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	Introduction
[Units may wish to include an optional introductory section that describes the overall approach to reviews for unclassified academic staff within the unit, including how the mission, values, and/or goals of the unit relate to these standards and/or procedures.]

If a UAS member holds a joint or split appointment, each unit in which the UAS member holds an appointment will conduct separate initial reviews for progress toward promotion, promotion, and post-promotion reviews. Each unit’s review shall include the areas of professional responsibility appropriate to the individual’s position description. The unit that has primary responsibility for the position will be responsible for coordinating with the other unit throughout the review process. (Delete this section if no UAS members in your unit hold joint / split appointments.)

I. Progress Toward Promotion Review

A. Timeline
Unclassified academic staff (UAS) in [unit name] will undergo a Progress Toward Promotion Review approximately halfway through their probationary period. This typically occurs in the third year.
The criteria, procedures, documents, and timeline for Progress Toward Promotion Review will be communicated in a live informational session and posted on the [college/school/research center] website by May 1.
 
B. Portfolio
The Progress Toward Promotion Review portfolio submitted by the UAS member shall contain:  
Progress Toward Promotion Review CV
Progress Toward Promotion Review Candidate Statements
Progress Toward Promotion Review Candidate Verification Form and List of Supporting Materials
[delete the following three points if no UAS in your unit have positions that involve teaching]
Student Evaluations of Teaching numerical summaries for individuals whose positions involve teaching
Student Evaluations of Teaching comments for individuals whose positions involve teaching [if required by your unit, delete if not]
Peer evaluations of teaching for individuals whose positions involve teaching
[specify any additional materials to be submitted required by your unit (e.g., grant applications)]

Additional documentation of accomplishments in teaching, scholarship, professional performance, and/or service, if desired by the candidate. 

(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 UAS member undergoing progress toward promotion review must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

Materials 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 using the appropriate unit level review form shall be provided by the supervisor to each UAS member undergoing review within 10 business days of the completion of the review.

At the conclusion of the review process, all Progress Toward Promotion Review materials are submitted to Office of Faculty Affairs.     

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
[NOTE: There is no mandatory rating scale for Progress Toward Promotion Review. It is recommended that units follow the same rating scale used for promotion review, to help the candidate understand how they will be evaluated for promotion. If your unit chooses not to do this, delete the rating scale, but still list performance expectations.]

Progress Toward Promotion Reviews shall include ratings from unsatisfactory to distinction for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the UAS 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.

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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 (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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)
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]. 

E. Outcomes
The Progress Toward Promotion Review will conclude with a letter from the [Dean/Vice Chancellor for Research] stating one of four outcomes:
The evidence is sufficient for continuing the probationary appointment, and the UAS member is on track for promotion in accordance with the evaluation standards necessary for promotion as described in Article 19 of the KU-UAKU MOA.
The evidence is sufficient for continuing the probationary appointment, but performance must be elevated to approach promotion.
The evidence requires a subsequent probationary review in the next academic year.
The evidence supports a recommendation for non-reappointment.

Neither the record of the review nor its results shall be included in an UAS member’s promotion record. Recommendations for or against promotion should not be influenced by favorable or unfavorable results of the progress toward promotion review.

F. Right of Response
If the UAS member is dissatisfied with the outcome of the Progress Toward Promotion Review, they can meet with the unit supervisor to discuss the review. This meeting should occur within 10 days of the UAS member receiving the written report. The UAS member may append comments, documents, or materials to the final evaluation report. These attachments are limited to clarifications of accomplishments listed, responses to the supervisor’s evaluation of the performance, and to any “other information available to the supervisor” addressed in the narrative, as described in the KU-UAKU MOA Article 17.4.

If in the Progress Toward Promotion Review a UAS member receives a negative evaluation in one or more areas of professional responsibility, the UAS member may request a review by a faculty committee designated to hear such matters in the college, school, libraries, or Office of Research.


