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Açıklama otomatik olarak oluşturuldu]FENERBAHÇE UNIVERSITY
TURKISH LANGUAGE TEACHING, APPLICATION AND RESEARCH CENTER
 INTERNAL PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES

PART ONE
Purpose, Scope, Definitions, Core Principles, Duties and Responsibilities
Purpose
ARTICLE 1 - (1) The purpose of the FBUTÖMER Internal Performance Management System is to ensure that academic and administrative staff are evaluated using performance indicators appropriate to the nature of their duties, to assess levels of educational and instructional performance, administrative functioning, communication, student and stakeholder services, student satisfaction, student achievement, professional development, and institutional contribution through multiple data sources, to identify strengths and areas for improvement, to support professional development, to continuously improve the quality of the services provided by the Center, and to conduct evaluation processes in a fair, objective, transparent, measurable, and traceable manner.
Scope
ARTICLE 2 - (1) The FBUTÖMER Internal Performance Management System covers academic staff who teach courses within the Center and administrative staff involved in the Center's educational and instructional activities, student services, and administrative processes. Academic and administrative staff are evaluated separately, using performance components and indicators appropriate to the nature of their respective duties. 
(2) For staff who do not work throughout the academic year, are on extended leave, work only during certain periods, or for whom sufficient data are not available for any performance component, the data sufficiency and adjustment provisions set out in ARTICLES 16 and 17 apply.
Definitions
ARTICLE 3 - (1) The definitions of the terms used in these Principles are as follows:
a) Weighted score: The score obtained by multiplying the raw score by the decimal weight assigned to the relevant component, 
b) Individual performance development plan: An individual plan specifying objectives, activities, timelines, support, monitoring methods, and expected outcomes for areas identified as requiring improvement,
c) Evaluator: The person who assigns scores for the performance components of academic or administrative staff,
d) Evaluation period: The relevant academic year comprising the fall and spring semesters 
e) Valid module: A module for which the academic staff member has duties and sufficient data suitable for evaluating the relevant performance component,
f) Raw score: The score obtained for each performance component on a scale of 100,
g) Administrative staff: Staff working in the Center's student services, registration, correspondence, document management, archiving, coordination, communication, and other administrative processes,
h) Evidence: A form, record, document, output, report, record, or digital data demonstrating that an activity or evaluation has taken place.

Core principles 
ARTICLE 4 - (1) The core principles set out in these Principles are as follows:
a) The system is focused on development and continuous improvement. 
b) The criteria, weights, data sources, calculation methods, and implementation schedule are communicated to staff before the beginning of the evaluation period. 
c) Evaluation is not based on a single data source. 
d) The same criteria are applied to staff performing the same duties under the same conditions; differences in duties and working conditions are documented and taken into account.
e) Depending on the nature of the evaluation, scores are based on concrete evidence or direct observation, a brief and clear justification, a standardized form, and predefined criteria.
f) The evaluated staff member is provided with oral and written feedback on the results, and supportive activities are planned for areas identified as requiring improvement.
g) The right to appeal is safeguarded; appeals are reviewed independently of the person who conducted the original evaluation and on the basis of evidence.
h) Evaluation results are confidential and may only be processed and accessed by persons authorized to do so by virtue of their duties and authority.
i) An activity or behavior is not scored more than once under different performance components when it is being assessed in the same capacity.
j) Staff are not penalized through loss of points because of circumstances beyond their control.
k) No retroactive change to criteria or weights may be made to the detriment of staff after the beginning of the evaluation period.

