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Executive Summary

Recommendations on the Peer Evaluation of Teaching

Faculty Senate/CFA Committee on Teaching Excellence

May 2007

1. Our charge was to develop a process for peer evaluation of teaching to be used in personnel decisions.  This was to reflect the best practices in higher education.  

2. The Committee studied the literature, surveyed both TCNJ and our peer institutions
 for current practices.

3. Our review of the relevant research literature led us to understand the importance of formative and the place of summative peer evaluation.  “formative, which uses the evidence to improve and shape the quality of our teaching, and summative, which uses the evidence to “sum up” our overall performance or status to decide about our … promotion and tenure.”  [Berk 2005]  In addition, the literature cautions against using peer observation of teaching for personnel decisions.

4. The current practices at TCNJ are disparate and ambiguous, both across schools and across departments within schools.

5. Peer institutions do not support summative evaluation, but do suggest flexibility and support of formative methods.

6. Committee recommendations include:

a. Improve the evaluation of teaching

i. Develop disciplinary standards for teaching excellence

ii. Support flexible approaches for collaborative peer review

iii. Train faculty on formative peer review processes
iv. Establish a center for excellence in teaching and learning

b. Implement a process of collaborative peer evaluation of teaching  (Appendix D)

c. Adopt a process for summative evaluation which includes a standard form for peer observation of teaching (Appendices E and F).  We consider this as part of a larger undertaking related to the improvement of teaching effectiveness.  Peer evaluation of teaching works best when it is voluntary, flexible, and collaborative.
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Introduction

Teaching is a scholarly activity for which faculty accept responsibility for ensuring and improving quality.  This committee believes that the teaching at TCNJ is strong and that our faculty are dedicated professionals who strive to make their teaching better.  The tools and strategies that we recommend, develop, and use must help faculty learn how to do an even better job.  Lee Shulman
 suggests that we treat the teaching experience and its products as community property to be shared, but recognizes that we often work in isolation.

To support sharing, we must be comfortable with broadening our audience and the resources we use to improve our teaching abilities.  “Opening the classroom door has become a rallying cry for those who wish to promote a teaching culture in higher education.  On one level it is purely metaphorical, a symbol of the need for open discussion about what we teach, why, and how.  It is also emblematic of the desire to overcome the isolation that too often pervades life in the academy, replacing it with a renewed sense of community.  But opening the classroom door is also being used on the literal level to describe efforts to use classroom visitations for purposes other than evaluation.”[DeZure 1993]  It is this aspect of sharing, that of peer collaboration, that the Committee on Teaching Excellence strongly recommends for TCNJ.

Charge to Committee

The Committee on Teaching Excellence was charged with developing recommendations for procedures of peer evaluation in support of the reappointment, tenure, and promotion process.  

Some of our Committee’s work includes:

· Review best practices in the field of peer review

· Review current practices on campus

· Discuss and recommend indicators of successful performance, staying mindful of the need for flexibility across disciplines

· Define summative and formative evaluation methods of identified standards for recommendation

· Outline professional development services to support our recommendations

Guiding Principles

This Committee affirms a strong commitment to excellent teaching.   The Committee’s work builds upon the foundation provided by the Faculty Senate Committee on the Peer Evaluation of Teaching, who issued a Final Report in April 2006.  In particular, we draw upon a number of their recommendations, such as:
· An integrated balance of formative and summative evaluations should be developed for this campus, focusing around a clear vision of teaching excellence.

· Ongoing faculty development should occur.

· Development of effective data gathering instruments and accompanying training so that their use results in consistent and reliable summative evaluation.
We also embrace recommendations from the Report on the Teacher-Scholar [TCNJ 2006].  
· Facilitate peer collaboration, developing a tradition of peer-mentoring for both teaching and scholarship.
· Support the fusion of teaching and scholarship.
· Support intellectual inquiry in many forms.

· Create a Center for Teaching and Learning.
We acknowledge that a number of previous committees contributed to our campus understanding of teaching excellence. [www.tcnj.edu/~senate/resources/index.html]

Timeline and Strategies

After familiarizing ourselves with the foundational TCNJ documents, we discussed the research literature on the peer observation of teaching.  A number of departments and deans were informally surveyed regarding current practices in the peer observation process.  We investigated current practices of peer institutions (list provided by Academic Affairs).  An outline of our activities is given in Appendix A.