II. Promotion Review: Assistant to Associate

A. Timeline
UAS are eligible for promotion in rank to Associate, which is a non-time-limited appointment, after the end of their probationary period, which is typically six years. 
When UAS are hired after serving in another role, 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 for the purpose of promotion shall be established at the time of hire and documented in the initial appointment letter.

Promotion review may occur earlier than the standard six years of full time service or equivalent when [specify criteria]. A UAS member may request early promotion review by [specify process]. The [unit supervisor] may also suggest early promotion review when [specify criteria]. UAS who choose to apply for promotion early are held to the same standards as those who have completed the full probationary period.

The promotion review is not mandatory, and if a UAS member chooses not to be evaluated, they will continue with annual appointments at their current rank.

B. Portfolio
The promotion review portfolio submitted by the UAS member shall contain: 
Candidate P&T CV
Candidate Statements
Candidate Verification Form and List of Supporting Materials
[delete the following three points if no UAS in your unit have positions that involve teaching]
Student Evaluations of Teaching numerical summaries for individuals whose positions involve teaching
Student Evaluations of Teaching comments for individuals whose positions involve teaching [if required by your unit, delete if not]
Peer evaluations of teaching for individuals whose positions involve teaching
[specify any additional materials to be submitted required by your unit (e.g., grant applications)]

Additional documentation of accomplishments in teaching, scholarship, professional performance, and/or service, if desired by the candidate. 

(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
The review process follows the procedures specified in FSSR Article VI. Each UAS member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

Materials submitted by each UAS 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.E. 

A written evaluation report describing the outcome of the initial, unit-level, promotion review using the appropriate unit level review form shall be provided by the [chair / director / dean] to each UAS member undergoing promotion review by [date or period of time following submission]. A favorable recommendation will be forwarded to [next step of review process; e.g., the committee conducting the intermediate review or the UCPT]. 

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
Promotion reviews shall include ratings from unsatisfactory to distinction for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the UAS member’s position 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, unclassified academic staff members must be rated as Meritorious or higher in their predominant area of responsibility and Adequate in other area(s) of responsibility.

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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 
Performance Expectations: Service (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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)
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]. 

E. Outcomes
Initial review units shall forward all appropriate documents to the intermediate level review unit following the intermediate review unit’s specified procedures and submission deadline. 

If the initial review results in a negative recommendation, the UAS member may opt not to have the portfolio forwarded for further review. 

If initial reviews resulting in a negative recommendation are not forwarded automatically to the next level of review by the [department / school / center], the candidate may request that the portfolio be forwarded for further review and the [chair / dean / director] shall inform the candidate of this option. 

Intermediate review committees may request additional information to assist in the evaluation of a candidate’s record.

If the promotion review result is unsuccessful, the UAS member may be appointed to continuing annual appointments at their current rank and may apply for promotion again at a later date.

F. Appeals 
A UAS member may appeal a negative promotion outcome as outlined in FSRR Article VI and Article 22 of the KU-UAKU MOA. Grievances alleging that the procedures governing the promotion decision were violated shall begin at Step Three of the Grievance and Arbitration process as described in Article 22 of the KU-UAKU MOA.

III. Promotion Review: Associate to Full/Senior

A. Timeline
Continuing productivity is expected to prepare an UAS member for promotion to the rank of Full/Senior within six years of their promotion to Associate. However, there is no time limit on the promotion for Associate to Full, and an unsuccessful promotion review will not affect the member’s continued employment. UAS are not required to seek promotion from Associate to Full/Senior.

B. Portfolio
The promotion review portfolio submitted by the UAS member shall contain: 
Candidate P&T CV
Candidate Statements
Candidate Verification Form and List of Supporting Materials
[delete the following three points if no UAS in your unit have positions that involve teaching]
Student Evaluations of Teaching numerical summaries for individuals whose positions involve teaching
Student Evaluations of Teaching comments for individuals whose positions involve teaching [if required by your unit, delete if not]
Peer evaluations of teaching for individuals whose positions involve teaching
[specify any additional materials to be submitted required by your unit (e.g., grant applications)]

Additional documentation of accomplishments in teaching, scholarship, professional performance, and/or service, if desired by the candidate. 

