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Roadmap

• Survey details
• The Benchmark Data

– Comparing overall 2013 to 2016 results
– 2016 Areas of strength and areas of concern 

identified 

• Progress on 2013 areas of concern
• Question 270: Improving faculty workplace
• Analysis of open-ended comments
• Rollout process
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SURVEY DETAILS
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BENCHMARK DATA
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Benchmarks at a glance
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Benchmark Dashboard
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Comparing 2013 to 2016

• Six benchmark averages are higher in 2016:
– Nature of work: Research

– Nature of work: Service

– Personal and family policies

– Health and retirement benefits

– Promotion to full 

– Senior leadership

• The only drop occurred on the Tenure 
expectations: Clarity benchmark.
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Areas of strength

Areas of Strength 
(based on overall 
scores) = Any 
benchmark where 
RIT scored in the 
top 30 percent of 
the cohort and 
first or second 
among our peers. 

RIT has nine “areas of strength”: 
– Nature of work: Service
– Governance: Shared sense of 

purpose
– Governance: Understanding
– Governance: Adaptability
– Governance: Productivity
– Governance: Trust
– Leadership: Senior 
– Personal and family policies
– Health and retirement benefits
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Areas of concern
• Areas of Concern (based on overall scores) = 

faculty rated a benchmark lower than 70 percent 
of the cohort and fifth or sixth compared to our 
peers. 

• RIT has six “areas of concern”: 
– Collaboration
– Tenure policies
– Tenure expectations: Clarity
– Promotion to full
– Departmental Engagement
– Departmental Quality
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Note on subpopulations
• At RIT, the following faculty sub-groups were more likely 

than their counterparts, on average, to give lower ratings 
in their survey responses: 
– pretenure faculty compared to tenured faculty, 
– tenured faculty compared to non-tenure track faculty, 
– associate professors compared to full professors, 

women compared to men, 
– white (non-Hispanic) faculty compared to Asian/Asian 

American faculty, and 
– underrepresented minority faculty compared to white 

(non-Hispanic) faculty.
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2013 AREAS OF CONCERN 
PROGRESS
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Progress from 2013

• In 2013, we identified 3 areas of concern to 
improve: 
– Tenure policy 
– Tenure and promotion expectations 
– Appreciation and recognition

• We worked intently to make changes to 
policy, clarify language and increase our 
efforts to recognize people.
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Promotion Clarity and Post-Tenure 
Mentoring
• All departments in each college identified best 

practices and recommendations to 
develop/improve promotion, clarity of 
practices/policies, and post-tenure mentoring. 

• Results shared within colleges and among 
Deans and the Provost.  

• Provost distributed thought paper on minimal 
expectations for promotion to tenure.  

• Promotion policy E6.0 revised and the new 
policy will be in effect 2017-2018 academic year.
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Tenure and appreciation

• Tenure Policy Clarity: Academic Senate 
revised policy E5.0/approved by President 
Destler.

• Appreciation and Recognition: The Provost 
and Deans worked to identify best practices 
for appreciation and recognition.
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Tenure and Promotion Expectations/Clarity (down)



IMPROVING THE 
WORKPLACE FOR 
FACULTY 
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How to Improve the Workplace for Faculty
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Best Aspects
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Worst Aspects



ANALYSIS OF INDIVIDUAL 
COMMENTS
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Open-ended comments

• 491 faculty responded to RIT's 2016 
COACHE survey. 

• 337 provided open-ended comments. 
• The open-ended comments were in response 

to the final question (Q270) which asked 
faculty to describe the number one thing that 
they, personally, felt their institution could do 
to improve the workplace.

• ADVANCE and the Office of the Provost 
contracted for an independent analysis
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Themes: University
• RIT's administration needs to be more connected with the needs of faculty 

and/or students. (20)
• RIT should improve the workplace climate. (15)
• RIT should make changes in its academic leadership. (12)
• RIT needs to reduce its bureaucracy. (11)
• RIT should hire people or promote people who are more qualified for their 

positions. (7)
• RIT should institute consequences for faculty who have substandard 

performance. (6)
• RIT needs to stop operating like a business, and it needs to be less focused 

on money. (5)
• RIT should focus more on its people and less on its institutional image. (5)
• RIT needs to better define its institutional priorities. It should decide what it 

wants to be good at and then focus on that. (3)
• RIT needs to stop changing its institutional priorities so often. (3)
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Themes: Teaching and learning
• RIT needs to invest in improving its equipment, technology, and facilities. 

