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DEPARTMENT of ELECTRICAL and COMPUTER ENGINEERING 

Departmental Evaluation Policy and Criteria For 

Tenure, Promotion and Merit 

Electrical and Computer Engineering are rapidly changing fields.  Significant effort is 

required just to keep abreast of the advances in a particular area, let alone to be at the forefront of 

these advances.  The requirement to maintain a curriculum that reflects these advances and 

integrates them into course materials continually challenges the electrical and computer 

engineering faculty.  Great effort and energy are required to develop inadequately prepared 

students into above average electrical engineering graduates, as documented by their scores on 

the national Fundamentals of Engineering (FE) exam. 

The electrical and computer engineering faculty spend half of their time teaching cadets, 

veterans and active duty students in the day (SCCC) program and half teaching non-traditional 

students in the evening (CGC) program.  In addition to this long and split day/night schedule, the 

electrical and computer engineering faculty have been required, on an almost regular basis, to 

teach overloads.  Furthermore, ECE faculty work with both day and evening students outside of 

the classroom, bear heavy individual committee loads as required in a short-staffed department, 

and must additionally serve as advisors for senior design projects.  STEM outreach and a 

constant flow of additional duties add to this severe load.  These demands and the fact that no 

graduate students are available to assist in grading or working on various aspects of a research, 

severely limit the ability of the electrical and computer engineering faculty to establish and 

maintain an active program of research.  

Accordingly, the evaluation of electrical and computer engineering faculty for tenure, 

promotion and merit is heavily skewed toward teaching effectiveness.  The first priority of the 

electrical and computer engineering faculty in the area of research/scholarly activity is to remain 

current in their primary area(s) of teaching specialty.  The small department size requires that 

faculty members remain current in more than one area of electrical and computer engineering. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

The Department Head must evaluate the department faculty for each January - December 

period.  He will be assisted in these matters by a Departmental Advisory Committee on 

Promotion, Tenure, Awards, and Merit.  Since the small size of the department severely restricts 

the makeup of the committee, it will consist of tenured professors appointed by the Department 

Head.  The committee shall review the Personal Data Sheet and any supportive documents and 

make appropriate recommendations.  Every effort will be made to reconcile any differences 

between the committee recommendations and those of the Department Head.  The Department 

Head will utilize, with discretion, peer evaluations, course evaluations by students, and exit 

interviews with graduating seniors.  The Department Head has the ultimate responsibility for the 

final recommendations to the Dean of the School of Engineering. 



 

 

Each January the faculty member will provide the department head with an annual 

development plan.  The faculty member and the department head will discuss the development 

plan to ensure that the plan supports the mission of the department and college and is in concert 

with the requirements for probationary reappointment, tenure, and promotion as presented in 

Memorandum 3-7, 12 OCT 2012.  During this time the faculty member will also discuss his 

previous year’s performance.  The faculty member’s performance in the areas of teaching, 

scholarly and professional activities, and collegial activities will be documented an annual 

Personal Data Sheet to be submitted in the March timeframe. 

The following policies, procedures, and criteria were developed to guide evaluation of the 

overall performance of each member of the electrical engineering faculty.  The evaluation 

provides the basis for recommendations to the Dean of the School of Engineering concerning 

promotion in academic rank, tenure, and merit pay adjustments.  The criteria establish a basis for 

the evaluation and serve as goals for all faculty members. 

Criteria for three areas of faculty responsibility are established: teaching responsibility, 

scholarly and professional responsibility, and collegial responsibility.  In measuring performance 

by these criteria, the burden of proof of performance higher than Satisfactory shall rest with the 

individual professor.  The burden of proof of Unsatisfactory performance shall rest with the 

Department Head. 

Teaching Effectiveness 

The primary responsibility of a faculty member is to teach.  The evaluation of teaching 

effectiveness will include the following elements: 

a) Preparation for Teaching. 

1. Keeps up with developments in relevant professional fields. 

2. Exercises judicious innovation, both in substance and in method, in preparing 

    subject matter for presentation. 

3. Maintains ABET-required files of course information. 

b) Classroom Presentation. 

1. Communicates clearly and effectively. 

2. Presents subject matter in an organized manner. 

3. Motivates students to their potential. 

c) Evaluation of Student Performance. 

1. Evaluates student performance on a regular and conscientious basis. 

2. Returns graded work promptly. 

d) Peer Evaluations. 

e) Student Counseling. 

1. Maintains accessibility for student-initiated conferences and counseling. 

2. Is responsive to student needs. 

f) Professional Conduct. 

 



 

 

1. Always punctual and consistent in meeting classes. 

2. Inspires respect for the teaching profession through consistently appropriate  

    conduct both inside and outside the classroom. 

g) Advising Senior Design Projects. 

h) Student Input. 

1. Student Evaluation of Instruction. 

2. Student Evaluation of Learning 

3. Student Exit Interviews. 

4. Student Conferences 

i) Other Elements (supporting documentation required). 

Within the area of teaching responsibility, five evaluation ratings are defined: 

OUTSTANDING- 

Performs each of the elements above in an outstanding manner. 

SUPERIOR- 

Performs elements (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) in an outstanding manner (f), (g) and 

(h) in a superior manner. 

MERITORIOUS- 

Performs elements (b), (c) and (d) in a superior manner and (a), (e), (f) (g) and (h) 

in an acceptable manner. 

SATISFACTORY- 

Performs each of the elements above in an acceptable manner. 

UNSATISFACTORY- 

Performs elements (a) or (b) or (c) or (d) in an unacceptable manner regardless of 

performance in elements (e), (f), and (g). 

NOTE:   Outstanding or superior peer evaluation will be necessary to justify a rating of 

OUTSTANDING or SUPERIOR on teaching performance. 