(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 UAS member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

Materials submitted by each UAS 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 III.D. 

A written evaluation report using the appropriate unit level review form describing the outcome of the initial promotion review shall be provided by the [chair / director / dean] to each UAS member undergoing promotion review by [DATE]. A favorable recommendation will be forwarded to [next step of review process e.g., the committee conducting the intermediate review or the UCPT].

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
Promotion reviews shall include ratings from unsatisfactory to distinction for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the UAS member’s position 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 to the rank of Full/Senior, UAS members must be rated as Meritorious or higher in their predominant area of responsibility and Adequate in other areas of responsibility.

Performance Expectations: Teaching / Instructional Activity (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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 (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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)
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]. 

E. Outcomes
Initial review units shall forward all appropriate documents to the intermediate level review unit following the intermediate review unit’s specified procedures and submission deadline. 

If the initial review results in a negative recommendation, the UAS member may opt not to have the portfolio forwarded for further review. 
 
If initial reviews resulting in a negative recommendation are not forwarded automatically to the next level of review by the [department / school / center], the candidate may request that the portfolio be forwarded for further review and the [chair / dean / director] shall inform the candidate of this option.

Intermediate review committees may request additional information to assist in the evaluation of a candidate’s record.

If the promotion review result is unsuccessful, the UAS member may be appointed to continuing annual appointments at their current rank and may apply for promotion again at a later date.

E. Appeals 
A UAS member may appeal a negative promotion outcome as outlined in FSRR Article VI and Article 22 of the KU-UAKU MOA. Grievances alleging that the procedures governing the promotion decision were violated shall begin at Step Three of the Grievance and Arbitration process as described in Article 22 of the KU-UAKU MOA.


IV. Post-Promotion Review

A. Timeline
UAS in [unit name] who have reached the rank of Associate or higher will undergo Post-Promotion Review on the timeline specified by Article 18 of the KU-UAKU MOA. If a UAS member undergoes a promotion review, the clock for post-promotion review resets. UAS who have an appointment that is split with a tenure-line appointment will have post-tenure and Post-Promotion Reviews scheduled in alignment with the tenure-line position.

The [Dean/Vice Chancellor for Research] will notify all UAS scheduled for Post-Promotion Review in the upcoming academic year no later than March 15.  

B. Portfolio
The Post-Promotion Review portfolio submitted by the UAS 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 UAS member must submit their portfolio materials by [process] by [DATE].

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

A written evaluation report describing the outcome of the review shall be provided to the UAS member by the unit supervisor within 10 business days of the completion of the review.

At the conclusion of the review process, all review materials are submitted to Office of Faculty Affairs.     

D. Rating Scale and Performance Expectations
Post-Promotion Reviews shall include ratings from poor to excellent for each area of professional responsibility relevant to the UAS member’s position 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 (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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 (if relevant to unit – delete if not)
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. Outcome of Post-Promotion Review
If the UAS member receives an overall rating of Poor, a Performance Improvement Plan may be developed as described in KU-UAKU MOA Article 17.5.

F. Right of Response 
If the UAS member is dissatisfied with the outcome of the Post-Promotion Review, they can meet with the unit supervisor to discuss the review. This meeting should occur within 10 days of the UAS member receiving the written report. The UAS member may append comments, documents, or materials they desire to the final evaluation report. These attachments are limited to clarifications of accomplishments listed, responses to the supervisor’s evaluation of the performance, and to any “other information available to the supervisor” addressed in the narrative, as described in the KU-UAKU MOA Article 17.4.

If in the Post-Promotion Review a UAS member is rated as poor or marginal in one or more areas of responsibility, the UAS member may request a review by a faculty committee designated to hear such matters in the college, school, libraries, or Office of Research.

V. Mentoring
[Units should describe the mentoring process for unclassified academic staff members to prepare them for promotion. Mentoring is required for at least the initial three years of the appointment. If mentoring processes are described in a different unit policy document (e.g., P&T policy), this section may refer to that policy.]
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