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Minutes

Agenda Item: Opening Remarks | Updates | Announcements Presenter: C. Crawford

e C. Crawford called the meeting to order at 3:00p.m.
e Faculty Senate went through roll call.
e September 22 minutes were approved.
e  QOctober 6 minutes were approved.
e C. Crawford gave opening remarks and introduced the topic of the Compact for Academic Excellence in Higher
Education.
o The Faculty Senate discussed the Compact for Academic Excellence in Higher Education.
o C. Crawford stated that the faculty wants to be included in discussions when decisions are made and
asked if the university is required to make a decision that the Faculty Senate is involved in the process.
o B. DiPaolaindicated that he would look into how the university will solicit faculty feedback on the Compact
for Academic Excellence in Higher Education if/when itis needed. B. DiPaola asked that the Faculty Senate
follow the process that the university has established and allow the President to speak for the university.

Agenda Item: Faculty Affairs Committee Updates Presenter: L. Vincent

e L.Vincent provided an update from the Faculty Affairs Committee on the proposed faculty productivity review
processes.

o L.Vincent stated that they received over 20 pages of feedback in response to the memo that was sent out
last week. L. Vincent indicated that the goal for today’s meeting is to share different perspectives, look for
similarities across colleges, and address areas that may need more thought.

o The Faculty Senate discussed each of the four questions listed in the memo.

= Should the university develop general metrics that apply across all colleges for each of the
following areas—while still allowing flexibility for college- or department-specific criteria? If so,
how can we best evaluate the wide range of faculty roles and responsibilities?

=  What should the process look like for identifying and reporting faculty that have exceptional
performance? Many of the benchmark universities have a process for faculty that exceed
expectations with some reward attached. But it’s not clear that standard merit reviews would
suffice for the positive side of our process.

=  Forreporting productivity from the college to the university level, should this process be based on
arelative scale (e.g., identifying the top and bottom 2% of faculty within each college) or an
absolute scale (e.g., scores below 2 on a 5-point scale)? Should colleges report separate scores
for each DOE category (e.g., teaching, research, service) so that a weighted average can be
calculated, or should there be one standardized metric across all colleges, with individual college
rubrics converted to a common reporting scale?

= How should the appeals process be structured within the faculty productivity review system?
Should appeals occur before a Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) is implemented, after its
completion, or only the PIP has not been met adequately? Who should be responsible for handling
appeals (e.g., department, college, university-level committee)? What level of due process should
be included in the process if performance does not improve following the PIP?

o See Appendix A for presentation slides/report.

Agenda Item: UK Core Updates Presenter: B. Frisby

e B. Frisby presented UK Core updates and goals for the fall semester.
o Five areas of opportunity were identified for UK Core.
= Curricular framework and competencies
=  Student experience
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= Assessment
=  Program oversight and administration
=  Communication and messaging

o The UK Core Task Force is comprised of representatives that cover all five areas of opportunity, which
include administration, faculty, student success, Office of the University Registrar, communication and
marketing, assessment, UK Libraries, Institutional Research, Analytics and Decision Support, and
admissions.

o B. Frisby stated that through the task force they were able to update and consolidate the UK Core student
learning outcomes, incorporate the 10 essential skills, revise the UK Core webpage, and pilot a revised
assessment process. The task force has begun the process of recognizing ways to address curricular drift,
inventory cleanup, and recertifying UK Core courses.

o Thetaskforce has identified the following goals for the Fall 2025 semester:

= QOversight (UK Core Faculty Fellow/UK Core Task Force)

= |mplementation plan and timeline for student learning outcome alignment

= Courseinventory cleanup

= Evaluation of the assessment pilot and determining the assessment method moving forward
=  Continuing robust discussions on core areas

o The Faculty Senate discussed the composition of the UK Core Task Force, ensuring broad faculty input on
changes to UK Core, and the possibility of additional UK Core areas. Based on the recommendation of the
senators in the room, B. DiPaola agreed to include faculty in the UK Core process.

o C. Harper stated B. Frisby has prepared a charge to the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee to draft and
solicit feedback on the UK Core course recertification process that is being held until the Faculty Senate
has submitted their recommendation on the faculty productivity review process.

o See Appendix B for presentation slides/report.