Duties and responsibilities
ARTICLE 5 - (1) The duties and responsibilities relating to the functions set out in these Principles are as follows:
a) Chair of the Accreditation and Quality Commission: Conducts classroom observations and leads feedback meetings following classroom observations. 
b) Accreditation and Quality Commission: Monitors the compliance of the process with applicable standards; coordinates the administration of surveys and collection of class achievement data at the end of each module; conducts data and calculation checks; and prepares the annual evaluation report excluding personal data. 
c) Administrative staff: Reviews the performance criteria relating to their area of responsibility; submits information, documents, and evidence concerning the work and activities they have carried out within the specified period; participates in feedback meetings; and carries out the agreed development activities. 
d) Appeal Review Board: Reviews appeals impartially and on the basis of evidence within the prescribed period and, where necessary, decides that the relevant component should be reassessed.
e) Director of the Center: Coordinates implementation of the system; communicates the criteria to staff; conducts evaluations of academic staff in the areas of administrative communication, professional development, and institutional contribution, and evaluates administrative staff with respect to performance in their respective areas of responsibility; conducts individual feedback meetings; and supports implementation of individual performance development plans.
f) Academic staff member: Reviews the criteria; reports academic activities together with supporting evidence; participates in feedback meetings; and carries out the agreed development activities.

PART TWO
Performance Components, Implementation Schedule, and Evaluation
Performance components
ARTICLE 6 - (1) Under the FBUTÖMER Internal Performance Management System, the performance score of an academic staff member is calculated on the basis of the performance components and weighting ratios set out in Table 1.
Table 1. Performance Components and Weights
	Performance Component
	Weight

	Administrative Communication
	10%

	Classroom Teaching Observations
	30%

	Academic Staff Evaluation Survey
	30%

	Class Achievement Score
	15%

	Professional Development and Institutional Contribution
	15%

	Total
	100%


(2) Internal performance evaluation is finalized on an academic-year basis. Data obtained at the end of each module and semester constitute interim data used in calculating the performance score for the relevant academic year. A single overall performance score is calculated for each academic staff member at the end of the academic year.
(3) The performance components set out in Table 1 apply to academic staff. The performance of administrative staff is evaluated using the components and weights specified in ARTICLE 12, in accordance with the nature of their duties.
(4) The Internal Performance Management System is monitored according to the Internal Performance Management System Implementation Schedule set out in Table 2:
Table 2. Internal Performance Management System Implementation Schedule
	Period
	Activity
	Responsible Unit

	Beginning of academic year




	Announcement of the criteria, weights, forms, and schedule
	Center Director

	End of each module
	Administration of surveys and collection of class achievement data
	Accreditation and Quality Commission

	End of fall semester
	First administrative communication evaluation
	Center Director

	End of fall semester
	Completion of at least one classroom observation
	Chair of the Accreditation and Quality Commission

	End of fall semester
	First-semester performance evaluation of administrative staff
	Center Director

	End of spring semester
	Second administrative communication evaluation
	Center Director

	End of spring semester
	Completion of at least one classroom observation
	Chair of the Accreditation and Quality Commission

	End of spring semester
	Second-semester performance evaluation of administrative staff
	Center Director

	End of academic year
	Submission of evidence of professional development and institutional contribution
	Academic staff member

	End of academic year
	Calculation of annual scores, feedback meetings, and preparation of the annual report
	Center Director and Accreditation and Quality Commission 


Administrative communication evaluation
ARTICLE 7 - (1) The administrative communication evaluation is conducted by the Center Director twice during the academic year, at the end of the fall and spring semesters. The average of the scores obtained from these two evaluations constitutes the annual raw score for administrative communication.
(2) The administrative communication evaluation is conducted by the Center Director on the basis of the indicators set out in Table 3. Each indicator is scored on a scale of 1 to 10, and the maximum score that can be obtained in a semester is 100.
(3) Scoring is based on concrete evidence or observations, such as official correspondence, duty records, meeting minutes, document submission dates, feedback records, and similar sources. A brief and clear justification for the score is included in the evaluation form. Scores may not be assigned without justification or an identifiable basis for evaluation.
(4) The evaluation covers written and oral communication, official correspondence, professionalism, confidentiality, teamwork, problem-solving, task follow-up, participation in meetings, adaptability to change, and openness to feedback. This evaluation accounts for 10% of the annual overall performance score.
Table 3. Administrative Communication Evaluation Indicators
	Indicator
	Scope of Evaluation
	Maximum Score