Setting Context

Two types of evidence can be collected to provide feedback about teaching effectiveness.  The first is “formative, which uses the evidence to improve and shape the quality of our teaching, and summative, which uses the evidence to “sum up” our overall performance or status to decide about our … promotion and tenure.”  [Berk 2005] 
Current Thoughts in the Higher Education Community
In The Professional Evaluation of Teaching: The Peer Collaboration and Review of Teaching, Pat Hutchings
 reports on a multi-year national project focusing on the peer review of teaching.  Multiple institutions participated in the project, resulting in a national perspective of best practice.  Peer evaluations provide an opportunity for critique and assistance on substantive aspects, e.g., currency in the field.  They augment and enrich the picture obtained from student feedback.  Faculty can help one another by providing a clear assessment of classroom observation.  When the initial national meeting commenced, provosts expressed a desire to improve the quality of evidence about teaching included in tenure and promotion files.  Others argued that the point of peer review was to “develop habits and practices of faculty collaboration that would lead to genuine improvement in teaching and learning.”
   AAHE’s Teaching Initiative project From Idea to Prototype:  The Peer Review of Teaching illustrated ways to strengthen a culture interested in teaching, and resulted in ideas that are useful for formal evaluation.  [Hutchings 1996]  In the remainder of this section, we present some of the prevailing thoughts from the national landscape.

1. Peer collaboration and review enables the faculty member to actively improve the quality of teaching.   “Excellent teachers ...set out to inquire into their own practice, identifying key issues they want to pursue, posing questions for themselves, exploring alternatives and taking risks, and doing all of this in the company of peers who can offer critique and support.  These are the habits of mind we expect, after all, in scholarly work, and we should expect them in teaching as much as in research.” [England 1996]

2. Peer review puts faculty in charge of the quality of their teaching.  Hutchings asserts:  “I at least would argue that we do want to encourage all teachers, not just the novices and the shaky ones, at all stages of their careers, to behave as they do as scholars, seeking new challenges and issues, identifying and solving problems, gathering and using data to guide their practice, consulting with colleagues, and, in general, contributing to the advancement of good teaching and learning in their own classrooms, and beyond.”  [England 1996]  Cavanaugh [1996] indicated that “there ought to be no evaluation of an individual faculty member’s teaching undertaken in isolation from the expressed relative consensus of expectation of his or her colleagues with respect to such issues as student learning outcomes in particular classes or the major or within a unit’s curriculum. If this were the case, faculty colleagues would teach with the mindset that they are “surrounded by a great cloud of witnesses” or peers as it is now taken for granted with respect to research. A faculty member could then be expected to build and sustain a case for effectiveness of his or her teaching, within the scholarly unit, in terms of individual contributions to the specific objectives of the unit as a whole.” 

3. Peer review of teaching is often equated to peer observation of in-class teaching, but can encompass additional forms of assessment.  Peer observation of teaching requires a rating scale that attends to aspects of teaching that are better evaluated by a peer than by a student, such as the instructor’s content knowledge, delivery, teaching methods, and learning activities. [Berk 2005]  Yet, the use of classroom observation for summative purposes is problematic.  “The general finding is that it does not provide a sound method of evaluating the teacher’s in-class activities. … It is little wonder that where colleague visitation has been tried, all ratings tend to be very high.” [French-Lazovik 1975]  According to [Berk 2005] the overwhelming consensus of experts is that peer observation data should be used for formative rather than for summative decisions (Aleamoni, 1982; Arreola, 2000; Centra, 1999; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Keig & Waggoner, 1995; Millis & Kaplan, 1995).  The bottom line Berk gives is “Peer ratings should not be used for personnel decisions”.  
From this literature, suggestions for effective classroom observations include:

· Conduct repeated visits.  Consider a team or partnered approach to visit each other’s classes over the course of the academic year.

· Conduct visits as part of a consultation process that includes a pre-visit conference to discuss goals and a post-visit conference to discuss how the class went.

· Combine classroom observation with other enriching strategies, such as interviewing students, reviewing materials, examining samples of student work.

· Let students know what is happening and why.

· Develop a departmental framework for observing teaching, and design appropriate training for peer observers.
· Formative purposes are probably the best ones for classroom observation.
Regarding peer review of teaching, the literature suggests:

· Approaches to improving college teaching should be separated from evaluation methods used for personnel decisions.

· Financial support could encourage faculty to develop peer review programs for instructional improvement.

· Classroom observations need to be tied to other assessments of teaching, e.g., evaluation of course materials and assessment of student work
· Formative peer evaluation of teaching is critical for the improvement of teaching.