Agenda Item: Provost Area Updates Presenter: C. Harper/B. DiPaola

e This agenda item was tabled until the next Faculty Senate meeting.

Agenda Item: Senate Organization Workgroup Update Presenter: C. Crawford

e This agenda item was tabled until the next Faculty Senate meeting.

Agenda Item: Senate Curriculum Committee Updates Presenter: M. O’Bryan

e This agenda item was tabled until the next Faculty Senate meeting.

Agenda Item: Shared Governance Committee Updates Presenter: B. Alley

e This agenda item was tabled until the next Faculty Senate meeting.
o Please see Appendix C for presentation slides/report.

Agenda Item: Faculty Trustee Updates Presenter: H. Swanson/K. Petrone

e This agenda item was tabled until the next Faculty Senate meeting.
o Please see Appendix D for presentation slides/report.

Agenda Item: From the Floor Presenter: Faculty Senate

e None were added.
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Agenda Item: Call for Agenda ltems

Presenter: C. Crawford

e None were added.

Other Information

Adjournment |

e Meeting adjourned at 5:03p.m.

Next Meeting ‘

e Monday, November 3, 2025 3:00-5:00p.m., B&E Room 183




Appendix A

MEMO

13 October 2025

To: Faculty Senate
From: Faculty Affairs Committee

Re: Designing a Faculty Productivity Review Process

The Provost’s Office charged the Faculty Senate to formulate a proposed response to hew
statutory language governing faculty productivity. We had to do so on a short timeline: The
new faculty productivity review process needs to be approved by year’s end, to take effect
this coming June.

What appears below is a proposed outline for the Faculty Excellence & Productivity
Structure (FEPS) that our committee will bring to the Faculty Senate during our first
November meeting. The hope is that most discussion and debate over its contents,
including any votes intended to clarify disagreements, can take place during the Faculty
Senate meeting scheduled for October 20 — so that the November draft can be as close as
possible to something the Faculty Senate ultimately will approve.

This memo proceeds in four stages. First, we give faculty a summary of the legal changes
that catalyzed this process. Second, we outline the design principles that went into
formulating the proposal. Third, we sketch out how the proposal currently looks, with
certain key details left at a high level for now pending faculty feedback. Finally, we lay out
the decisions that the Faculty Senate still needs to make, so that ambiguities in the current
draft can be addressed.

l. Background

Kentucky’s General Assembly passed legislation last Spring requiring the evaluation of the
performance and productivity of faculty members at least once every four years (i.e.,
House Bill 424). The legislation authorized removing faculty members “regardless of
status” for “cause,” a term expanded to include “failure to meet college or university
performance and productivity requirements.” It mandates centralization of that review
process under the authority of the colleges and/or the University President. The legislation
states that, "The evaluation process shall be established by the board and provided to all


https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/record/25rs/hb424.html

faculty members by January 1, 2026, to become effective July 1, 2026." If you’d like to know
more about the legislation, it was covered by local media, including in the Kentucky

Lantern:

After introduction: https://kentuckylantern.com/2024/01/22/house-education-
chair-says-professor-review-bill-is-not-aimed-at-limiting-tenure-in-kentucky/

Committee discussion: https://kentuckylantern.com/2024/01/23/discussion-no-

vote-on-bill-mandating-how-academics-in-kentucky-would-be-evaluated/

Testimony against bill: https://kentuckylantern.com/2025/02/18/ky-professors-say-
bill-could-erode-academic-tenure-sponsor-says-its-not-about-tenure/

Story on Gov. Beshear’s veto, which was overridden:

https://kentuckylantern.com/2025/03/26/beshear-vetoes-bill-kentucky-professors-

say-erodes-academic-tenure-at-public-universities/

Design Principles

The Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) approached the formulation of this proposal following
a number of design principles, all of which we took to represent the will of stakeholders
outside of the committee. Those principles were:

A. Broad Consultation — A productivity-review policy is consequential for all

B.

faculty. It should not reflect the preferences of FAC members only. Therefore, we
encouraged individual faculty senators to gather information from their
constituents through meetings with college administration, office hours,
attendance at college governance meetings (e.g., faculty councils), and
feedback from faculty (e.g., through surveys). We received extensive feedback
from those senators during a Senate Retreat on October 6. In addition, members
of the FAC investigated similar policies implemented at a variety of high-ranking
public universities. Committee Chair Leslie Vincent met with UK’s associate
provosts Harper and Thomas, as well as with the College of Design. Committee
member Stephen Voss met with the Provost and with officials in the College of
Medicine to discuss their ACE program. We have done our best to assimilate the
insights provided from all of these sources.

Responsiveness to Variation in Disciplines & Faculty Status — Almostto a
person, the faculty members we consulted rebuffed the idea of top-down
productivity metrics that could be applied to faculty in all colleges. Both the
disciplinary norms and the formal job descriptions (i.e., Distributions of effort)
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under which faculty operate are simply too varied. Rather, most steps in the
process — all except those bringing final resolution to difficult cases — should be
decentralized to the colleges, with responsibility shared between program heads
(e.g., department chairs) and college leadership (e.g., Deans).

C. Efficiency—Most colleges already have merit-review procedures in place that
comply with the legislatively mandated timeline. The merit-review procedures in
place generally consider faculty productivity. (Untenured faculty undergo other
forms of review as well.) Both because of the short timeline necessitated by this
legislative change and because we received largely positive feedback about
existing merit-review procedures, our goal was not to duplicate, replace, or
excessively interfere with what colleges are already doing. This proposal does
offer several regulations to guide periodic faculty reviews, and it’s possible that
having these uniform requirements could induce certain colleges to tweak their
merit-review practices, but for the most part, the FAC proposal attempts to
piggyback on what colleges are already doing — with only the final stages of
productivity review being added on top. In doing so, we are trying to ensure that
this effort to ensure productivity does not, by creating a lot of additional
paperwork or record keeping, ultimately undermine productivity.

D. Positivity — Most of the public discussion of HB 424 focused on the risk it poses
to tenure, and therefore has emphasized the potential negative outcomes of a
productivity review process. The Provost, on the other hand, encouraged the
Faculty Senate to consider the positive role this process could play not only in
encouraging faculty success, but also in recognizing and rewarding especially
productive faculty. While we still await better information about what these
rewards might be, we strove to design a productivity-review system that could
identify exceptionally positive as well as exceptionally problematic cases.

. Faculty Excellence & Productivity Structure (FEPS) Proposal Outline

Note that what follows is not only a draft, it is really more of a sketch of the proposal we
intend to bring before the Faculty Senate in November. The goal is to identify and resolve
points of concern or disagreement, so that we can draft a full and formal proposal that
conforms as closely as possible to the Faculty Senate’s vision and reflects the perspectives
of the faculty they are elected to represent.



Overview

The faculty productivity review process is designed to ensure accountability, transparency,
and ongoing professional development while maintaining alignment with departmental
expectations, institutional policy, and Kentucky state law. Faculty reviews will occur on a
regular cycle (annually or biennially depending on each College’s policies), consistent
with operating procedures established in each department and college.

The Faculty Excellence & Productivity Structure (FEPS) builds on those decentralized merit-
review procedures, providing a comprehensive assessment of performance for full-time
faculty at the University of Kentucky across all aspects of their job responsibilities (i.e.,
teaching, creative, technical, research, service, administration, clinical, and other
appropriate activities).

Integration of Faculty Review and Productivity Review

e Faculty performance reviews, as defined in Administrative Regulation 3-10, will
serve as a primary input into the University productivity review. These reviews are
either completed annually or biennially depending on college policies and faculty
title-series.

e Faculty reviews must be closely tied to the Distribution of Effort (DOE) under which
each faculty member operates. This linkage will ensure alignment between assigned
responsibilities and review outcomes.

e Each department’s guidelines for judging performance (i.e., their Statement of
Evidence) should be the basis of relevant evaluation criteria associated with both
faculty review and productivity review.

o Department-level expectations for productivity must be clearly defined and
consistently applied across all faculty within the department. Department faculty
must receive frequent feedback about their performance and productivity.