	Written and oral communication
	Communication is clear, understandable, timely, and appropriate to its purpose
	10

	Official correspondence and document management
	Emails, correspondence, forms, and reports are prepared in accordance with institutional requirements
	10

	Professionalism and professional representation
	Conduct is respectful, ethical, responsible, and consistent with the institutional identity
	10

	Confidentiality and data security
	Confidentiality requirements concerning student, staff, and institutional information are observed
	10

	Teamwork and collaboration
	Participation in joint activities, information sharing, and support for team members
	10

	Problem-solving and initiative
	Timely identification of problems, development of solutions, and assumption of responsibility when necessary
	10

	Task and work follow-up
	Assigned tasks are completed accurately, fully, and within the specified timeframe
	10

	Participation in meetings and institutional activities
	Participation in meetings is timely and well prepared, and decisions taken are implemented
	10

	Adaptability and flexibility
	Adaptation to new practices, changes in procedures, and unforeseen circumstances
	10

	Openness to feedback and development
	Feedback is taken into account, necessary improvements are made, and development is monitored
	10

	Total
	
	100


(5) The indicators in Table 3 are evaluated on a scale of 1 to 10, taking into account the descriptions in Table 4:
Table 4. Administrative Communication Scoring Scale
	Score
	Performance Level

	1-2
	The expected behavior or task has largely not been fulfilled; recurring problems are present.

	3-4
	Expectations have been met only to a limited extent; regular guidance and close follow-up are required.

	5-6
	Basic expectations have been met, but areas requiring improvement remain.

	7-8
	Expectations have been met consistently and adequately.

	9-10
	Performance exceeds expectations, may serve as an example of good practice, and makes a significant contribution to institutional functioning.


(6) Evaluation results are communicated to the academic staff member in writing. The support and improvement activities required for indicators identified as areas for development are determined during the feedback meeting.
(7) Administrative communication is evaluated separately in the fall and spring semesters, and the scores are calculated as follows:
a) Fall semester administrative communication score = Sum of the scores assigned for the ten indicators
b) Spring semester administrative communication score = Sum of the scores assigned for the ten indicators
c) Annual raw administrative communication score = (Fall semester score + spring semester score) / 2
Classroom teaching observations
ARTICLE 8 - (1) At least two classroom teaching observations are conducted for each academic staff member during an academic year. One observation is normally conducted during the fall semester and the other during the spring semester.
(2) The observation criteria cover lesson preparation, use of appropriate methods and techniques, subject-matter knowledge, structuring of content according to student level, student engagement, use of materials, classroom and time management, feedback, assessment, intercultural sensitivity, and professional representation. This evaluation accounts for 30% of the annual overall performance score.
(3) The criteria are communicated to the academic staff member before the observation. A feedback meeting is held following the observation. The results are considered, together with other performance data, for development purposes.
(4) The FBUTÖMER IA.TOMER.08 Lesson Observation Workflow Process is applied to classroom teaching observations, and the relevant forms are used.
(5) Each observation indicator is scored on a scale of 1 to 4. 
(6) Classroom teaching observations are evaluated separately in the fall and spring semesters, and the scores are calculated as follows:
a) Fall semester classroom teaching observation score = Total score assigned for the twenty-five indicators
b) Spring semester classroom teaching observation score = Total score assigned for the twenty-five indicators
c) Annual raw classroom teaching observation score = (Fall semester score + spring semester score) / 2
Module education and instruction and academic staff evaluation survey
ARTICLE 9 - (1) The FBUTÖMER Module Education and Instruction and Academic Staff Evaluation Survey is administered to students through the system at the end of each module. Completion of the survey may be monitored by the system; survey responses are aggregated without being linked to student identities. The section of the Module Education and Instruction and Academic Staff Evaluation Survey concerning the academic staff member consists of 10 items using a four-point Likert scale. A total of four surveys are administered during an academic year, twice in each semester. Survey results are converted into a percentage survey score for each module. This evaluation accounts for 30% of the annual overall performance score.
(2) The score for the section of the Module Education and Instruction and Academic Staff Evaluation Survey concerning the academic staff member is calculated as follows:
a) Module survey raw score = Total survey score / (Number of students who completed the survey × 10 × 4) × 100
b) Annual survey raw score = Total score assigned by students to the survey items across all valid modules / (Total number of students who completed valid surveys × 10 × 4) × 100
Class achievement score
ARTICLE 10 - (1) The class achievement score is calculated based on the average of the course achievement scores obtained by students in the classes taught by the academic staff member through common examinations and assessments. This evaluation accounts for 15% of the annual overall performance score.
(2) The class achievement score is not interpreted as the sole or direct indicator of academic staff performance. Unusually high or low values do not result in a positive or negative conclusion without examining the assessment instrument and classroom conditions. 
(3) Students who have participated in at least 85% of the total assessment weighting for the relevant module are included in the calculation. 
(4) The class achievement score is calculated as follows:
a) Module achievement score = Total course achievement scores of the students included in the calculation / Number of students included in the calculation
b) Annual raw class achievement score = Sum of valid module scores / Number of valid modules
Professional development and institutional contribution
ARTICLE 11 - (1) The documented contributions made by academic staff during the relevant academic year to quality and accreditation activities, process improvement, professional development activities, internal knowledge sharing, scholarly work, and the Center's institutional representation activities are evaluated. Notifications and evidence concerning activities carried out during the academic year are submitted to the Center Directorate at the end of the academic year and scored by the Center Directorate. The indicators and scope of evaluation for these activities are set out in Table 5.
Table 5. Professional Development and Institutional Contribution Indicators
	Indicator
	Scope of Evaluation
	Maximum Score

