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I. Comprehensive Review

A. Timeline
Instructional faculty in [unit name] with multi-year appointments will undergo a comprehensive evaluation at the time of consideration for contract renewal. 
The unit supervisor will notify all instructional faculty members scheduled for comprehensive review in the upcoming academic year no later than March 15.  

B. Portfolio
The comprehensive review portfolio submitted by the faculty member shall contain:  
[list all materials to be submitted].

(If relevant – delete if not) The review [may / will] also include [list any additional materials (e.g., previous annual evaluations) that may be or will be reviewed beyond those submitted by the faculty member].

C. Review Process
Each faculty member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

Materials submitted by each faculty member as part of their comprehensive review portfolio will be reviewed by [specify (e.g., the department chair, the faculty evaluation committee)], using the performance expectations described in Section I.D. 

A written evaluation report describing the outcome of the comprehensive review shall be provided by the [chair / director / dean] to each faculty member undergoing comprehensive review by [DATE]. 

At the conclusion of the review process, all comprehensive review materials, including the Comprehensive Review for Instructional Faculty: Faculty Completed Report and the Comprehensive Review for Renewal of Instructional Faculty: Unit Review form, are submitted to Office of Faculty Affairs as part of the appointment renewal process.     

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
Comprehensive reviews shall include ratings from poor to excellent for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the faculty member’s job title and position description as well as an overall rating on the same scale. 

Excellent: performance substantially exceeds academic disciplinary and unit expectations in the area of responsibility.
Very Good: performance exceeds academic disciplinary and unit expectations in the area of responsibility.
Good: performance meets academic disciplinary and unit expectations in the area of responsibility.
Marginal: performance falls below academic disciplinary and unit expectations in the area of responsibility.
Poor: performance falls significantly below academic disciplinary and unit expectations in the area of responsibility.

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good: very good performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor: poor performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Service
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. Very Good: very good performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify].
Poor: poor performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify].

Performance Expectations: Scholarship / Research / Creative Activity (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good: very good performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor: poor performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Professional Performance (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good: very good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor: poor performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify].

Performance Expectations: Program Coordination / Administration (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good: very good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor: poor performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify].

E. Appeals 
If an instructional faculty member receives a rating of poor or marginal in one or more areas of responsibility during their comprehensive review, the faculty member may request a review by a designated faculty committee in the [college, school, libraries, or Office of Research] as described in the Comprehensive Evaluation for Lecturers, Teaching Professors, and Professors of Practice section of Article 17: Evaluations of the KU-UAKU MOA. 

II. Promotion Review

A. Timeline
Instructional faculty members are typically eligible for promotion in rank after six years of full time service (or equivalent) at the current rank. 
When instructional faculty are hired after serving in another instructional role at the University of Kansas, time spent at the previous role may, but is not required to, be counted toward years of service for the purpose of promotion. Application of time in previous roles to time in service for the purpose of promotion shall be established at the time of hire and documented in the initial appointment letter.

Instructional faculty members are not required to request promotion when they are initially eligible; they may request promotion at a later time or forgo it altogether. Opting not to apply for promotion has no bearing on future contract renewals.

Promotion review may occur earlier than the standard six years of full time service or equivalent when [specify criteria]. An instructional faculty member may request early promotion review by [specify process]. The [chair or equivalent] may also suggest early promotion review when [specify criteria]. Early promotion review for teaching professors and professors of the practice must be approved by the [chair or equivalent], Dean, and Office of Faculty Affairs. Early promotion review for lecturers must be approved by the [chair or equivalent] and Dean. 

B. Portfolio
The comprehensive review portfolio submitted by the faculty member shall contain: 
[list all materials to be submitted].

(If relevant – delete if not) The review [may / will] also include [list any additional materials (e.g., previous annual evaluations) that may be or will be reviewed beyond those submitted by the faculty member].

C. Review Process
Each faculty member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

Materials submitted by each faculty member as part of their promotion review portfolio will be reviewed by [specify (e.g., the department chair, the faculty evaluation committee)], using the performance expectations described in Section II.D. 

A written evaluation report describing the outcome of the promotion review shall be provided by the [chair / director / dean] to each faculty member undergoing promotion review by [DATE]. 

An unsuccessful promotion review will not impact the faculty member’s eligibility to be renewed for subsequent terms at the current rank or to apply for promotion again at a later date. 

At the conclusion of the review process, all promotion review materials, including the Comprehensive Review for Instructional Faculty: Faculty Completed Report and the Comprehensive Review for Promotion of Instructional Faculty: Unit Review form, are submitted to Office of Faculty Affairs as part of the appointment renewal process.     

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
Promotion reviews shall include ratings from unsatisfactory to distinction for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the faculty member’s job title and position description as well as an overall rating on the same scale. 

Distinction: Candidate demonstrates exceptional achievement based on the standards and norms of the discipline in the context of assigned workload with evidence that indicates potential for continued distinction.
Meritorious: Candidate demonstrates consistent high level of achievement based on the standards and norms of the discipline in the context of assigned workload.
Adequate: Candidate demonstrates consistent, adequate performance that is satisfactory based on the standards and norms of the discipline in the context of assigned workload.
Unsatisfactory: Candidate fails to demonstrate sufficient achievement based on the standards and norms of the discipline in the context of assigned workload.

In order to be eligible for promotion, instructional faculty members must be rated as Meritorious or higher in the area of teaching, [unit criteria – must be at least Adequate] in scholarship, [unit criteria – must be at least Adequate] in service, and [unit criteria – must be at least Adequate] in professional performance. Note: delete any areas of professional responsibility not relevant to your unit.  

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity
Distinction: performance at the distinction level in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Meritorious: meritorious performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Adequate: adequate performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Unsatisfactory: unsatisfactory performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Service
Distinction: performance at the distinction level in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Meritorious: meritorious performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Adequate: adequate performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Unsatisfactory: unsatisfactory performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Scholarship / Research / Creative Activity (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Distinction: performance at the distinction level in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Meritorious: meritorious performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Adequate: adequate performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Unsatisfactory: unsatisfactory performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Professional Performance (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Distinction: performance at the distinction level in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Meritorious: meritorious performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Adequate: adequate performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Unsatisfactory: unsatisfactory performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Program Coordination / Administration (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
Excellent: excellent performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good: very good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Good: good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal: marginal performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor: poor performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify].

E. Appeals 
If an instructional faculty member is not deemed eligible for promotion during their promotion review, the faculty member may request a review by a designated faculty committee in the [college, school, libraries, or Office of Research] as described in the Comprehensive Evaluation for Lecturers, Teaching Professors, and Professors of Practice section of Article 17: Evaluations of the KU-UAKU MOA. 
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