Part 1: Faculty Merit Review Process
Departmental Review Framework

e Each department will maintain an updated Statement of Evidence outlining
performance expectations and job responsibilities for each title series represented
in their department.

e Each department will develop departmental standards that ensure consistency in
evaluation across each faculty member inclusive of their DOE and within their title
series.



e When Department Chairs or relevant educational unit administrators oversee the

faculty review process, they should ensure adherence to departmental standards

and consistency in evaluation.

Review and Reporting Process

1. Faculty Performance Review Conducted

o

Faculty members are reviewed according to their department or college’s
established review cycle (annual or biennial) based on title-series and/or
tenure status.

Each review will assess performance against the DOE and should use both
quantitative and qualitative measures as determined by the Department and
approved by College administration.

Faculty members must receive qualitative and quantitative feedback. The
qualitative feedback must detail why the quantitative selection was
determined. In addition, Chairs are encouraged to offer guidance on how to
improve the ranking.

2. Chair’s Evaluation and Reporting

o

o

Once the faculty review is complete, the Department Chairs will compile the
individual faculty review results and assign rating(s) based on the developed
and approved departmental scales.

For purposes of reporting out the results of their review process,
departments must establish a rating scale where distinctions among pre-
determined categories be clearly defined, quantitatively if not qualitatively
and include a specified cutoff for Unsatisfactory performance.

Scores will be submitted to the Dean’s Office for review and recordkeeping.

3. Dean’s Office Oversight

o

The Dean’s Office will verify that all faculty have been reviewed in
accordance with college procedures and maintain records for institutional
reporting.

Reviews identified as Unsatisfactory will be flagged by the Dean’s Office at
which time the University Productivity Review (Part 2) will commence.



Part 2: The University Productivity Review
Unsatisfactory Performance and Improvement Plans

e Faculty members receiving an Unsatisfactory rating, as determined by their
Department processes, on two consecutive merit reviews, whether biennial or
annual, will be required to develop a Performance Improvement Plan (PIP). The
PIP will be developed in consultation with the Department Chair and College Dean.
The PIP mustinclude:

o Specific goals forimprovement in the relevant performance areas that
contributed to the Unsatisfactory designation. Each goal should include
metrics/milestones that will indicate successful improvement and be
accomplished within a specific timeframe;

o Departmental, College or University Resources and support necessary to
achieve the specific goals; and

o Atimeline for measurable progress that includes significant milestones
observable within the next academic year.

e The PIP will be monitored by the Department Chair and Dean to ensure progress is
achieved. The process for monitoring and evaluation should be included in the
Department operating procedures.

e AR 3-11 provides guidance on the requirements for this process.
University Reporting and Compliance

e Ataminimum, the rating for every faculty member reviewed by each Department
must be reported to the Provost’s Office to confirm compliance with the legal

requirement that every faculty member be evaluated at least once during a four-year
period.

o« Reviews identified as unsatisfactory are tracked through the improvement plan
process until resolved.

e Annual summary reports will document compliance, completion rates, and
outcomes of flagged reviews.

Continuous Improvement

Departments and colleges are encouraged regularly to review and refine their Statements
of Evidence and rating criteria to ensure they remain aligned with evolving academic
expectations, institutional goals, and legislative mandates.



