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This document provides the outline by which the Department RTP Committee should present a clear and succinct summary of the major activities and achievements of the faculty member, which are deemed of major importance by the Department, since the beginning of the probationary period, or, since the last promotion. Committees are responsible for evaluating as well as reporting the extent of a candidate's record of accomplishment. Committees should review a candidate's entire documentation record, but give particular attention to "best examples" of accomplishments in any of the three review categories that the candidate has chosen to highlight as "enhancing" achievements.  Evaluators should familiarize themselves with and be guided by the College RTP policy document, particularly Section 3.0, "Candidate's Presentation of the RTP File," and Section 5.0, "Reviewers' Guidelines for Evaluation." Macintosh and DOS platform versions of this document are available in the Dean's office for downloading on committee members' hard drives.

I.    NATURE OF ACADEMIC ASSIGNMENT:
      A. 
Indicate areas of special competence.

      B. 
List all courses taught, by semester, during the period under review.

      C. 
List the duties and responsibilities of the candidate's non‑teaching assignment(s) during the period under review (e. g., administrative responsibilities, program coordination, thesis/project supervision, grant‑related activities). Indicate the specific semester(s) for each such assignment.

II.  INSTRUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED ACTIVITIES:
Evaluators shall be guided in their assessment of "essential" and "enhancing" Instruction and Instructionally Related Activities by the candidate's designating of her/his work along these two dimensions (see sub‑section 3.1.6 of the CED RTP policy).

      A.
Instructional Effectiveness. Evaluate the candidate's teaching effectiveness in terms of the four dimensions listed below. Describe the basis for this evaluation.

1.  Pedagogical Approach and Method.
     (a)
Evaluate the quality and appropriateness of the candidate's course materials and methods, including syllabi, reading lists, assignments, exams, standards and criteria for grading.

     (b)
Consider other factors, such as the candidate's efforts to experiment with a variety of instructional strategies, attempts to modify regularly taught courses, and peer classroom visitation reports (per College guidelines), if submitted.

     (b)
Summarize the candidate's grading practices in comparison with those of the Department by recording class and Department GPAs (at the same level) in the table in 2C, below. Comment on any unusual distribution of grades by the candidate.

2.
Student Response to Instruction. Evaluate students' perceptions of the candidate's teaching effectiveness according to multiple indicators provided by the candidate.

      (a)
Consider evidence such as support letters from classroom students, thesis/project advises, mentored or field‑supervised students, and alumni from the candidate's classes.

      (b)
Consider students' written comments on the University raw evaluation forms, if submitted. (For student comments to be evaluated, the complete set of evaluations for the class must be submitted.)

      (c)
Summarize and analyze student ratings of teaching as they are reported on the University Summary Reports derived from the University Student Evaluation of Instructor forms. For analysis purposes, enter the appropriate data on the grid that follows. List each course on a separate line. The scores reported should be from the global item on teaching effectiveness (currently item #8), unless otherwise noted.

Analyze the information on the grid as it characterizes the candidate's instruction. Consider such factors as: the number of students in each section in courses submitted for review and the total number of students taught in all courses; whether the course is required or elective, undergraduate or post‑baccalaureate, and/or taught for the first time; evidence of improved student ratings, if applicable; the variety of courses taught in a given semester; performance over time.
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* SD = Standard Deviation

3. 
Ongoing Professional Development as a Teacher.  Evaluate evidence of the candidate's efforts to produce continuous improvement in teaching effectiveness.  Such evidence may include participating in coaching/mentoring arrangements with colleagues, videotaped class sessions for self‑critique or collaborative discussion, use of informal procedures for student feedback, involvement in faculty development seminars/workshops, integration of technology and/or other instructional innovations, etc. In addition, evaluate the quality of such activities as course/program development efforts, creation of new advising materials, development of new supervisory procedures, etc.

4.
Ongoing Professional Development in the Discipline. Evaluate evidence of the candidate=s efforts to keep abreast of her/his discipline or, if appropriate, interdisciplinary developments. Include, among other factors, evidence of ongoing interaction with colleagues in the field, leadership in discipline‑related instructional innovation, etc.

      B.
Instructionally Related Activities.  Evaluate evidence of the candidate's effectiveness in instructionally related, non‑teaching assignments during the period under review (e. g., administrative responsibilities, program coordination, thesis/project supervision, grant- related activities).

      C.
Evaluation of the category of INSTRUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED ACTIVITIES:

          

Superior

          

Satisfactory With Commendation

          

Satisfactory

          

Satisfactory With Reservations

          

Unsatisfactory

      D.
Additional comments and specific suggestions for improvement, where appropriate. If the candidate has been evaluated as "satisfactory with reservations" or "unsatisfactory," the committee is obligated to write specific suggestions for improvement.