· No one method for peer evaluation of teaching is adequate.  Flexible approaches are recommended given that teaching is a multidimensional activity.  A menu of opportunities needs to be constructed.
· Faculty need training in how to evaluate teaching and how to work with colleagues in improving instruction.

· Departmental standards of effective teaching can provide a platform for faculty dialogue about scholarly teaching.
Some institutions that have implemented classroom teaching evaluation by peers as part of personnel decisions have considered the importance of shaping peer review activities to include collegial approaches [Langsam and Dubois 1996].  At one institution, the mandate for peer observation raised the concern that “faculty would inadvertently deprive themselves of the rich array of peer review options, both formative and summative, by focusing only on the mandated measures of teaching effectiveness (i.e., student evaluations of teaching and classroom observations).”  

Overall the literature supports the idea that peer collaboration can help engage faculty in discussions focusing on broader issues of teaching.  A “quick fix”, i.e., simply a process to fulfill a mandate, is not desirable.  Developing and supporting conversations about teaching practices takes time.  

Current Practices of Peer Observation of Teaching at TCNJ  
Data collection

During fall semester 2006, members of the Teaching Excellence committee conducted informal interviews with selected department heads and/or Deans to gather information related to the practice of peer observation of teaching (Appendix B).

Findings

Although departments are currently refining scholarly expectations through the Disciplinary Standards, Schools/Departments have no declared expectations regarding teaching other than the teaching excellence discussed in the Report of the Teacher-Scholar and the brief suggestions in the Reappointment, Tenure, and Promotion Document. So while currently there are some commendable practices for peer evaluation of teaching at TCNJ, generally these practices are disparate and ambiguous, both across schools and across departments within schools. These are summarized as follows:

· There is no standard format for observation and write-ups. 

· In many departments, criteria are neither clear nor consistently used; nor are there any guidelines for the process.

· There is a disparity in the number of times a faculty member under review is visited per semester.

· Faculty members are sometimes responsible for setting up their own evaluation event, and scheduled observers do not always fulfill obligations.

· Current system does not support formative evaluation.  

· There is widespread concern that a negative evaluation could jeopardize a faculty’s tenure, therefore most evaluations are positive. 

· Not all types of teaching are observed, particularly studios, labs and seminars. 

· Some departments use a pre- and post-observation conference, yet no records of these are made. Suggestions or recommendations about where improvement is needed may be made in private.

Commendable practices identified
· In some departments, chairs and tenured faculty assume responsibility for observation of new faculty.

· In some departments, a review of the syllabus is part of the process.

· In some departments, categories of criteria of review are standardized.

· Mentoring for teaching is established in several departments.

· The Teaching Mentoring relationships seem positive, working best when reciprocal. 

· Junior faculty can observe more experienced peers, in some departments.

· Some faculty members cultivate relationships with peers about effective teaching.

· In several schools, faculty members use a standard form.

Current Practices at Peer Institutions

The Committee on Teaching Excellence collected information from peer institutions identified by Academic Affairs.  These institutions included:  Brandeis University, Bucknell University, Colgate University, College of William and Mary, Lehigh University, SUNY Geneseo, University of Mary Washington, University of Richmond, Villanova University, and Wesleyan University.  Our findings are summarized as follows:
· Eight of the ten institutions do not require a summative peer review of teaching as part of the reappointment, tenure, or promotion process.  

· Four of these eight schools require a candidate’s self-reflective assessment.

· One school of these eight specifies that peer review of teaching visitations is optional. 

· One school of these eight performs a review of teaching materials only.
· One institution requires classroom visitation as part of the tenure review.  

· One institution requires peer evaluation of either an in class observation or the review of a class video as part of tenure and promotion requirements.  

· Six of the ten institutions support formative peer collaborations.
· All ten institutions are directly supporting faculty development.  
· Eight of the ten institutions directly support a teaching and learning center.  
· One of the schools employs a director of faculty development, but has no specific named center.
· The tenth school has funding to support faculty development initiatives, and is considering recent recommendations for creating a director of teaching effectiveness or enhancement.  
Appendix C lists more details.
Committee Recommendations
Assessment or evaluation activities must contribute to the improvement or development of the teacher-scholar.  Yet the traditional setting of teaching evaluations does not place the faculty member as an active agent in the process of peer review.  Instead, evaluation is often summative and does not help close the loop in what needs to be a reflective and formative process.  This Committee presents its findings and recommendation based on the faculty’s desire to enhance the community through an engaged process of faculty development, including formative peer collaboration.