Iv. Questions for Feedback

Note that so far the centerpiece of our new procedure has not been specified —the
monitoring and reacting to poor productivity scores, as well as the rewarding of high
productivity — and remains vague in the above guidelines. The reason for this ambiguity is
that before the proposal can be more specific, we need the Faculty Senate to consider the
key variables that will shape the productivity-review stage of the process. They are:

1. Should the university develop general metrics that apply across all colleges for each
of the following areas—while still allowing flexibility for college- or department-
specific criteria? If so, how can we best evaluate the wide range of faculty roles and
responsibilities?

a. Teaching: (e.g., course load, student feedback, teaching innovation, national
lectures, mentoring)

b. Research/Creative Work: (e.g., number of grant submissions, grants
awarded, publications, performances, exhibitions)

c. Service: (e.g., committee participation, community engagement, clinical
quality, outreach)

d. Administration/Leadership: (e.g., leadership roles, program development,
budget or personnel management, institutional initiatives)

e. Clinical, Technical, and other Primary Responsibilities

2. What should the process look like for identifying and reporting faculty that have
exceptional performance? Many of the benchmark universities have a process for
faculty that exceed expectations with some reward attached. But it’s not clear that
standard merit reviews would suffice for the positive side of our process.

3. Forreporting productivity from the college to the university level, should this
process be based on a relative scale (e.g., identifying the top and bottom 2% of
faculty within each college) or an absolute scale (e.g., scores below 2 on a 5-point
scale)? Should colleges report separate scores for each DOE category (e.g.,
teaching, research, service) so that a weighted average can be calculated, or should
there be one standardized metric across all colleges, with individual college rubrics
converted to a common reporting scale?

4. How should the appeals process be structured within the faculty productivity
review system? Should appeals occur before a Performance Improvement Plan (PIP)
is implemented, after its completion, or only the PIP has not been met adequately?
Who should be responsible for handling appeals (e.g., department, college,
university-level committee)? What level of due process should be included in the
process if performance does not improve following the PIP?



UK Core Updates and

Fall Goals '




UK CORE

Opportunities

CURRICULAR o STUDENT
FRAMEWORK AND EXPERIENCE ASSESSMENT
COMPETENCIES
UK Core curriculum should be more connected . Students desire practical skills. » Mapping artifacts is challenging and
to major curriculum. «  Prescriptive majors limit student time-consuming.
UK uses a basic menu style and should choice in UK Core. » Student input should be included.
emphasize few high-impact practices. « Students feel UK Core is a barrier to » Course-level feedback is not always
« Competency area titles should be more intuitive. some majors. available to faculty.
« There are too many student learning outcomes « Some fear there is an inconsistent » UK-trained evaluators should have
(SLOs). experience for transfer students. subject matter expertise in curricular
« Students desire topics that connect to the area.

workforce landscape.

COMMUNICATION AND

MESSAGING
* There should be more administrative « There are limited people resources for the day-to-day
oversight for items like marketing, operations.
communication and assessment. * Documents should be updated and consistent.
» There should be a full-time equivalent « Communications plan should be put in place.
administrator to oversee the UK Core. « Training should be increased for instructors and staff.

% University of
Kentucky.



AY 25-26 Task Force

e Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, Brandi Frisby (Co-Chair)*
e UK Core Faculty Fellow, Ryan Voogt (Co-Chair)*
Dean representatives, Ana Franco-Watkins* (A&S) & Mark Shanda* (FA)

* Student Success representative (Aaron Vaught*)
» Staff representative (Mike Shanks*)
* Faculty Members

* Corrine Williams (CPH)*

*  Mike Pennell (A&S)*

« Nathan Wood (CAFE)

* Brent Harrison (EGR)
* Representative from university communication/marketing (Amanda Harris*)
* Director of Assessment (Ania Peczalska)
e UK Libraries (Lisa Nichols*)
* IRADS (Chris Thuringer*)
* Admissions (Jenn Dietzel*)

*Served on previous Workgroup, provide continuity

t% UmverSItyof
Kentucky.



Updated
Student
Learning
Outcomes

(SLOs)

Accelerate workgroup (AY23-24)
charged with streamlining the
SLOs. Task Force (AY 24-
25)reduced from ~90 to 32.

