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Introduction (optional)
[Units may wish to include an introductory section that describes the overall approach to annual evaluation within the unit, including how the mission, values, and/or goals of the unit relate to faculty evaluation.]

I. Portfolio
The annual evaluation portfolio shall contain: 
A current CV
An employee annual summary
[list any other materials to be submitted].

The annual evaluation portfolio should provide sufficient information to allow the [chair / director / dean] to evaluate whether the faculty member has met the expectations described in their annual work plan or workload assignment. 

II. Review Process
Each faculty member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE – must be on or before February 1].

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

A written evaluation report shall be provided by the [chair / director / dean] to each faculty member by [DATE – must be on or before March 1]. This report shall include: ratings of performance in each area of the faculty member’s professional responsibilities, an overall rating of performance, formative feedback commenting upon the faculty member’s performance in each area of responsibility, and any other information available to the [chair / director / dean] that is material to the overall performance rating assigned to the faculty member. 

Each faculty member shall have the opportunity to meet and discuss their written evaluation report with the [chair / director / dean] prior to [DATE - must be on or before March 31]. [Describe unit procedures for scheduling such meetings.]

III. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations

Rating Scale
As part of the annual evaluation process, each faculty member shall receive a rating from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent) for each area of professional responsibility as well as overall. 

The overall performance rating shall be weighted consistent with the faculty member’s annual workload allocation of effort using the following guidelines: [specify]. 

Consistent with the KU-UAKU memorandum of agreement Article 17: Evaluations, any faculty member who refuses to participate in the annual evaluation process, with the exception of faculty members on approved leaves, will receive an overall rating of Poor.

Performance Expectations: Research / Scholarship / Creative Activity
Excellent (5): excellent performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good (4): very good performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Good (3): good performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal (2): marginal performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor (1): poor performance in the area of research is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity
Excellent (5): excellent performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good (4): very good performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Good (3): good performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal (2): marginal performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor (1): poor performance in the area of teaching is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Service
Excellent (5): excellent performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good (4): very good performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Good (3): good performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal (2): marginal performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor (1): poor performance in the area of service is characterized by [specify]. 

Performance Expectations: Professional Performance (if relevant to unit)
Excellent (5): excellent performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Very Good (4): very good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Good (3): good performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Marginal (2): marginal performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify]. 
Poor (1): poor performance in the area of professional performance is characterized by [specify].

IV. Modifications
For faculty members with joint appointments
Faculty members with a joint appointment with another academic department will [specify]. 
For faculty members with split appointments
Faculty members with a split appointment with a research center will [specify]. 
For faculty members with differential allocation of effort agreements
Faculty members with differential allocation of effort agreements in place during the review period will have their overall performance rating adjusted to reflect their allocation of effort consistent with the guidelines described in Section III.A. 
For faculty members on sabbatical leave or research intensive semester during the review period
Faculty members who were on a sabbatical leave or a research intensive semester during the review period will [specify]. 
For faculty members on family or medical leave during the review period 
Faculty members who were on family or medical leave for a portion of the review period will [specify]. Faculty members who were on family or medical leave for the entirety of the review period are not required to submit portfolio materials and do not receive an annual performance evaluation. 
For faculty members on administrative leave or other forms of leave during the review period
Faculty members who were on an administrative leave during the review period will [specify]. Faculty members who were on [other forms of leave as relevant to the unit] during the review period will [specify].

V. Performance Improvement Plans
In the case that a faculty member [specify conditions (e.g., receives a rating of poor in any area of responsibility, receives an overall rating of marginal or poor)], a performance improvement plan will be implemented. [Note: The memorandum of agreement states that a PIP must be implemented if a faculty member receives an overall rating of poor; units may choose to specify additional circumstances under which PIPs may be implemented. Delete this note before submitting your policy document.]

Performance improvements plans will be developed by the [chair / director / dean] in consultation with the faculty member. The plan may include provisions for faculty development, mentorship, or other appropriate interventions aimed at promoting improved performance in the relevant area(s). 

The written Performance Improvement Plan will be shared with the faculty member within [TIME (e.g., 30 days)] of the original evaluation.

VI. Merit-Based Salary Increases
When funds for merit-based salary increases are available, increases will be allocated as follows: [specify how merit increases will be tied to annual evaluation outcomes – these specifications must be in alignment with the KU-UAKU memorandum of agreement Article 17: Evaluations and Article 20: Compensation].

Consistent with the KU-UAKU memorandum of agreement Article 17: Evaluations, any faculty member who does not participate in the annual evaluation process, with the exception of faculty members on approved leaves, will be ineligible for a merit salary increase.

VII. Appeals
Faculty members have a right to due process if disagreement arises during the evaluation process. If a faculty member wishes to appeal the outcome of their annual evaluation, the faculty member should follow the procedures described in the KU-UAKU memorandum of agreement Article 17: Evaluations.
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