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1. Graded rankings in Research, Teaching, and Service will be made by a Salary Committee 

comprised of all tenure-line faculty of the Department of Astronomy.  The Salary 
Committee will consist of two Subcommittees selected from among all department faculty, 
except the Chairperson of the Department.  Membership on the two Subcommittees will 
rotate among the regular faculty.  The Chair will maintain a list of faculty who have served 
on the Subcommittees in previous academic years, and will assign faculty to the two 
Subcommittees on a rotating basis, such that the subcommittees are different each year.  
All tenured faculty, including faculty on sabbatical, are required to serve on a Salary 
Subcommittee.  Untenured, tenure-track faculty will be invited to serve, but are not 
required to do so.  Married or conjugal faculty will be assigned to the same Subcommittee. 
 Each Subcommittee will select a chair, who will be responsible for convening the 
Subcommittee and reporting the Subcommittee's recommendations to the Chair.   

 
2. Each Subcommittee will produce graded rankings in each category, research, teaching, and 

service, for all tenure-line faculty who are not members of the Subcommittee by using:  a) 
the Faculty Summary Reports for the last three years,  b)  personal knowledge and 
judgment of performance, and c) any supplementary material provided by faculty prior to 
the subcommittee's deliberations.  The graded rankings will range from 1 (lowest) to 5 
(highest).  In producing the rankings the Subcommittees will follow the performance 
criteria adopted by the Department and included in the Appendix.  Each Subcommittee 
should provide a written statement describing the rationale for the rankings for each faculty 
member reviewed. 

 
3. The category rankings shall be recorded and reported only to the first decimal place (e.g., 

3.5 or 3.6, not 3.53). It is the intent of the faculty in adopting this provision to prevent 
meaningless distinctions in ranking at the hundredths level.  

 
4. After agreeing upon a set of rankings, including for the Chair of the Department, each 

Subcommittee will report their rankings to the Chair.  The Chair will review the rankings 
from the two Subcommittees and meet individually with each Subcommittee to reconcile 
and merge the rankings of the two Subcommittees 

  
5. Once the research, teaching and service rankings from the two Subcommittees have been 

reconciled and merged, the Chair will calculate an overall merit ranking by averaging the 
three graded rankings with the weights 4:3:2 for research, teaching, and service 
respectively.  The merit rankings are used in the following formula to compute raises from 
the salary pool. 

 
M = merit ranking 

 
S = fraction of the departmental salary base represented by the individual's current 
       (not raised) salary. 

 



Square brackets [] in the formula mean that the parameter contained inside is normalized, 
that is, it is divided by the sum of that parameter for all faculty.  In other words,  

 
[SxM] for faculty member A = SxM for faculty member A divided by the sum of 
the SxM’s for all faculty members. 

 
POOL = total dollar amount of the departmental pool for faculty salary raises minus up to 
10% retained for Chair's discretion.  Up to 10% of the salary pool may be withheld at the 
Chair’s discretion to address special situations, including equity. 

 
The formula then is: RAISE = POOLx[SxM]  
 
It is the intent of this provision that close rankings should be considered identical, and so 
simple numerical rounding should not be used automatically.  For example, suppose the 
overall weighted merit rankings for two faculty members come out to be 3.54 and 3.56. 
Depending on the rankings of other faculty, both these rankings in the example should be 
reported either as 3.5 or as 3.6, at the Chair's discretion.  

 
6. The Chair will announce the availability of the final and category rankings to all faculty 

members of the department. Any faculty member who requests it will be given the 
following:  a) the individual's graded rankings in each category, b) the individual's merit 
ranking, c)  a list of the graded rankings in each category for all the faculty (ordered low to 
high and unidentified as to faculty member), d) a list of the merit rankings for all the 
faculty (ordered low to high and unidentified as to faculty member), and e) written 
comments from the Subcommittee, as noted in item 2, and revised as needed after the 
reconciliation of the two Subcommittees.  These rankings are all reported to one decimal 
point according to item #5 above. 

