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Department Chair Evaluation Letter Template
(Faculty Annual Review/Post Tenure Review)
Date: [Date of letter]
To: [Faculty Member Name]
From: [Department Chair Name], Department Chair
Department: [Department Name]
Review Period: [Academic Year(s)]
This letter summarizes the evaluation discussion held on [date of meeting] between [Department Chair name] and [Faculty Member name] regarding your [Faculty Annual Review/Post Tenure Review] for the [review period]. The evaluation is based on materials you submitted and our discussion, in accordance with department, college and university guidelines.
1. Learning (Teaching and Instructional Effectiveness)
During the review period, your contributions to learning and instruction included [courses taught, delivery modes, innovations, mentoring, curriculum development, advising, or assessment activities, as applicable].
Strengths observed in this area include:
· [Example: Effective course design and alignment of learning outcomes]
· [Example: Use of evidence-based teaching practices]
· [Example: Student feedback and/or peer evaluations reflecting instructional effectiveness]
Areas for continued development or improvement, as discussed, include:
· [Example: Enhancing assessment strategies or student engagement]
· [Example: Incorporating additional instructional innovations]
After review of the submitted materials, your performance in the area of Learning during this review period received a score of XX, with a weight of XX, consistent with the weighting structure established in the previous review cycle.  This score places your performance in this area at the level of [Outstanding / Excellent / Meets Expectations / Needs Improvement / Unacceptable].
2. Scholarship (Research, and Scholarly Activity)
Your scholarly activity during the review period included [publications, presentations, grants, applied research, or scholarship of teaching and learning], consistent with your assigned workload and faculty role.
Strengths in this area include:
· [Example: Peer-reviewed publications]
· [Example: Scholarly engagement aligned with departmental or disciplinary priorities]
· [Example: Progress toward long-term research or grant]
Areas for continued focus or growth include:
· [Example: Increasing scholarly output or dissemination]
· [Example: Developing a clearer scholarly agenda or grant activity]
Based on a review of the submitted materials, your performance in the area of Scholarship during this review period received a score of XX, with a weight of XX, consistent with the weighting structure established in the previous review cycle. This score places your performance in this area at the level of [Outstanding / Excellent / Meets Expectations / Needs Improvement / Unacceptable].
3. Engagement (Service and Professional Engagement)
Your engagement and service contributions during the review period included [departmental, college, university, professional, or community service].
Notable contributions include:
· [Example: Impactful committee service or leadership roles]
· [Example: Student mentoring or advising activities]
· [Example: Professional or community engagement relevant to the discipline]
Areas for potential enhancement include:
· [Example: Balancing service commitments]
· [Example: Increasing leadership or impact of engagement activities]
As documented during this review period, your performance in the area of Engagement during this review period received a score of XX, with a weight of XX, consistent with the weighting structure established in the previous review cycle. This score places your performance in this area at the level of [Outstanding / Excellent / Meets Expectations / Needs Improvement / Unacceptable].
Summary and Forward-Looking Goals
In summary, your overall performance during the [review period] is evaluated as a weighted average of the score for each of the three areas (learning, discovery, and engagement). 
Exceeds expectations – weighted average score of 4.0 and above. 
Meets expectations – weighted average score greater than or equal to 3.0 and less than 4.0.
Unsatisfactory – weighted average score below 3.0. 
During our meeting, we discussed the following goals and priorities to guide your work in both the short and long term.
Short-Term Goals (Year 1):
• [Short-Term Goal 1]
• [Short-Term Goal 2]
• [Short-Term Goal 3]
Long-Term Goals (Year 2):
• [Long-Term Goal 1]
• [Long-Term Goal 2]
• [Long-Term Goal 3]
Long-Term Goals (Year 3):
• [Long-Term Goal 1]
• [Long-Term Goal 2]
• [Long-Term Goal 3]
These goals will be finalized at the conclusion of the process, as they reflect the expectations associated with your rank, assigned workload, and areas of responsibility. I appreciate your continued contributions to the department, college, and university. The percentage weights for the next review cycle are as follows:
· Learning: XX%
· Discovery: XX%
· Engagement: XX%
· Other University Duties: XX%
If you wish to submit a written response or rebuttal to the dean, please do so in accordance with the established review procedures and timelines.
Thank you.

  Department Chair Signature                                                                Date



  *Faculty Signature                                                                              Date


* Faculty signature represents acknowledgement and receipt of the faculty annual review and letter.
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