Thus, after a review of the relevant literature, analysis of some of the practices at TCNJ, and consideration of how our peer institutions have implemented best practices in this area, the Committee on Teaching Excellence has developed the following:

a) Recommendations for the improvement of evaluation of teaching
b) Recommendations for a process of collaborative peer evaluation of teaching, i.e., formative strategies
c) A process for summative evaluation which includes a standard form for peer observation of teaching.

a) Recommendations for the improvement of evaluation of teaching

· Establish a center for excellence in teaching and learning.  
Such a center pulls together our attempts to develop as teacher-scholars.  It elevates the significance of our scholarly teaching as well as the scholarship of teaching.  The center would promote excellence in teaching and learning by providing resources and establishing faculty learning communities around teaching and the scholarship of teaching.  It can also provide strategies for high quality and innovative teaching.  It would promote teaching as community property and learning as a common investment.  It would build upon the commendable practices identified on page 50.  Activities sponsored through the center may include: mentoring of teaching, promoting conversation about the national and international perspectives on teaching, support material development and dissemination, and initiate faculty development conferences and workshops.  In the short term, we recommend that faculty be identified to start the development of such a center.
· Develop disciplinary standards for teaching excellence 
The consensus of experts indicates that departments are vested in the improvement of learning experiences. “Much of the work supporting the development of an evaluation of teaching system that includes peer review needs to occur at the departmental level.  The articulated institutional value on teaching is operationalized within the department.” [Chism 1999]  These disciplinary standards, like those currently under development for the evaluation of scholarship, will help define the expectations of  the avenues to achieving excellence in teaching.
· Train faculty around formative peer review
Peer review of teaching is composed of many activities, including peer observation of in-class teaching performance and peer review of written documents related to the course.  Training helps faculty focus on desired criteria related to these activities,   and learn how to excel in assessing complex interactions.  These criteria emerge from the disciplinary standards (to be developed) and from our institutional mission.
· Develop flexible approaches for collaborative peer review
No one method of review will satisfy our attempt at improving teaching quality because of the complexity of the teaching enterprise.
b) Recommendations for a process of collaborative peer evaluation of teaching, i.e., formative strategies
There are many approaches to formative evaluation.  Some of these have been included in Appendix D.  Leadership from an established center for excellence in teaching and learning can guide further development of one or many of these.

· A program supporting formative peer review should begin with those indicating a desire to participate because volunteers probably are intrinsically motivated to build upon their strengths and work on their weaknesses. 

· The College’s administration needs to promote and sustain instructional improvement activities.

c) A process for summative evaluation which includes a standard form for peer observation of teaching

This Committee recognized the call for a summative (evaluative) tool to determine teaching effectiveness and developed a summative peer evaluation form and the supporting process for implementation. (Appendices E and F)  We modeled our work on the best practices reported in Chism [1999].  The package for summative review is recommended for evaluations related to personnel decision making.  

In addition, this Committee also sees the need and faculty desire to enhance the community through an engaged process of faculty development, including formative peer collaboration.  We consider the summative peer evaluation as part of a larger undertaking related to the improvement of teaching effectiveness.  We strongly recommend that departments, programs, and Schools initiate discussions around formative peer collaboration in support of the teacher-scholar model.  We reiterate our recommendation for a center for excellence in teaching and learning to coordinate the College’s efforts to advance scholarly teaching and the scholarship of teaching.  
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Appendix A
Senate/CFA Committee on Teaching Excellence

AY 2006-2007
Timeline of Activities

	Month
	Targeted Task

	September
	Recruit members

	October
	Start literature review; Gather current practices

	November
	Literature review and discussion; Discuss current practices (local and peer institutions)

	December
	Finish literature review

	February
	Develop strategies for summative evaluation

	March
	Identify indicators for successful performance – formative and summative

	April
	Define evaluation methods; Outline report 

	May
	Propose approaches for the advancement of teaching excellence (to Senate Executive Board and full Senate)

	June
	Schedule fall activities (Senate, Provost’s Office)


Appendix B
 Representative Practices at TCNJ (Collected Fall 2006)

Faculty are observed only if they are going up for reappointment, tenure or promotion. Process has become more organized than in past, now that new faculty members are assigned experienced faculty members. The mentors may observe more than once and will work with the new faculty, especially if teaching problems exist. Onus often falls on new faculty member to get non-mentors to do observations. 