(33)
• If RIT wants to push so much towards a research focus, then it needs to 

invest more resources in research (e.g., increase support for new faculty 
lines, start-up funds, graduate assistants, lab space, TAs, course releases, 
etc.). (26)

• RIT needs to implement more equitable workload models for faculty. (13)
• RIT needs to reduce teaching loads. (11)
• RIT needs to show more appreciation to faculty for teaching. (9)
• Teaching has suffered at the expense of RIT's research focus. Teaching 

needs to be more valued at RIT. (9)
• Class sizes should be reduced. (6)
• The push towards research has been too fast at RIT, and it is taking away 

from RIT's focus on excellence in teaching. (5)
• RIT needs to truly value Liberal Arts. (3)
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Themes: Diversity and inclusion
• RIT should do a better job at recruiting and hiring 

underrepresented groups, including women and minority 
faculty. (5)

• RIT needs to fairly address the problem of forced 
diversity with regard to the faculty hiring/tenure process. 
It is unfair to lower the standard expectations for tenure 
for diverse (e.g., AALANA) faculty, relative to other 
faculty. (3)

• RIT should increase the diversity of its students. (3)
• RIT should increase the diversity of its leadership. (3)
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Themes: Tenure and promotion

• Promotion criteria should be more flexible 
(e.g., teaching and mentoring should be more 
valued in the promotion process). (5)

• RIT needs to increase the transparency of 
what it takes to attain tenure. (3)

• RIT should have a teaching tenure track. (3)
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Themes: Work-life & Salary
Work-Life Integration:
• RIT should have a strong spousal hiring program (3)

Salary:
• RIT should increase salaries. (24)
• RIT should improve salary equity across groups, 

according to the principle of equal pay for equal work (8)
• RIT should increase its use of merit-based pay. (3)
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PROCESS
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COACHE 2016 Timeline and Action Plan
Assumptions in creating the timeline include:
• Following the release of the COACHE Provost Report, the Deans will agree on a uniform 

university-wide dissemination approach and timeline for communicating the COACHE 
College-Level Reports.  This applies to dissemination of report(s) to college level leadership 
teams (including department heads/chairs) and college faculty.

• Transfer of all 2012 & 2015 survey reports to Institutional Research for permanent storage.

Date Action Responsible parties Status

November Release Provost Report to Deans, Faculty Associates, Advance, David 
Wick, Christine Licata, and Sue Provenzano. 

COACHE TF Done

November Transfer 2012 and 2015 survey reports to Institutional Research.  Future 
access to reports with Provost approval

COACHE TF and Institutional 
Research

In
Process

December Provost and Deans review progress on 2012 institutional level areas of 
concern and identify additional areas to address at an institutional level 
from the 2015 survey

Provost and Deans Done

December Deans receive their individual college reports, 2012 COACHE next step for 
the colleges summary document, 2012 College PPT template, and 
COACHE benchmark best practices white papers

COACHE TF Done

December Provost report posted on COACHE website (RIT password protected) 
https://www.rit.edu/academicaffairs/facultydevelopment/coache-faculty-
survey

COACHE TF Done

December - May Share COACHE data in other venues (e.g., Academic Senate, Town Hall) Provost In
Process

https://www.rit.edu/academicaffairs/facultydevelopment/coache-faculty-survey
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COACHE 2-16 Timeline and Action Plan (cont’d)

Date Action Responsible parties Status

January Message notifying faculty that Provost report is available for viewing 
and next steps that will be taken  

Provost
COACHE TF

Done

January-
May

Analysis of COACHE findings by gender, ethnicity, hearing status, rank Institutional Research, 
Human Resources, Faculty 
Associates, Advance, 
David Wick

In
Process

February-
April

Deans share results of individual college reports and engage their 
faculty in defining next steps

Deans and faculty In 
Process

March-May Provost and Deans review comments from institutional level areas of 
concern identified from 2012 and 2016 surveys and determine and 
communicate next steps

Provost and Deans In
Process

May Share analysis of COACHE findings by gender, ethnicity, hearing status, 
rank

Provost,
Institutional Research, 
Human Resources, Faculty 
Associates, Advance, 
David Wick

May - 2018 Identify, implement and communicate actions to address institutional 
level areas of concern

Provost and Deans


