Name of Applicant:
University of Windsor
UCAPT Evaluation Form

I. EVALUATION OF TEACHING ABILITY AND PERFORMANCE

A. Committee’s Sources of Evidence

List the RTP/RPP Committee's principal sources and bases of information for the evaluation.

Sources of evidence could include but are not limited to teaching philosophy statements, EDI statements, teaching dossiers, colleague and student Perceptions of and/or feedback on teaching, external reviewers’ comments, contributions to teaching, educational material development, and educational leadership. Student Perceptions of Teaching (SPT) results cannot be used as the sole source of information.  

If a Teaching Dossier is provided, please refer to relevant contents specifically. See also WUFA Collective Agreement.

B. Committee’s Evaluation based on Teaching Criteria

Position’s Weighting for the Teaching Criteria (X%) 
Traditional weighting 40%, variations clarified in RTP Criteria or in position descriptions/letters.

Please insert the key Criterion/Indicators from your AAU. 
INSERT your AAU RTP/RPP Teaching Criteria here:

	Criterion/Indicator
	Summary of Evidence Used in Evaluation 
	Committee Evaluation: Eg Unsatisfactory / Satisfactory / Good / Excellent

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



If the unit criteria do not explicitly recognize and/or take into account EDI and Indigenization, or the unique and individualized contributions made by Black, Indigenous, and racialized faculty please see the WUFA Collective Agreement for guidance.  If applicable, please explain how these aspects have been considered.



Name of Applicant:

C. Committee’s Overall Evaluation of Teaching Ability and Performance

Modify rubric to be appropriate for AAU 

	Evaluation Level
	Description.  These descriptions are only guidelines to understand the broad differences between evaluation levels. These descriptions are for illustration only, and not all may apply. AAU RTP/RPP committees may redefine this rubric as appropriate. (Note: normally Satisfactory is the threshold, but variations may be identified in the RTP Criteria)


	Unsatisfactory
	The candidate has performed well below normal expectations as outlined in the teaching criteria. The teaching methods and approaches employed may be inappropriate or inadequate for the intend learning outcomes. The relationship the candidate has established with students is poor and is detracting from effectively teaching the expected content. The candidate has demonstrated little or no initiative to improve teaching through additional training and/or mentorship opportunities, nor have they acted on meaningful feedback. 


	Satisfactory
	The candidate has performed within the bounds of normal expectations as outlined in the teaching criteria. The teaching methods and approaches employed generally fulfil the intended learning outcomes. The candidate has a productive but not remarkable rapport with students. Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., in class instruction) may be balanced by greater performance in another aspect related to teaching (e.g., student supervision). The candidate is aware of opportunities to improve teaching (e.g., workshops, etc.) but may have only participated in limited opportunities. 


	Good
	The candidate has performed above normal expectations as outlined in the teaching criteria. The teaching methods and approaches employed fulfil the intended learning outcomes and has stimulated the interest or enthusiasm of students and others. The candidate has a productive rapport with students. Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., in class instruction) may be balanced by significantly greater performance in another aspect related to teaching (e.g., student supervision).


	Excellent
	The candidate has performed significantly above normal expectations as outlined in the teaching criteria. The teaching methods and approaches employed fulfil the intended learning outcomes and has stimulated high levels of interest or enthusiasm by students and others. The candidate has a strong, productive rapport with students. The candidate may provide superior mentorship or assistance to students within the context of teaching. 




Clearly state, provide an overall average and comment on how the applicant has performed with respect to specific AAU RTP/RPP criteria. 
(The committee should designate a committee member other than the AAU head to complete the committee's agreed upon assessment of this section of the form, or the draft a statement together as a committee during the rating meeting)




Name of Applicant:
II. EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SCHOLARLY and CREATIVE ACTIVITY

These pages would only apply if the WUFA member has research, scholarly and/or creative activity as part of their job description. If these conditions do not apply, then the committee should indicate N/A (not applicable). 

A. Committee’s Sources of Evidence: 

List the RTP/RPP Committee's principal sources and bases of information for the evaluation: 

Sources of evidence could include research statements, EDI Statements, CV, colleague evaluations of and/or feedback on research, external reviewers’ comments, contributions to research, research leadership, sample writing.  See also WUFA Collective Agreement.