 
7. Within a week, if possible, of the rankings being made available to individual faculty, a 

faculty member may appeal his or her individual category rankings and/or overall merit 
ranking. The appeal should be addressed to the Chair of the Department in writing and 
should include a careful explication of the reasons for making the appeal. With the 
concurrence of the appellant, the Chair will convene an appeal committee comprised of one 
member from each salary subcommittee to review the appeal and make adjustments to the 
appellant's rankings.  An appeal should take no longer than one week to adjudicate.  The 
Appeal Committee will report back in writing to the faculty member making the appeal, 
and may offer an explanation for granting the appeal or denying it, at the Appeal 
Committee's discretion, but only if it does not involve reference to information about other 
faculty members and their rankings that should remain confidential.  

 
8. The chairs of the two Salary Subcommittees will collaborate to provide a written evaluation 

of the Department Chair's performance for the Dean. 
 
9. This policy will be reviewed for endorsement or changes in 2009 and at least every three 

years thereafter. 
 

Appendix: Criteria and Scale 



 
For purposes of salary rankings, the Faculty Salary Committees are encouraged to consider the 
following criteria in evaluating faculty performance in research, teaching, and service.  Evidence 
in support of performance should be included in the annual Faculty Summary Reports and self-
identified annual highlights (bullets) in research, teaching, and service.   Faculty performance 
should be evaluated over three years and faculty are encouraged to strive for excellence in their 
academic, scholarly, and creative activities.  Our goal is to recognize what faculty members 
contribute to the department, to the campus, to the community, and to the discipline, and to 
reward individuals for their strengths. 
 
Performance in research, teaching, and service should be evaluated numerically according to the 
following scale: 
 
 Excellent - Performance substantially exceeds department expectations.   

 RECOMMENDED RANGE: 4.0 - 5.0 
 Very good - Performance exceeds department expectations in some ways, and meets 

expectations overall.   
 RECOMMENDED RANGE: 3.3 - 3.9 
Good - Performance meets department expectations overall.   
 RECOMMENDED RANGE: 2.6 - 3.2 

 Adequate - Performance meets department expectations is some respects but is below 
expectations in others. 

 RECOMMENDED RANGE: 2.0 - 2.5 
 Poor - Performance falls significantly below department expectations.   

 RECOMMENDED RANGE: 1.9 or below 
 
Research - The Department's expectation is that faculty are active in research or creative 
activity, including instrumentation.  Evidence of activity in research may take many forms, and 
could include (but is not limited to) the following examples. 
• Publications - how many refereed publications and prominence of authorship (including 

student authors); books and book chapters 
• Participation in or leadership of research programs of national scope, including 

instrumentation. 
• Success or submission of external grant proposals 
• External recognition of research (awards, invited talks, citations at meetings, etc.) 
• Citations for published work 
• National media attention for significant scientific work 
 
Teaching - The Department's expectation is that faculty fulfill their basic classroom teaching 
responsibilities and mentor students.  Evidence of success in meeting Department expectations 
could include (but is not limited to) the following examples: 
• Success and number of graduate students advised 
• Evidence supporting classroom success 
• External teaching awards 
• Effort beyond the basics of teaching courses (major revisions, new courses) 
• Success in mentoring IU undergraduate majors and research students, including REU 

students 



• Engagement in active effort to improve teaching, e.g. SOTL 
 
Service - The Department's expectation is that faculty fulfill basic service responsibilities in the 
Department and engage in additional service to the University, the community, or the discipline. 
 Evidence of success in meeting Department expectations in service could include (but is not 
limited to) the following activities: 
• Extent of commitment and involvement in service at the department level  
• Extent of commitment and involvement in service to the University, the community, and the 

discipline. 
• Leadership and impact of service on the Department, the University, the community, or the 

discipline, both national and international. 
• Within the Department, service might include chairing or serving on committees, 

contributing to the outreach program, filling key roles related to our academic and research 
missions, etc. 

 
 