Scholarly and Professional Activity 

The evaluation of scholarly and professional activity will include the following elements. 

a) Publishing or Presentation of Scholarly Work (in order of relative merit). 

1. Authors a scholarly book. 

2. Authors an article in a refereed journal. 

3. Is awarded a patent. 

4. Receives a grant, contract, or summer fellowship 

5. Presents a paper at a national conference. 

6. Presents a paper at a regional conference. 

7. Authors technical paper in non-refereed publication. 

8. Authors technical report. 



 

 

9. Other evidence, documentation required. 

b) Professional Activity and Development (not in order of relative merit). 

1. Consistently contributes to curriculum and course development. (Develops or 

significantly refines design projects, laboratory experiments, case studies, or 

computer exercises.)  Documentation required. 

2. Is active in professional societies at the local, regional, or national level. 

3. Initiates and conducts respectable research. Scope and nature must be 

described. 

4. Writes and submits grant or contract proposal.  Document required. 

5. Engages in engineering consulting work. Scope and nature must be described. 

6. Is registered as a Professional Engineer. 

7. Conducts seminars or serves on seminar panels. 

8. Attends major conferences. 

9. Develops a new course/laboratory.  Documentation required. 

10. Consistently updates courses as technology changes. 

11. Other evidence, documentation required. 

Within the area of scholarly and professional activities, five evaluation ratings are 

defined: 

OUTSTANDING- 

Has engaged in 1 of the first 5 activities under (a) above at least once in the last 3 

years and has engaged in 5 out of the 11 activities under (b) above in the last year. 

SUPERIOR- 

Has engaged in one of the activities in (a) above at least once in the last 3 years 

and has engaged in 4 out of the 11 activities in (b) above in the last year. 

MERITORIOUS- 

Has engaged in 5 out of the 11 activities in (b) above in the last year. 

SATISFACTORY- 

Has engaged in 4 out of the 11 activities in (b) above in the last year. 

UNSATISFACTORY- 

Has engaged in fewer than 4 of the 11 activities in (b) above in the last year. 

Service 

The evaluation of collegial responsibility will include the following elements: 

a) Committee Activities. 

1. Exercises leadership role in College committees. 

2. Is a contributing member of College committees. 

3. Exercises leadership role in department committees. 

4. Is a contributing member of department committees. 

5. Serves other College organizations such as Faculty Council. 

6. Other. 



 

 

b) Student Activities. 

1. Serves as chief advisor to Tau Beta Pi or IEEE Student Branch. 

2. Serves as an advisor to student professional organizations. 

3. Serves as an advisor to any student organization, including service as a 

Company Academic Advisor. 

4. Advises and counsels students in academic as well as other matters. 

5. Other. 

c) Community Service. 

1. Presents talks in areas of expertise to community groups. 

2. Grants interviews to share knowledge in areas of expertise. 

3. Judges science fairs or similar activities. 

4. Participates in community activities in support of the engineering profession. 

5. Other. 

Within the area of collegial responsibility, five evaluation ratings are defined: 

OUTSTANDING- 

Performs 3 of the elements in (a) above and 2 elements from (b) and/or (c) above 

in an outstanding manner. 

SUPERIOR- 

Performs 3 of the elements in (a) above and 1 element from (b) or (c) above in an 

outstanding manner. 

MERITORIOUS- 

Performs 2 of the elements in (a) above in an outstanding manner and 1 element 

each from (b) and (c) above in an acceptable manner. 

SATISFACTORY- 

Performs 2 of the elements in (a) above and 1 element each from (b) and (c) 

above in an acceptable manner. 

UNSATISFACTORY- 

Performs only 1 element in (a) or (b) above in an acceptable manner. 

RATING PROCEDURE 

The following scoring system will be utilized to assist in determining the overall rating of 

an electrical engineering department faculty member.  

   Evaluation  Points 

Outstanding      4 

Superior      3 

Meritorious         2 

Satisfactory      1 

Unsatisfactory      0 



 

 

Each faculty member will receive from 0 to 4 points in each of the three areas of evaluation 

(Teaching Effectiveness, Scholarly Activity, and Service), making the maximum number of 

points that can be received to be 12 and the minimum number to be 0.  In addition, each of the 

three areas of evaluation will be weighted on a percentage scale based on the faculty member's 

work load for a given evaluation period, and as documented in that member’s Professional 

Development Plan.  The ranges over which these percentages can vary are defined below.   

Evaluation Component Weight Range 

Teaching Effectiveness (50 - 60%) 

Scholarly Activity  (20 - 30%) 

Service   (20 - 30%) 

Sabbatical or other leave during the evaluation period will require an adjustment to the 

target percentages.  The assigned weights must add to 100%.   

 

Rating Example 

The following example demonstrates how this system would work.  Because of his or her 

work load, faculty member X’s overall evaluation will be weighted as follows: 

Evaluation Component  Weight  

Teaching Effectiveness  50% 

Scholarly Activity   25% 

Service    25% 

Based upon the department's evaluation criteria, faculty member X receives the following 

evaluation in each of the three areas of evaluation. 

Evaluation Area  Rating   Points 

Teaching Effectiveness Superior  3 

Scholarly Activity  Meritorious  2 

Service   Outstanding  4 

Based upon the point values and the scoring percentages, faculty member X's overall rating will 

be determined as follows. 

   Evaluation Area Points  % Summary Points 

Teaching Effectiveness  3 50  1.5 

Scholarly Activity  2 25  0.5 

Service   4 25  1.0 

 

Total Evaluation Points  =  3.0 

Therefore, faculty member X, with a total of 3.0 points, would receive an overall rating of 

superior for the evaluation period in question. 

 