	Contribution to quality and accreditation processes
	Participation in standards-related activities, preparation of evidence, reporting, implementation of PDCA activities, and fulfillment of duties related to quality processes
	25

	Process development and tangible improvement
	Development of new practices, forms, workflows, materials, or improvements relating to education and instruction, assessment and evaluation, student services, or administrative processes
	25

	Professional development and application
	Participation in training, seminars, workshops, or certification programs and transfer of acquired knowledge and skills to educational or institutional processes
	20

	Knowledge sharing, collaboration, and colleague support
	Providing internal training or presentations, sharing good practices, contributing to teamwork, and providing academic support to colleagues
	15

	Scholarly, professional, and institutional representation
	Contribution to publications, conference presentations, projects, seminars, workshops, or meetings; representing the University or the Center before external stakeholders
	15

	Total
	
	100


(2) The Professional Development and Institutional Contribution evaluation accounts for 15% of the overall performance score. 
(3) The indicators in Table 5 are evaluated on a scale of 1 to 5, taking into account the descriptions corresponding to the levels defined in Table 6:

Table 6. Professional Development and Institutional Contribution Scoring Scale
	Level
	Description

	1
	No activity or evidence relating to the indicator is available.

	2
	Participation in the activity has been limited, but no tangible output has been produced.

	3
	A tangible, documentable, and usable output has been produced.

	4
	The output produced has been implemented and has made a significant contribution to an institutional process.

	5
	The activity has resulted in a measurable, sustainable, or scalable improvement, and the academic staff member has played a leading role in the process.