III.   SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES 
Evaluators should refer to the CED RTP policy sub‑section 3.4.4 ("Narrative Essay") for the types of documentation candidates will include and discuss in their RTP file(s), and to subsection 5.10 ("Scholarly and Creative Activities") for reviewers' evaluation guidelines.    Activities should be evaluated rather than just listed.

 Evaluators shall be guided in their assessment of "essential" and "enhancing" Scholarly and Creative Activities by the candidate's designating of her/his work along these two dimensions (see sub‑section 3.1.6 of the CED RTP policy).

A.
Evaluate only those activities since the beginning of the probationary period or since the date of the candidate's last promotion, including prior service credit where appropriate.  Copies or abstracts of all materials cited should be included in the candidate's Supplementary Documentation File(s). Although in order to demonstrate continuity of scholarly activity a candidate may discuss earlier activities in the Narrative Essay, no material prior to the date of the beginning of the probationary period or the last  promotion should be included in the file for evaluation.

B.
Evaluate the multiple indicators of the candidate's Scholarly and Creative Activities.  Committee members are cautioned against accepting any single criterion as the sole indicator of quality of a candidate's achievements. External criteria should not substitute for evaluators' own informed reading of the candidate's work.

C.   Evaluation of the category of SCHOLARLY AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES:

          
Superior

          
Satisfactory With Commendation

          
Satisfactory

          
Satisfactory With Reservations

          
Unsatisfactory

D.
Additional comments and specific suggestions for improvement, where appropriate. If the candidate has been evaluated as "satisfactory with reservations" or "unsatisfactory," the committee is obligated to write specific suggestions for improvement.

IV.
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE
Evaluators are referred to the CED RTP policy ‑‑ sub‑section 3.4.5 ("Narrative Essay") for the types of documentation candidates will include and discuss in their RTP file(s), and to subsection 5.11 ("Service") for reviewers' evaluation guidelines.

Evaluators shall be guided in their assessment of "essential" and "enhancing" Professional Service by the candidate's designating of her/his work along these two dimensions (see subsection 3.1.6 of the CED RTP policy). Evaluation in each of the three service areas should focus on the quality of a candidate's activities, with particular attention given to leadership roles and special contributions.

A.
Evaluate only those activities since the beginning of the probationary period or since the date of the candidate's last promotion. Although in order to demonstrate continuity of   professional service a candidate may discuss earlier activities in the Narrative Essay, no material prior to the beginning of the probationary period or the last promotion should be included in the file for evaluation.

B.
Review and evaluate the candidate's Professional Service contributions in three areas:

1.
University Service to the Department, College, and/or University.

2.
Community Service.

3.
Service to the Profession.

C.
Evaluation of the category of PROFESSIONAL SERVICE:

            
Superior

            
Satisfactory With Commendation

            
Satisfactory

            
Satisfactory With Reservations

            
Unsatisfactory

D.
Additional comments and specific suggestions for improvement, where appropriate. If the candidate has been evaluated as "satisfactory with reservations" or "unsatisfactory," the Committee is obligated to write specific suggestions for improvement.

V.
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION.
A.
Write an overall evaluation of the candidate's achievements and activities since date of appointment to probationary service or since last promotion. The statement should not summarize the candidate's activities, but should express the committee's judgment of the quality and significance of the candidate's performance and contributions in relation to Department criteria for retention, tenure, and/or promotion, as appropriate. The committee's evaluation should address how the candidate has responded to prior RTP reviews.

B.
OVERALL RECOMMENDATION for RTP action:

To be recommended for retention, the candidate must by evaluated minimally as "satisfactory with reservations" in each of the three review categories.

To be recommended for promotion and tenure, the candidate must be evaluated minimally as "satisfactory" in each of the three review categories.

Recommendation rubric:

         

Highly Recommended

         

Recommended

         

Recommended With Reservations

         

Not Recommended for Retention

         

Not Recommended for Tenure at This Time

         

Not Recommended for Promotion at This Time

C.
Record of Committee Vote:


Date:                                   
For Retention:
Affirmative        
Negative         
Minority Report Attached         












(Optional)

For Promotion:
Affirmative        
Negative         
Minority Report Attached         












(Optional)

For Tenure:

Affirmative        
Negative         
Minority Report Attached         












(Optional)

D.   Signatures of Committee Members:

Committee Chair Signature
 Date

Committee Member Signature
Date

Committee Chair Signature
 Date

Committee Member Signature
Date

Committee Chair Signature
 Date

Committee Member Signature
Date

VI.     RECOGNITION OF THE RTP EVALUATION BY THE CANDIDATE.
A.
I have read the Department RTP Committee's Evaluation and Recommendation Report of my RTP File. To the best of my knowledge the file is complete and includes supportive documentation as cited by the RTP Committee. My signature indicates neither agreement nor disagreement with the statements made by the committee.

Signature





Date

B.
I have read the minority Report(s), if any. My signature indicates neither agreement nor disagreement with the statements made.

Signature





Date
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