B. Committee’s Evaluation based on Research and Scholarly and Creative Activity Criteria

Weighting for the Research/Scholarly/Creative Activity Criteria (X%) 
Traditional weighting 40%, variations clarified in RTP Criteria or in position descriptions/letters.

Please insert the key Criterion/Indicators from your AAU.  
INSERT your AAU RTP/RPP Research Criteria here:

	Criterion/Indicator
	Summary of Evidence Used in Evaluation 
	Committee Evaluation: E.g. Unsatisfactory / Satisfactory / Good / Excellent

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



If the unit criteria do not explicitly recognize and/or take into account EDI and Indigenization, or the unique and individualized contributions made by Black, Indigenous, and racialized faculty please see the WUFA Collective Agreement for guidance.  If applicable, please explain how these aspects have been considered.








Name of Applicant:
C. Committee’s Overall Evaluation of Research, Scholarly, and Creative Activity (RSCA)
Modify rubric to be appropriate for AAU 

	Evaluation Level
	Description.  These descriptions are only guidelines to understand the broad differences between evaluation levels. These descriptions are for illustration only, and not all may apply. AAU RTP/RPP committees should redefine this rubric as appropriate. (Note: normally Satisfactory is the threshold, but variations may be identified in the RTP Criteria)


	Unsatisfactory
	The candidate has performed well below normal expectations as outlined in the RSCA criteria. The output from the candidate is substantively low, or of unacceptable or poor quality. The candidate has not demonstrated the ability to attract significant funding or external commitment to their RSCA field of expertise or practice. The candidate has not been able to capably supervise or cultivate scholarship or creativity in students (as applicable). The candidate has demonstrated little or no initiative to improve their RSCA through additional training and/or mentorship opportunities, nor have they acted on meaningful feedback. 


	Satisfactory
	The candidate has performed within the normal expectations as outlined in the RSCA criteria. The output from the candidate is reasonable, and of nominal quality. The candidate has been able to attract funding or external commitment to their RSCA field of expertise or practice. The candidate has been able to supervise or cultivate scholarship or creativity in students (as applicable). Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., funding) may be balanced by greater performance in another aspect related to RSCA (e.g., invited presentations). The candidate has attempted to improve their RSCA through additional training and/or mentorship opportunities, and they have acted on meaningful feedback. 


	Good
	The candidate has performed above the normal expectations as outlined in the RSCA criteria. The output from the candidate is of high quality. The candidate has been able to attract a high level of funding or external commitment to their RSCA field of expertise or practice. The candidate has supervised or cultivated scholarship or creativity in students, and they have in turn achieved notable successes (as applicable). Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., number of supervised students) may be balanced by significantly greater performance in another aspect related to RSCA (e.g., critically praised performances). The candidate has improved their RSCA through additional training and/or mentorship opportunities, and they have acted on meaningful feedback. The candidate may be a recognized expert in their field at a regional or discipline specific level. 


	Excellent
	The candidate has performed significantly above the normal expectations as outlined in the RSCA criteria. The output from the candidate is of consistently high quality. The candidate has been able to attract noteworthy levels of funding or external commitment to their RSCA field of expertise or practice. The candidate has supervised or cultivated scholarship or creativity in students, and they have in turn achieved significant successes (as applicable). The candidate may be recognized as an expert or pioneer nationally or internationally within their discipline and may also be asked to critically adjudicate others within their discipline. The candidate may have established a noteworthy RSCA group/program/institute of emerging prominence. 




Clearly state, provide an overall average and comment on how the applicant has performed with respect to specific AAU RTP/RPP criteria.
(The committee should designate a committee member other than the AAU head to complete the committee's agreed upon assessment of this section of the form, or the draft a statement together as a committee during the rating meeting)
Name of Applicant:

III. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE UNIVERSITY AND TO THE ACADEMIC PROFESSION   IN AREAS EXCLUSIVE OF TEACHING AND RESEARCH 

A. Committee’s Sources of Evidence: 

List the RTP/RPP Committee's principal sources and bases of information for the evaluation

Sources of evidence could include: EDI statements, CV, teaching dossiers, colleague feedback, student feedback, staff feedback on service, external reviewer comments, contributions to the unit, institution, field/discipline, and service leadership.  See also WUFA Collective Agreement.