Past practice was that every tenured member was to observe every non-tenured member every semester. This never actually happened. Observation scheduling has changed to once a year, but each tenured member is still supposed to see each non-tenured member. Evaluation is narrative.

Chair makes list of all required observations for the semester. Tenured faculty members sign up to observe and then contact non-tenured member to discuss when they should attend class. Report is narrative.

Announced visit to class. Evaluation is supposed to include comments on the syllabus, including whether class is where the syllabus indicates it should be. Evaluations include preparedness, lecture style, technology teaching aids, student involvement and engagement. 

There are different practices across departments within Schools. In some, faculty decide on the time of observation and the person/s who will do the observation. In other departments, the chair and senior faculty in the department make these decisions. Length of time in the observation process varies, but in all cases, a pre observation and post observation conference is held. A narrative report is prepared

Report is in narrative style and is evaluative. Dept. Chair indicated that the dept. has a “common understanding of a good class.”

Observer does a syllabus review ahead of time. Observer looks at preparedness, dynamic presentation, engagement of students and student knowledge. Studio and lecture classes are visited.

No one standard practice; observers do not make repeat visits. Most evaluations are very positive, problems discussed on the side. Labs are rarely visited.

Each new faculty member gets 2 visits per semester. Evaluator writes summative letter with “light” suggestions. Observer and observed faculty meet afterwards; no record of these meetings.

Faculty observed if they are going up for reappointment, tenure or promotion. 3 observations per year. The narrative is written in letter format. Classes and labs both observed.

A prescribed form is used for all faculty under review in several schools.  Some are quite detailed, but specific to the disciplinary expectations, while others are somewhat vague and outdated in terms of current best practices in higher education.

Appendix C
Table 1:  Summary of Peer Institutions’ Peer Evaluation Requirements and 

Support for a Teaching and Learning Center
	Institution
	Summative peer evaluation required
	Number reviewers
	Guidelines or criteria specified
	Suggests or requires pre / post conferencing
	Supports formative collaboration
	Supports Teaching and Learning Center

	Brandeis University
	No
	0
	none
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes

	Bucknell University
	No
	0
	Reflective summary by candidate
	Not applicable
	Yes, by department chair or committee, and dean
	Yes

	Colgate University
	No
	0
	None
	Not applicable
	Review course materials or grading practices with colleagues, engage in team teaching, or request a classroom visit
	Yes

	College of William and Mary
	No
	0
	Self-evaluation of effectiveness and consultation with chair during annual review
	Not applicable
	No mention
	No TLC, but are funds for faculty development

	Lehigh University
	No
	0
	Letters from personnel committee based on packaged material, not classroom observation
	No
	No
	Director of Faculty Development


Table 1:  (Continued) Summary of Peer Institutions’ Peer Evaluation Requirements and 

Support for a Teaching and Learning Center
	Institution
	Summative peer evaluation required
	Number reviewers
	Guidelines or criteria specified
	Suggests or requires pre / post conferencing
	Supports formative collaboration
	Supports Teaching and Learning Center

	SUNY Geneseo
	Yes (new in Nov. 2006)

Classroom observation
	2 minimum each review cycle
	Yes
	Yes
	No, only through optional pre/post conferencing
	Yes

	University of Mary Washington
	No
	0
	Reflective essay on teaching performance
	Not applicable
	No
	Yes

	University of Richmond
	No
	0
	Optional observations
	No
	Yes, through faculty committee 
	Yes

	Villanova University
	Tenure: yes, either classroom observation or review of class video.

Promotion: optional.
	Tenure: systematic over 6 semesters, by department chairs or other selected faculty.
	None available.
	No
	Yes, classroom visits by TLC
	Yes

	Wesleyan University
	No
	0
	Reflective self-assessment.  Optional: Faculty may invite colleague to observe.  Chair may elect to arrange for observation. 
	No
	Yes.  Can arrange to have class video-taped and reviewed by professional.  Confidential.  Support open-door program.
	Yes


Peer Institutions:  Source of Data on Peer Observation of Teaching

Brandeis University

“Faculty Handbook”

http://www.brandeis.edu/provost/HB_051906_REV.pdf

Bucknell University

“Faculty Performance Evaluation System”
http://www.bucknell.edu/Documents/ArtsandSciences/PerfEval.pdf

Colgate University

“Faculty Handbook”

http://www.colgate.edu/desktopdefault1.aspx?tabid=1955
College of William and Mary