Language reflects areas that
needed to be addressed and or
added

Aligns with CPE 10 Essential Skills




Before

QUANTITATIVE FOUNDATIONS

Learning Outcomes. Students will be able to:

After

QUANTITATIVE FOUNDATIONS

demonstrate proficiency with number sense (e.g., order of magnitude, 1.

estimation, comparisons, effect of operations) and with functional
relationships between two or more sets of variable values (i.e., when

one or more variables depend upon, or are functions of, other 2.

variables) and also relate different representations of such relations
(e.g., ﬁl%ebraically or symbolically, as tables of values, as graphs, and
verbally).

order that students will be prepared for the Statistical Inferential
Reasoning course.

apply fundamental elements of mathematical, logical, or statistical
knowledge to model and solve problems drawn from real life. In this
modeling process, students will be able to:

recast and formulate everyday problems onto appropriate
mathematical or logistical systems (viz. algebra, geometrY, logic),
represent those problems symbolically (i.e., in numbers, letters, or
figures), and express them visually or verbally.

apply the rules, procedures, and techniques of appropriate deductive
systems (e.g., algebra, geometry, logic) to analyze and solve
problems.

apply correct methods of argument and proof to validate (or
invalidate) their analyses, confirm their results, and to consider
alternative solutions.

interpret and communicate their results in various forms, including in
writing and speech, graphically and numerically.

identify and evaluate arguments that contain erroneous or fallacious
reasoning (e.g., unsound mathematical or logical inferences), and
detect the limitations of particular models or misinterpretations of
data, graphs, and descriptive statistics.

Relations between numerical values must be included in 3.

In this course, students will:

Explain information presented in mathematical forms (e.g., equations,
graphs, diagrams, tables, words)

Convert relevant information into various mathematical forms
(e.g., equations, graphs, diagrams, tables, words)

Make and evaluate important assumptions in estimation, modeling, and
data analysis

. Express quantitative evidence in support of the argument or purpose of

the work



Before
COMPOSITION AND COMMUNICATION |

In this course, students will demonstrate the ability to:

e compose written texts and deliver oral presentations that
represent relevant and informed points of view appropriate for
the audience, purpose, and occasion.

* analyze, create, and use visuals as a form of communication.

e demonstrate an awareness of appropriate strategies used to
communicate effectively in different situations (e.g., large-

roup, small-group, interpersonal) and contexts (e.g., face-to-
ace, digital).

e find, analyze, evaluate, and properly cite pertinent primary
and secondary sources, using relevant discovery tools, as part of
the process of preparing speeches, composing texts, and
creating visuals.

e develop flexible and effective strategies for organizing,
revising, practicingh/rehearsing, editing, and proofreading (for
grammar and mechanics) to improve the development and
clarity of their ideas.

e define revision strategies for essays, speeches, and visuals, set
goals for improving them, and devise effective plans for
achieving those goals, in collaboration with peers, instructor,
and librarians.

* engage in a range of small group activities to explore and
express experiences and perspectives on issues under
discussion.

After

COMPOSITION AND COMMUNICATION |

In this course, students will demonstrate the ability to:

1. Compose audience appropriate communication to create
shared understanding 1n multiple modalities (written, oral,
visual), technological platforms, and contexts.

2. Demonstrate information literacy skills in finding, analyzing,
evaluating, citing, and using credible sources to communicate
messages and to support ideas and arguments.

3. Develop effective strategies for integrating emerginﬁ _
technologies in communication, messaging, and collaborating
in all modalities.



Updated
Student
Learning

Outcomes
(SLOs)

Next

* Revise assessment rubrics to
reflect new SLOs

* Integrate new SLOs into course
approval process

* Recertify already approved
courses to align with revised
SLOs
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2025)

Evaluation Rubrics

Evaluation Data

UK Core

Home [ Assessment

Assessment

Archival Information Regarding Past Assessment Cycle:

As part of the revised approach to UK Core assessment, only those courses listed below will
participate in UK Core assessment activities for the Fall 2016 semester. With the transition from
Blackboard and in conjunction with faculty feedback from the past several years, the UK Core
Education Committee has sought to setup a process for UK Core assessment that is intended to be
manageable, flexible, and meaningful for all involved. The key changes in this revised approach
include:

* Courses participate in assessment on a 4-year cycle. Therefore, if a course is not participating in

assessment in a given academic year then nothing will be required of those instructors/courses
during that timeframe.

