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Proposal:

Whereas, ARP 9.31 assigns responsibility for evaluating each faculty member's annual
performance to department heads, deans, and, where appropriate, departmental and
college committees, and requires those evaluators to exercise professional judgment
about the faculty member's accomplishments in light of the faculty member's Allocation
of Effort; and

Whereas, annual evaluation materials contain confidential personnel information and may
contain student education records protected by the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act (FERPA), unpublished research, and other intellectual property, and ARP
9.31 contains no provision governing how those materials may be handled; and

Whereas, entering a faculty member's evaluation materials into a generative artificial
intelligence (Al) tool may expose those materials to third parties and to the tool's training
processes, and using such a tool to rate, summarize, or write an evaluation may substitute
automated output for the professional judgment the evaluation process requires; and

Whereas, peer institutions and federal agencies have broadly prohibited evaluators from
using generative Al in confidential reviews, including the National Institutes of Health
and the National Science Foundation for grant peer review, the University of Arizona for
internal faculty peer review, and Virginia Tech and Dickinson College for faculty
personnel reviews; and



Whereas, the American Association of University Professors has stated that decisions
about faculty careers should not rely primarily or exclusively on Al, and the University of
California Academic Senate has recommended that faculty "should know when and if Al
is being used in the preparation of their review files";

Therefore, be it enacted, that ARP 9.31 (Annual Performance Evaluation, Regular
Faculty) be amended by adding the following new Part 4.C to Part 4 (Requirements for
Principal Units' Evaluation Policies), with new language shown in italics:

C. Use of Generative Artificial Intelligence by Evaluators

1. Department heads, deans, and members of any committee participating
in the annual performance evaluation of a faculty member shall not use
generative artificial intelligence (Al) tools to evaluate, rate, rank, or
summarize a faculty member's performance or evaluation materials, or to
draft any written evaluation, recommendation, or response concerning that
faculty member's annual performance.

2. Evaluators shall not enter any part of a faculty member's evaluation
materials, including the written section submitted under Part 4.B.3 and any
supplemental materials, into a generative Al tool.

3. This Part C does not prohibit conventional spelling and grammar
checking of text the evaluator has written, or the use of assistive technology
under an approved accommodation, provided that no part of the faculty
member's evaluation materials is entered into a generative Al tool.

4. On written request by the faculty member, the evaluator shall confirm in
writing that the evaluation was prepared in compliance with this Part 4.C.

Be it further enacted, that the Office of the Provost communicate this requirement to
department heads, deans, and evaluation committees before the start of the 2027-28
annual evaluation cycle; and

Be it further enacted, that this prohibition remain in effect unless and until the Faculty
Senate approves standards for the use of university-approved, secure generative Al tools
in faculty evaluation.

Rationale:

This bill is a companion to the proposition establishing standards for faculty members'
own use of generative Al in annual performance evaluation submissions. It is offered
separately because it addresses a different question: not how faculty prepare their reports,
but how those reports are handled and judged by the people who evaluate them.



Among the policies reviewed in preparing these propositions, this was the point of widest
agreement. Institutions differ on whether faculty may use Al to prepare their own
materials, but federal funding agencies, peer universities, and professional organizations
consistently bar reviewers from feeding confidential review materials into Al tools or
relying on Al to form or write their judgments. The two concerns are confidentiality,
because evaluation files contain personnel information, student records, and unpublished
work, and integrity, because an annual evaluation affects salary, promotion, and tenure
and should reflect the evaluator's own considered judgment.

The bill is narrowly drawn. It permits ordinary spelling and grammar checking of an
evaluator's own writing and protects approved accommodations. It gives faculty members
a simple way to confirm compliance. It also anticipates change: if the university later
adopts secure, approved Al tools, the Faculty Senate can approve standards for their use,
as the University of lowa has done through unit-level votes, rather than leaving the matter
to individual discretion.

Should the Senate find this approach suitable, the sponsors anticipate a parallel
amendment for promotion and tenure reviews under ARP 9.35.
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