Joint Appointments
For a faculty member with a joint appointment, where the secondary appointment comprises no
more than twenty percent of the faculty member’s effort, the chair of the department/division in
which the faculty member has a primary appointment will evaluate the performance of the
faculty member, with input from the chair of the department/division in which the individual has
a secondary appointment. If the secondary appointment comprises more than twenty percent of
the faculty member’s effort, the faculty member will be evaluated by both the
department/division chairs in the primary department and the secondary department.
Schedule of Title Series for Review
This is the first year of the biennium. The following table provides a summary of faculty to be
reviewed:
Table of Performance Evaluation During First Year of Biennium
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* unless agreed to by mutual consent of the faculty and dean

Exceptions in this Biennium:
• Faculty who do not need to be evaluated include:
o Tenured faculty who have formally indicated their intention to retire on or before
the end of the current fiscal year;
o Non-tenured faculty whose appointments will not be renewed (i.e., faculty on a
terminal contract whose appointment will not extend beyond the end of the
current fiscal year).
Faculty members exempt from a required review by these circumstances may, after consultation
with their department chair/director, elect by mutual agreement to be reviewed on a voluntary
basis. As indicated in the table above, faculty in title series ineligible for tenure but whose
positions are likely to continue should be reviewed since future promotion and salary increments
are linked to their evaluation. Faculty on out-of-state assignments in international or other
programs shall be evaluated for purposes of performance review and promotion based on their
performances and accomplishments in their assigned areas of activity in accordance with AR 3:4.
Process and Procedures
Before beginning the evaluative process, the college dean or director shall communicate the
procedures used in the performance review to all faculty employees. Please be certain that the
procedures employed in the performance review of faculty comply fully with AR 3:10 policies
about the areas of performance, sources of evaluative material, distribution of effort, consultation
with faculty, rating systems, and appeals. Please share a copy of this memorandum and attached

regulation with your faculty, or provide the web locations for these regulations and this
memorandum.
The performance review for each faculty member documents his or her effectiveness and
progress in the following activities during the calendar year (for those not reviewed last year, the
past two years): [1] instruction (i.e., teaching and advising); [2] research and/or other appropriate
forms of creative scholarship; [3] university service, public service, outreach services,
professional leadership, and/or other appropriate activities; [4] and patient care and related
clinical activity. Reviews are to be based on the distribution of effort (DOE) performed by the
faculty member. Thus, relative weightings and attention given to each activity in making
judgments are to be based on the prior agreement of DOE across these activities. Quantitative
and qualitative information will be used and explained in making judgments about performance.
The evaluation instrument or forms that are used in each college are to be developed by the dean
of the college and must involve consultation with an appropriate faculty group. Letter,
numerical, or descriptive designations may be used in the evaluation instrument, but the rankings
must clearly recognize at least three designations: outstanding, good or satisfactory, and
unsatisfactory performance. Evaluators are expected to be both fair and constructive.
Evaluations must contain sufficient written commentary to explain the assigned ratings,
especially if there is an unsatisfactory rating or if the need for significant improvement is cited.
The department chair/director will review each faculty employee and recommend an evaluation
rating to the dean of the college. Also, it is expected that chairs and directors consult with a
suitable committee of peers within the unit in arriving at merit ratings.
Performance Review - Appeal Process
All faculty employees must be provided opportunities for an appeal at the college level as
needed. Procedures for faculty appeals should be developed and clearly communicated to all
faculty within the college. If a faculty employee appeals at the college level and still disagrees
with the decision of the dean, an appeal may be made to the Provost. An appeals committee will
be appointed after seeking advice about the committee composition from the Senate Council.
This appeal committee will make its recommendation to the Provost, whose decision will be
final.
Tenure Progress Review in 2nd and 4th Years
Please be reminded that one element of policies on faculty performance review (AR 3:10.B.4)
requires mandatory tenure progress reviews in which the “unit administrator shall consult with
the tenured members of the faculty” and prepare a written progress review that the unit
administrator shall discuss with the individual under review. These discussions and the written
review that documents those discussions should occur at the end of the non-tenured faculty
member’s second and fourth years, but may occur more frequently. The written review shall be
sent to the dean of the college and a copy shall be given to the individual under review and
placed in the individual’s Standard Personnel File.

Calendar for Reviews
The schedule for the review and evaluation process is as follows:
February 11, 2011

Review completed by college and faculty employees
informed of results.

March 11, 2011

Deadline for a faculty employee to appeal at the college
level.

April 4, 2011

Appeals at the college level completed.

April 25, 2011

Deadline for a faculty employees to appeal to the Provost.

May 9, 2011

Appeals to Provost completed.

Finally, if there are any aspects of the review process on which you wish additional guidance,
please feel free to contact us. Please note, this memorandum is also posted online at
http://www.uky.edu/Provost/APFA/Promotion_Tenure/Faculty_Performance_Review.pdf
We welcome the opportunity to work with you in the faculty performance review process. Our
investments in this activity help to move programs forward, and they support individual faculty
development.
Thank you for your attention to the selection, progression and evaluation of our greatest asset –
the faculty.
attachment