B. Committee’s Evaluation based on Service Criteria

Weighting for the Service Criteria (X%) 
Traditional weighting 20%, variations clarified in RTP Criteria or in position descriptions/letters.

INSERT your AAU RTP/RPP Service Criteria here:

	Criterion/Indicator
	Summary of Evidence used in Evaluation 
	Committee Evaluation: Eg Unsatisfactory / Satisfactory / Good / Excellent

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



If the unit criteria do not explicitly recognize and/or take into account EDI and Indigenization, or the unique and individualized contributions made by Black, Indigenous, and racialized faculty please see the WUFA Collective Agreement for guidance.  If applicable, please explain how these aspects have been considered.
















Name of Applicant:
C.  Committee’s Overall Evaluation of Service
Modify rubric to be appropriate for AAU 

	Evaluation Level
	Description.  These descriptions are only guidelines to understand the broad differences between evaluation levels. These descriptions are for illustration only, and not all may apply. AAU RTP/RPP committees should redefine this rubric as appropriate. (Note: normally Satisfactory is the threshold, but variations may be identified in the RTP Criteria)

	Unsatisfactory
	The candidate has performed well below normal expectations as outlined in the service criteria. The contributions from the candidate are minimal compared to what could be reasonably expected. Alternatively, they may have performed poorly to the point of being ineffective even with dedicated guidance or mentorship. The candidate has not engaged significantly in program, departmental, faculty, or university activities (as appropriate to their level): for example, the candidate has not served on AAU committees necessary to the running of the program. The candidate has not engaged meaningfully with the outside community or relevant societies to enhance the community or the profession.


	Satisfactory
	The candidate has performed within the normal expectations as outlined in the service criteria. The participation of the candidate is reasonable and effective. For example, the candidate serves on committees that contribute to the necessary operations of the program, departmental, faculty, or university activities (as appropriate to their level). Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., revising program options) may be balanced by greater performance in another aspect related to service (e.g., serving as liaison with other programs or initiatives). The candidate has engaged with the outside community or relevant societies, and helps to further their discipline (e.g., serving as an outside reviewer). 


	Good
	The candidate has performed above the normal expectations as outlined in the service criteria. The participation of the candidate is effective and their contributions are usually deemed significant. For example, the candidate may chair select committees that contribute to the operations of the program, departmental, faculty, or university activities (as appropriate to their level). The candidate undertakes notable activities that benefit their program, department, faculty, or university (e.g., promoting their program or discipline to the public or school students considering university). Lesser performance in one aspect (e.g., recruiting students) may be balanced by significantly greater performance in another aspect related to service (e.g., leading accreditation efforts). The candidate has engaged with the outside community or relevant societies, and helps to further their discipline (e.g., serving as an outside reviewer).


	Excellent
	The candidate has performed significantly above the normal expectations as outlined in the service criteria. For example, the candidate may chair multiple committees that contribute to the critical operations of the program, departmental, faculty, or university activities (as appropriate to their level). The candidate undertakes significant activities that benefit their program, department, faculty, or university (e.g., organizing a conference; chairing university wide initiatives or committees). The candidate has engaged significantly with the outside community to benefit their cause, and relevant societies in a manner that demonstrably advances their discipline (e.g., leading their professional society; contributing to how the discipline develops).  




Clearly state, provide an overall average and comment on how the applicant has performed with respect to specific AAU RTP/RPP criteria.
(The committee should designate a committee member other than the AAU head to complete the committee's agreed upon assessment of this section of the form, or the draft a statement together as a committee during the rating meeting)


Name of Applicant:

OVERALL SUMMARY

1. Final overall assessment of the candidate by the AAU RTP/RPP Committee.  
(The committee should designate a committee member other than the AAU head to complete the committee's agreed upon assessment of this section of the form, or the draft a statement together as a committee during the rating meeting)


The committee recommends/does not recommend: renewal/tenure/permanence/promotion













2. IF in a departmentalized Faculty, overall assessment by the AAU Head. Clearly state if the applicant meets the AAU RTP/RPP criteria. 

The Head recommends/does not recommend: renewal/tenure/permanence/promotion













3. Overall assessment by the Dean. Clearly state if the applicant meets the AAU RTP/RPP criteria.

The Dean recommends/does not recommend: renewal/tenure/permanence/promotion	

 



