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College A College B College C College D

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

where applicable
indicates top performing college in metric
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Areas of focus

Instruction Research Service

Extension Clinical
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• Annual performance reviews

• Reducing ambiguity

• Fairness and consistency

• Greater transparency

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

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

• A reward system for faculty exceeding expectations

• Alignment with promotion and tenure criteria

• Evaluation should be based on 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
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Process for input and feedback since December 2025

• College Leadership

• Faculty Senate 
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Process for input and feedback since December 2025

• Weekly meetings of the core team comprising the Office of the Provost, IRADS and Faculty 

Advancement

• Iterative process with deans and other college leadership to develop a common, institution-wide 

framework ("menu") of productivity metrics across instruction, research, service, clinical service, 

extension service and librarianship

• Regular consultation with the core team to identify appropriate institutional data sources for 

proposed metrics, where available

• Collaborative engagement with college leadership to determine applicable metrics and appropriate 

criteria for exceeding, meeting or not meeting expectations within the college

• Regular consultation with the Faculty Senate, including review of sample metrics and evaluation 

standards

• Draft guidance document describing metrics and performance criteria developed by the core team

• Current phase (May-June 2026): engagement with faculty volunteers from each college, consistent 

with Faculty Senate recommendation, to review metrics, criteria and communication approaches to 

ensure clarity
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Timeline: July 1, 2026, forward 

• Beginning July 1, institutional capture of relevant data for the 2026-27 academic year                    

(e.g., courses taught, publications, grants received)

• Faculty performance evaluations for the 2025-26 academic year will follow existing college-specific 

review processes

• During the 2026-27 academic year, conduct information sessions and prepare department chairs 

for the new evaluation process and associated expectations
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UK FRAME: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

• Performance rating will ladder up from departments to college to Office 

of the Provost

• 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, triggering a remediation improvement plan with a 

time-appropriate and fair process

• 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

Scoring Following Annual Reviews



QUESTIONS
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