(4) Professional Development and Institutional Contribution scores are calculated as follows:
a) Indicator score = Evaluation level / 5 × Maximum score for the indicator
(5) Scoring is based on documents, outputs, reports, meeting minutes, assignment letters, certificates of participation, or digital records submitted by the academic staff member. The justification for the score assigned for each indicator is recorded on the evaluation form.
(6) The same activity or evidence may not be scored under more than one indicator. Routine duties performed as part of the staff member's job description are not scored separately unless they result in an original output or tangible improvement.
(7) Participation in an activity alone is not sufficient to receive a high score. The extent to which the activity is put into practice, produces a tangible output, contributes to institutional development, and is sustainable is taken into account in the evaluation.
Evaluation of administrative staff
ARTICLE 12 - (1) The performance of administrative staff is evaluated under the following components: performance of duties and work follow-up; communication and stakeholder services; document, records, and archive management and data security; teamwork and institutional alignment; and process development and professional development.
(2) The evaluation is conducted by the Director of the Center twice during the academic year, at the end of the fall and spring semesters. The arithmetic mean of the fall and spring semester performance scores constitutes the annual overall performance score of the administrative staff member. If one of the fall or spring semester performance evaluations cannot be conducted for reasons beyond the staff member's control, the annual overall performance score is calculated on the basis of the valid semester performance score. If no valid performance evaluation is available for either semester, the provisions of ARTICLES 16 and 17 apply. Where the annual overall performance score is based on only one valid semester performance score, the result is recorded as an “adjusted annual performance score,” and the second paragraph of ARTICLE 17 applies.
(3) The performance components and weights for administrative staff are set out in Table 7.
Table 7. Administrative Staff Performance Components and Weights
	Performance Component
	Scope of Evaluation
	Weight

	Performance of duties and work follow-up
	Completion of duties accurately, fully, and on time; prioritization, follow-up, and completion of work
	30%

	Communication and stakeholder services
	Establishment of clear, respectful, timely, and solution-oriented communication with students, academic staff, management, and external stakeholders
	20%

	Document, records, archive management, and data security
	Preparation of correspondence, forms, records, and documents in accordance with applicable requirements; maintenance of archives and protection of personal and institutional data
	20%

	Teamwork and institutional alignment
	Participation in joint activities, information sharing, implementation of decisions, and compliance with institutional procedures
	15%

	Process development and professional development
	Submission of suggestions and implementation of practices that improve work processes; effective use of digital systems and participation in professional development activities
	15%

	Total
	
	100%


(4) Each performance component in Table 7 is scored on the basis of the five evaluation levels defined in Table 8.
Table 8. Administrative Staff Performance Evaluation Scale
	Level
	Description

	1
	Basic expectations relating to the component have not been met; a responsibility assigned to the staff member has not been fulfilled or sufficient evidence has not been provided.

	2
	Expectations have been met only to a limited extent; regular guidance and close follow-up have been required.

	3
	Basic expectations relating to the duties have been met at an adequate level.

	4
	Expectations have been met consistently and at a strong level; a significant contribution has been made to institutional functioning.

	5
	Performance has exceeded expectations and has resulted in an exemplary, measurable, or sustainable contribution.


(5) The raw and weighted scores for each performance component are calculated as follows:
a) Component raw score = Evaluation level / 5 × 100
b) Weighted component score = Component raw score × decimal weight of the component
(6) The semester performance score of administrative staff is the sum of the weighted scores of the five components. 
(7) Scoring is based on duty records, document submission dates, official correspondence, email and digital system records, meeting minutes, student and stakeholder feedback, archive checks, reports prepared, and other evidence. Scores may not be assigned without justification or an identifiable basis for evaluation. 
(8) If a performance component has been evaluated but the relevant work, evidence, or level of competence is absent, the lowest evaluation level is assigned to the component. If the component cannot be implemented at all for reasons beyond the administrative staff member's control, this is treated as data insufficiency, and the provisions concerning data sufficiency and adjustment apply. 
(9) If one or more performance components cannot be implemented during a semester for reasons beyond the staff member's control, the semester performance score is calculated by dividing the sum of the weighted scores of the valid components by the sum of the decimal weights of the valid components. If the total weight of the valid components is below 70%, no performance score is established for the relevant semester. 
(10) The evaluation result is communicated to the administrative staff member in writing. Areas requiring improvement are addressed during the feedback meeting, and an individual performance development plan is prepared where considered necessary.

