
UNIVERSITY OF 
KENTUCKY
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Robert DiPaola, Provost and Co-Executive Vice President for Health Affairs

Rebecca Thomas, Associate Provost for Faculty Advancement



PROVOST REPORT

• Faculty Productivity Structure

ꟷ Productivity: Examples of Colleges and Faculty

ꟷ House Bill 424

ꟷ New Faculty Productivity Model

ꟷ ASACR 6: UK FRAME: Feedback-Responsive Allocation, Metrics and Evaluation



PRODUCTIVITY: 
EXAMPLES OF 

COLLEGES AND FACULTY



PRODUCTIVITY | COLLEGE EXAMPLES

College A College B College C College D

* Data reflect information from 2024-25 Academic Year and CPM metric business rules, where applicableindicates top performing college in metric



* Data reflect information from 2024-25 Academic Year and CPM metric business rules, where applicable

PRODUCTIVITY | FACULTY EXAMPLES



PRODUCTIVITY | FACULTY EXAMPLES

* Data reflect information from 2024-25 Academic Year and CPM metric business rules, where applicable
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HOUSE BILL 424

Key Provisions

• Requires that faculty evaluations be completed at 

least once every four years 

Timeline

• Approval Deadline

ꟷ Each board must approve a performance and 

productivity evaluation process by January 

1, 2026

  Effective Date

ꟷ The approved process must go into effect by July 

1, 2026

• Oversight Authority

ꟷ The Board of Trustees is responsible for 

ultimately approving the evaluation process

Last Action 03/27/25: delivered to Secretary of State (Acts Ch. 106)

Title AN ACT relating to employment at public postsecondary education 

institutions.

Sponsors J. Tipton, J. Decker

Summary of 

Enacted 

Version

Amends KRS 164.360, 164.230, and 164.830 to require that each 

board of regents of the six state comprehensive universities appoints 

a university president; permits a board to delegate appointment and 

removal of faculty to the college or university president; removes 

employment contract duration limits for employees of comprehensive 

universities and the Kentucky Community and Technical College 

System; permits removal of certain employees for failure to meet 

performance and productivity requirements regardless of status; 

requires faculty evaluations to be completed at least once every four 

years; and requires the board of each state university and the 

Kentucky Community and Technical College System to approve a 

performance and productivity evaluation process for presidents and 

all faculty members by January 1, 2026.
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NEW FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY MODEL

Areas of Focus

Instruction Research Service



NEW FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY MODEL

Report Timeline



NEW FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY MODEL

Benchmark Institutions



UK FRAME: FEEDBACK-RESPONSIVE ALLOCATION, METRICS AND EVALUATION

Approach

• Mandates performance reviews that occur on a regular 

cycle

• Closes the feedback loop with faculty members

• Defines how performance will be scored

• Outlines a method of reporting merit-review results to the 

Office of the Provost

• Provides a system of improvement for faculty members 

with low performance scores

• Follows the university’s due-process regulations

Design Principles

• Overall campus model

• Broad consultation

• Efficiency

• Positivity

• Responsiveness to variation in disciplines 

and faculty status

Model



UK FRAME: FEEDBACK-RESPONSIVE ALLOCATION, METRICS AND EVALUATION

• Productivity aggregated across colleges with quality- and quantity-related goals

• Defined college and individual metrics

• Required annual performance reviews

• Clearly defined productivity expectations for each unit applied consistently

• Fairness and consistency across colleges and units in alignment with respective Financial Allocation Models

• Reviews and metrics cognizant of economic realities, particularly around instruction and research

• Tiered system to designate faculty as meeting, exceeding or not meeting expectations

• Regular feedback provided for faculty’s understanding and to improve performance reviews

• A reward system for faculty exceeding expectations

• Alignment of productivity expectations around appointment and promotion process with defined metrics 

informing statements of evidence for each department

• Alignment with university’s due-process regulations for both merit determinants and potential cause for removal

• Evaluation should be based on statements of evidence of departments and educational units with metrics 

weighted by Distribution of Effort (DOE), as assigned by the department chair and dean. Regular feedback 

should be provided to faculty to improve performance and guide future formulation of DOE.

Model | Overview



UK FRAME: FEEDBACK-RESPONSIVE ALLOCATION, METRICS AND EVALUATION

INSTRUCTION

• College-level (alignment with College Productivity 

Model (CPM), (although individuals are scored on their 

own merit by individual faculty metrics, college level 

metrics will help with benchmarking and transparency):

ꟷ Section and Attempted Credit Hour (ACH) 

production

ꟷ Degrees per Faculty Full-Time Equivalent (FTE)

ꟷ Tenure Faculty ACH / Total ACH

ꟷ Full-Time Faculty ACH / Total ACH

• Individual faculty clarifying metrics: (metrics will be put 

into DOE for appropriate weighting along with any 

additional discipline specific metrics):

ꟷ Class level (e.g., undergraduate vs. graduate)

ꟷ Large-section instruction

ꟷ Writing-intensive class delivery

ꟷ Thesis and dissertation supervision

ꟷ Level of instruction (per credit hours/sections)

• Quality of instruction will also be incorporated through 

resources such as teacher course evaluations, peer 

review and other relevant indicators

• All metrics and thresholds will be tailored to each 

college, acknowledging meaningful structural and 

disciplinary differences

Evaluation Framework | Examples of Required Discipline-specific Metrics

RESEARCH SERVICE

• College-level considerations and individual faculty 

contributions will include the External Research 

Comp / Research Comp metric (aligned also with 

CPM research metric)

• Quality will also potentially be included, utilizing 

resources such as a tiered evaluation of 

publications, for example

• All metrics and thresholds will be tailored to each 

college, acknowledging meaningful structural and 

disciplinary differences

• Service is also a critical part of the faculty mission 

and will be included and recognized as such through 

the metric creation process. For example, Clinical 

faculty could have clinical volume and quality metrics 

incorporated 



UK FRAME: FEEDBACK-RESPONSIVE ALLOCATION, METRICS AND EVALUATION

• Performance rating will be converted into a three-point scale for reporting 

to the Office of the Provost for the Productivity Review

• Dean’s office verifies all faculty were reviewed according to policy and 

maintains documentation for institutional reporting

• College flags faculty performance reviews that indicate a “Does Not Meet 

Expectations” rating, for a remediation improvement plan with a time 

appropriate and fair process to be developed in consultation with shared 

governance bodies triggering the University Productivity Review process, 

including a rigorous improvement plan 

• Dean’s office may periodically examine unit review practices to ensure 

fairness, consistency and alignment with policy

• Colleges work to ensure expectations associated with each rating aligns 

with unit standards, statement of evidence expectations and time 

allocation

• Opportunities for additional recognition will be investigated for when a 

faculty “Exceeds Expectations”

❑ 3: Exceeds Expectations

❑ 2: Meets Expectations

❑ 1: Does Not Meet Expectations

LEVELS

Evaluation Framework | Scoring Following Annual Reviews



FACULTY PRODUCTIVITY STRUCTURE

Process Timeline



RECOMMENDATION



RECOMMENDATION



QUESTIONS
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