1997), is based on the faculty compensation policy adopted by the University of Minnesota Faculty Senate on February 18, 1993 and recommendations/ 
approval from the faculty of the Department of Restorative Sciences. The just referenced policy applies to all full time faculty (94xx), Academic Professional (97xx), and Academic
Administrative (93xx) staff of the Department of Restorative Sciences. A complete description of the calculation of faculty salary compensation (i.e., its mathematical derivation),
used to determine any individual departmental faculties actual salary increase is included in enclosure #1. Any increase is based on the following criteria: 1) Effort distributions for
teaching, research and service; 2) Student evaluation of teaching; 3) Peer evaluat ion by division directors and/or departmental chair; 4) Progress on goals and obje ctives.

1.

As mentioned above, there is currently no provision for an elected peer evaluation  group in the faculty compensation policy of the Department of Restorative Sciences (enclosure
#1). Under this policy, the chair of the department annually evaluates each individual faculty member using the criteria referenced in question #1.

2.

As mentioned above, there is no provision for an elected peer evaluation group in the faculty compensation policy of the Department of Restorative Sciences. The chair does
however, collate the results of his own evaluation of the faculty member in question and the results from the individual faculty member's evaluation provided by his/her division
director. He also collates any other information that person may have provided as required by the department policy.

3.

Footnote #3

Current policy has evolved from that adopted by the faculty in 1988/89 when reorga nization occurred. Discussions regarding policy/process changes have continually been a
component item of the agenda for the eight member Preventive Sciences Administrative Committee. The Committee is aware of recently articulated guidelines and policies; the
concept of an annually elected peer group separate from the existing peer group wi ll be presented to the faculty for a vote this year. At the same time, we feel that our current
system/process has served us well; we believe it is, and for the most part is perceived as fair, useful, and that it meets the spirit, if not the letter of the new guidelines.

1.

6. Process is reviewed/revised annually by Dept. Administrative Committee, usually at its first meeting in January. Committee consists of Division director and another faculty
representative of each of four divisions. This year, we intend to use the same format/process as in the past, with very minor modifications. Annual review is done by calendar year - is
always done whether salary increase $ are available/not available. This yrs notification to faculty regarding annual review: "It is not too soon to remind continuing faculty in your divisions
of annual review. Most likely, review materials will be due in Department Office on or about March 7. At our last meeting, we decided to go with the same format as last year: a) CV's
updated through December 99; b) faculty self reviews/checklist and comprehensive statement of activities; c) directors meet with faculty regarding last years and new goals; d)report of and 
request for outside consulting activities (awaiting clarification to see if this will be implemented on line); e) division directors rate faculty - meet with chair." At the same time, it is our goal
to finalize a Dept. plan to implement post-tenure review by the end of the calendar year.



On or before March 1 - Faculty evaluate themselves, (and record ratings) with respect to their achievement of goals, their activity and performance of several 
duties/responsibilities/assignments/expectations under the three broad categories identified in the Dept. 7.12 Tenure Statement - i.e. Teaching, Scholarly Activity and Research,
Service. They rate their own merit performance as Outstanding, More than Adequate,  Adequate, Inadequate. Peer evaluations from colleagues may also be submitted - they are no
longer solicited. Faculty meet with division director regarding previous year and new goals/objectives.

7.

Definitions:

I = Inadequate (Does not meet assigned/expected standard) 

A = Adequate (Meets assigned/expected standards) - Merit 0 meets but does not exceed in any category - Proportion of Avg Allotted - .00

M= More than Adequate (Exceeds " ") - Merit 1 exceeds standard in one category ade quate in others - " " = .75

O= Outstanding (Substantially Exceeds " ") - Merit 2 clearly exceeds standard in a t least two of three categories of assigned work or Outstanding on one area with no Inadequate 
ratings - .95

Merit 3 - Outstanding in all categories or in two for Clinical Track - 1.05

Special Merit - Merit 3 faculty also considered for raw $ award

20. An email is sent to each individual thanking them for their contributions and detailing information about their merit increase as well as any marketplace and special merit awards-usually
within 24 to 48 hours of receiving clearance to do so. Also send a composite of information to each division director noting data for each individual in their unit.  Always meet with those
whose performance is Inadequate or marginal. Follow up with informal visits to others - encourage further discussion.