Calculation of the annual overall performance score of academic staff
ARTICLE 13 - (1) The annual raw scores obtained by academic staff for the performance components during the academic year are calculated on a scale of 100 and weighted according to the following formula:
Annual Overall Performance Score =
(Annual Raw Administrative Communication Score × 0.10) +
(Annual Raw Classroom Teaching Observation Score × 0.30) +
(Annual Raw Academic Staff Evaluation Survey Score × 0.30) +
(Annual Raw Class Achievement Score × 0.15) + 
(Annual Raw Professional Development and Institutional Contribution Score × 0.15)

PART THREE
Performance Levels, Development Process, and Outcomes
Performance levels 
ARTICLE 14 - (1) The performance level of the evaluated staff member is determined according to the annual overall performance score calculated at the end of the academic year.
Table 9. Performance Levels
	Score Range
	Level
	Interpretation

	90,00-100,00
	Very Strong Performance
	Strong practices should be sustained and shared as good practices.

	80,00-89,99
	Strong Performance
	Successful practices should be sustained, and limited areas for improvement should be monitored.

	65,00-79,99
	Expected Performance Level
	Basic expectations are being met; support is planned for identified areas of development.

	50,01-64,99
	Performance Requiring Development
	An individual performance development plan is prepared, and interim monitoring is conducted during the following academic semester.

	0,00-50,00
	Performance Requiring Priority Development
	Intensive support and an individual performance development plan are implemented; reassessment is conducted in the following academic year. If this level persists for two consecutive academic years, the provisions of ARTICLE 15 apply.


(2) If an academic staff member receives a score of 50 or below for any annual performance component, or if an administrative staff member receives a score of 50 or below for any performance component evaluated on a semester basis, a development activity is planned for the relevant component.
Monitoring and consequences of low performance, appeals, and reassessment
ARTICLE 15 - (1) An annual overall performance score of 50 or below, calculated at the end of the academic year, is considered low performance.
(2) Staff who receive a score of 50 or below in any academic year are notified of the results in writing and given an opportunity to provide their views. An individual performance development plan is prepared for areas requiring improvement, and the training, guidance, and institutional support needed are identified. Implementation of the plan is monitored at least once during the following academic year.
(3) If an academic staff member's annual overall performance score remains at 50 or below for two consecutive academic years, following completion of the appeal process and receipt of the academic staff member's written defense, the file is submitted to the University's authorized administrative unit or board for consideration of whether the staff member's appointment should continue or be renewed.
(4) The authorized unit or board considers the performance results, component scores, support provided to the academic staff member, implementation status of the individual performance development plan, working and classroom conditions, and the academic staff member's explanation and defense as a whole.
(5) No action may be taken under this Article before the appeal process has been concluded and the staff member's written explanation or defense has been obtained.
(6) Staff may submit a reasoned appeal using the Performance Evaluation Appeal Form within five business days of being notified of the results.
(7) The Appeal Review Board consists of at least three members appointed by the Center's Executive Board. Persons who conducted the initial evaluation may not serve on the Board. The Board makes decisions by a majority of its full membership.
(8) The Board reviews allegations concerning calculation errors, missing data, procedural irregularities, insufficient evaluation evidence, or conflicts of interest. Where necessary, the relevant forms and evidence are reassessed, additional information is requested, or an independent evaluator is appointed. The outcome is communicated in writing together with the reasons for the decision.
(9) The Appeal Review Board concludes the appeal within ten business days at the latest following completion of the required information and documentation. In cases where an extension is necessary, this period may be extended once, for a maximum of ten business days, provided that the reasons are stated in writing.
(10) If the performance score of an administrative staff member remains at 50 or below for two consecutive academic years, the file is submitted to the University's authorized administrative or human resources unit after consideration of the completed appeal process, the staff member's written explanation, the support provided, and the implementation status of the development plan. Actions concerning administrative staff are carried out in accordance with the applicable personnel legislation and University regulations.