* Instructors can identify and submit more than one assignment from the course (if appropriate)
for UK Core assessment. This will allow instructors flexibility to align the appropriate

Contact Us

The Senate's UK Core Education
Committee is adminstratively
managed by Ann Eads in the
Senate Council office. For more
information about the University
Senate and its other committees,
visit the University Senate's
website.

assignment(s) to the appropriate rubric rows when needed.

Instructors will need to provide their student assignments to the Office of University Assessment,
but can do so in whatever format they have them. Instructors are not required to utilize a specific
technology (e.g. Canvas), but can provide paper-based or electronic student assignments for the
evaluation. For any course utilizing Canvas, University Assessment will automatically pull those
assignments and the instructor will not need to do anything beyond provide the course and
assignment information at the beginning of the semester.

The evaluation of student assignments will occur each May by faculty evaluators and results will

be shared before the next fall semester.

For those courses listed below that are participating in Fall 2016 UK Core assessment, instructors
will need to provide information concerning their course and UK Core assignment(s) using the
following link: http:/figo.uky.edu/UKCoreAssess. Instructors/Course Coordinators are asked to
complete this by October 1%

UK Core Assessment Schedule (2016 - 2020)

Design Principle Seven states: "The curriculum will specify learning outcomes and the processes for

both the systematic assessment of those learning outcomes and ongoing curricular improvement. "
Assessment of Gen Ed, done well, and done consistently, will strengthen the program and prevent
slippage away from our student learning outcomes. The process must be a strong collaboration
between faculty governance and academic administration. Faculty, through IGEOC and other
avenues, will have input on evaluating the process, the rubrics used and improvement plans that
impact Gen Ed curricula.

This is acheived through the following process:
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* https://provost.uky.edu/academic-
affairs-operations/academic-
N eW U K affairs-programs/uk-core
CO re * Future plans:
Websrte * Student focus groups and

student voices in videos to
create dynamic content

LaunChed * Will continue to update and

maintain as UK Core evolves
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 Fall Email to all UK Core
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CurrICUlar Core Courses
ant * Recertification Process for all

UK Core Courses




Inventory
Cleanup and
Recertification
Process

Recommendations:

* Phase 1: Remove Core designation from
courses that have not been taught in 3
years. This eliminates 59 courses from
Core.

* Phase 2: Review Core courses every 5
years to ensure the course still aligns with
UK Core SLOs. Some courses will lose
Core designation, may withdraw
designation with new SLOS, or reapply
for core designation through the
curricular process. This review would
include 344 courses.




Launching

Assessment
Pilot

Problems with previous/current
assessment approach:

Faculty compliance with assessment
Sampling procedures

Financial implications of paying
independent evaluators and special
software required

reliability and validity of assessment
data

Lack of feedback provided to faculty
teaching in Core




Fall 2025 Assessment

* Two college partners are participating in an
assessment pilot

* Both assessment models will run
simultaneously to compare/contrast the
approach and data

* In proposed model, feedback to instructors
will be available immediately with more
robust reporting functions in Canvas and
better samples

* If pilot goes well, will roll out area by area for
UK Core Assessment in future semesters

Assessment Cycle

2024
2025

2026
2027

Composition & Communication
Statistical Inferential Reasoning
Quantitative Foundations
Citizenship

Composition & Communication
Statistical Inferential Reasoning
Quantitative Foundations
Citizenship

2025
2026

2027
2028

Intellectual Inquiry

Intellectual Inquiry



Fall Goals Recap

* Oversight
UK Core Faculty Fellow (Ryan Voogt) is in place
* UK Core Task Force reconvened starting in September

* Implementation plan and timeline for SLO alignment

* Course Inventory Cleanup (Phase 1)

* Evaluate assessment pilot and determine assessment method
moving forward

* Continue robust discussions on Core Areas:
Interpersonal/Professional/Relational Skills and Digital Literacy



Questions and Discussion



Appendix C

Shared Governance Committee Report — October 20, 2025
Background

At the recent Faculty Senate retreat, senators identified communication as a key area for
strengthening shared governance. Faculty across colleges expressed a desire for clearer, more
consistent two-way communication — both from constituents to their representative senators and
from the Senate to the broader faculty body. Improved communication was recognized as
essential to enhancing transparency, engagement, effectiveness, and trust in governance
processes.