PART FOUR
Data Sufficiency and Adjustment
Data sufficiency
ARTICLE 16 - (1) A performance component may not be converted into a quantitative score until sufficient data suitable for its implementation and evaluation have been generated.
(2) If a performance indicator or component has been evaluated but the work, evidence, or level of competence for which the staff member is responsible is absent, the lowest defined score is assigned. However, where a performance component cannot be implemented at all because of extended leave, employment during only part of the academic year, the absence of a course, class, or administrative assignment due to the nature of the duty, or similar circumstances beyond the staff member's control, the situation is treated as data insufficiency; the staff member is not assigned a score of zero for that component, and the provisions of ARTICLE 17 apply. (3) If only some of the multiple evaluations envisaged for a performance component cannot be conducted for reasons beyond the staff member's control, the raw score for the relevant component is calculated using the calculation method specified for that component in these Principles and based only on the valid evaluations. If no valid evaluation exists for the relevant component, the situation is treated as data insufficiency, and the provisions of ARTICLE 17 apply.
(4) If the total weight of the components for which valid data are available is below 70%, no annual overall performance score is established, and the result is recorded as “insufficient data for evaluation”.
Adjustment
ARTICLE 17 - (1) If the total weight of the components for which valid data are available is at least 70% and the missing data arose for reasons beyond the staff member's control, the adjusted annual performance score is calculated as follows:
a) Adjusted annual performance score = Sum of the weighted scores of valid components / Sum of the decimal weights of valid components
(2) The performance level corresponding to the adjusted annual performance score is determined on the basis of the score ranges set out in Table 9. The adjusted performance score is reported with an explicit indication that it is an adjusted score and may not, on its own, constitute the basis for an adverse action or assignment decision against the staff member under ARTICLE 15. Adjusted annual performance scores are not included in the calculation of two consecutive academic years under ARTICLE 15.
(3) If the staff member fails to submit evidence and documents for which they are responsible within the specified period despite written notification, the evaluation is finalized on the basis of the information and documents available.

PART FIVE
Miscellaneous and Final Provisions
Confidentiality and data security
ARTICLE 18 - (1) Individual performance results, evaluation forms, surveys completed by students, classroom observation records, individual performance development plans, and appeal documents are confidential.
(2) Individual results may be accessed only by the relevant staff member, the Center Director, Commission members responsible for data and calculation checks, the Appeal Review Board, and the University's authorized units, as well as administrative staff authorized by the Center Directorate solely to the extent necessary to perform assigned data entry, notification, and archiving duties.
(3) Results of the Academic Staff Evaluation Survey completed by students are presented to the academic staff member in aggregated form. Information that could directly or indirectly reveal the identity of students is not shared.
(4) Performance data are stored in an authorized digital environment in accordance with the University's data retention, access, and disposal regulations.
Monitoring and improvement of the system 
ARTICLE 19 - (1) At the end of each academic year, the Accreditation and Quality Commission evaluates the effectiveness of the system in terms of data sufficiency, survey participation rates, score distributions, appeals, development plans, and implementation challenges.
(2) Proposed changes to criteria, weights, forms, or calculation methods are approved before the beginning of the following evaluation period and communicated to the staff covered by the evaluation.
Matters not covered by these principles 
ARTICLE 20 - (1) In matters not covered by these Principles, the applicable legislation, University regulations, and decisions of the authorized boards apply.
PROVISIONAL ARTICLE 1 – (1) The first academic year in which this system is implemented is considered a pilot period. Results obtained during the pilot period are used to identify the development needs of academic and administrative staff and to assess the effectiveness of the system; they may not constitute the basis for an adverse action or assignment decision against staff under ARTICLE 15 and are not included in the calculation of two consecutive academic years.


Effective Date
ARTICLE 21 - (1) These Principles take effect upon approval by the FBUTÖMER Executive Board and the Senate of Fenerbahçe University.
Implementation
ARTICLE 22 - (1) These Principles are implemented by the Director of FBUTÖMER on behalf of the Rector of Fenerbahçe University.
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