Committee Discussion

The Shared Governance Committee reviewed these concerns and affirmed that effective
communication is foundational to shared governance. The committee discussed several potential
tools, including a guide for senators on connecting with constituents and a concise, post-meeting
summary to share key Senate actions with faculty.

However, to ensure a comprehensive and sustainable communication strategy, the committee
recommends that the Senate appoint a small working group or individual(s) to develop and
implement this initiative.

Action ltem

The Shared Governance Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate:

Vote to appoint a person or small group to assist in developing a Faculty Senate
communication strategy, with the goal of improving the flow of information between senators
and their constituents.

This group /individual would be charged with:

e Drafting tools and templates for senators to communicate with their colleges.
e Proposing a method for post-meeting summaries or Senate newsletters.

e Collaborating with the Senate Chair to circulate communications to Faculty
Senators.



Appendix D

PR3

Office of the President
September 12, 2025

Members of the Board of Trustees:

A UNIVERSITY POLICY ON INSTITUTIONAL NEUTRALITY

Recommendation: that the University of Kentucky Board of Trustees adopt as policy of the
University a position of institutional neutrality as prescribed in House Bill 4 of the 2025 regular
session of the General Assembly. In accordance with House Bill 4 the University’s policy with
respect to institutional neutrality:

e Prohibits discrimination on the basis of an individual’s political or social viewpoint and
promotes intellectual diversity within the institute and;

e Ensures that an amended policy is prominently published in the University’s student and
faculty handbooks, as well as on a publicly accessible webpage of the institution’s
website.

Background: In August 2024, President Eli Capilouto communicated with the UK community
several policy changes related to issues surrounding Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI). The
policy changes resulted from conversations with dozens of members of the campus community,
as well as with state legislators, regarding concerns around DEI.

Among those policy changes was the creation and implementation of a University-wide policy of
institutional neutrality. That policy was outlined in a message to the campus community on
August 20, 2024, in which President Capilouto stated:

We will be impartial facilitators as an institution of broad perspectives. When we take a
position, as an institution, on a partisan or political issue, we threaten the ability of everyone in
our community to feel a sense of belonging and an opportunity to join the debate. Institutional
policies will make clear that we will be impartial on current events, reserving official statements
for issues that directly and broadly impact our community.

Websites will be free of political positions as a way of ensuring impartiality. We will
eliminate statements that imply that the institution or unit has an official view on a current event.

In addition, a policy paper — the Institutional Statements Policy — was published on the UK
website',



That policy, in part, states:

The university does not take official positions on or issue public statements about societal issues
and events that do not directly impact the mission or function of the university. The university
may issue public statements about internal issues or events at the institution as well external
issues and events that directly impact the university’s operations or ability to pursue its mission.

Finally, the ability for the President of the institution to prescribe such policies is described in the
University’s governing regulations, which in Governing Regulation I.A.3" state:

As the University is complex, it is necessary for the Board to delegate administrative authority
over day-to-day operations to the President. In exercising administrative authority, the President
is accountable to the Board. The Board may remove the President at any time in accordance
with the President’s contract.

Specific Action: To eliminate potential confusion and to ensure clarity around the University’s
intent with respect to this issue, the Board of Trustees is moving to formally endorse and adopt
the policy of institutional neutrality, in accordance with House Bill 4 and as outlined and
implemented by President Capilouto in August 2024.

' See, e.g., Institutional Statements Policy
" See, e.g., Governing Reqgulations I.A.3

Action taken: U Approved A Disapproved 4 Other



https://uknow.uky.edu/sites/default/files/UK_Institutional_Statements_Policy.pdf
https://regs.uky.edu/sites/default/files/2024-06/gr-i-declaration-of-principles.pdf
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