“Faculty Handbook”

http://www.wm.edu/provost/HandbookSeptember2005.pdf

Lehigh University

“Rules and Procedures of the Faculty of Lehigh University”

http://www.lehigh.edu/~inprv/r&p/r&p.pdf

SUNY Geneseo

“Procedures and Criteria for Classroom Observation”

http://www.geneseo.edu/~provost/FAC_Classroom_observation.pdf

Mary Washington

“Faculty Handbook”

http://www.umw.edu/publications/fac_hbk_cas_mwc/default.php

University of Richmond

“Faculty Handbook”
http://provost.richmond.edu/facresources/handbook/handbook_iii.htm

Villanova University

“Guidelines for the Preparation of Rank and Tenure Files”

http://vpaa.villanova.edu/guidelines.html

Wesleyan University

“Faculty Handbook”

http://www.wesleyan.edu/acaf/Faculty_Handbook_TOC.html

Appendix D

Formative Peer Evaluation of Teaching

Formative faculty peer reviews of teaching are assessments of the teaching efforts of a faculty member by the colleagues in his or her department, school, or college, which are done with the primary goal of improving an individual’s teaching efforts and the resulting student learning.
Some basic types of formative peer observation include: 

A. College/Department Supported Processes

· A Master faculty program:  Pairs a successful senior professor with a junior faculty member to collaborate on teaching.  This may include observation of each other’s classes, and ongoing discussions of teaching methodologies and effective teaching practices. 

· Mentor-Mentee Relationships:  Similar to the Master faculty in organization, but mentors are not necessarily designated as “master teachers” and may be chosen directly by the mentee for reasons other than teaching expertise. 
Mentoring relationships serve to enhance the intellectual community by facilitating the development of the teacher-scholar.  In both of the above initiatives, support is needed for participating mentors and mentees. The College needs to provide ongoing faculty development focusing on teaching excellence, including:  peer collaboration, the formative process, and the developmental nature of teaching. 
B. Faculty Initiated Processes
· Self Study – Individual:  Faculty reflect on and evaluate their own behavior in the classroom, and their success in the design of learning experiences and course materials, and on their own teaching effectiveness. This work can contribute to the construction of a teaching/course  portfolio.
· Self Study – Group:  Composed primarily of junior faculty, this approach allows faculty (a) to reflect on and evaluate their own behavior in the classroom; (b) to be part of a learning group that provides critical peer review in a non-evaluative setting; (c) to provide faculty with opportunity to observe other teachers in action and so learn alternative teaching styles, and (d) to discuss their impact on students. 
· Small Group Instructional Diagnosis:  A diagnostic approach to understanding learning experiences.  A faculty peer meets with a subset of a class in a focus group setting to gather information about student learning.  The peer then meets with the faculty member to discuss the outcome and to make recommendations.  (Bennet, 1987 )
· Peer Development Triads:  Triads extend the “pair concept” and offer additional opportunities to share and compare teaching/learning strategies with two peers.

Processes such as these can be instrumental as first steps in building a community of faculty committed to scholarly teaching.  The College needs to encourage the integration of such processes to diversify peer collaboration activities.  

Keig (2000) noted that teaching is more likely to improve when faculty are actively involved in programs expressly designed for instructional improvement (formative evaluation of teaching) than through the process of decision making regarding reappointment, tenure, and promotion (summative evaluation).  A culture in which teaching excellence is highly valued, and where faculty routinely take part in formative evaluation of teaching requires the enthusiastic support of top level administrators and faculty change agents.

Recommendations
· Schools and departments must have a clear articulation of their expectations of teaching excellence.

· A program supporting formative peer review should begin with those indicating a desire to participate because volunteers probably are intrinsically motivated to build upon their strengths and work on their weaknesses. 

· The College’s administration needs to promote and sustain instructional improvement activities.

Keig, Larry  “Formative Peer Review of Teaching:  Attitudes of Faculty at Liberal Arts Colleges Toward Colleague Assessment”  Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 14:1 67-87, 2000.
Appendix E
Summative Classroom Observation of Teaching

Three factors contribute to successful classroom observations:

1.  A pre-observation meeting 

2. The observation, and 

3. The post-observation meeting.

The peer observation of teaching provides a strong outcome when the process is collaborative. In order to prepare both participants, each observation must follow three phases.  In the first step, the observer meets with the faculty member under review to discuss the course and the particular class to be observed.  This helps provide context for the observer.  It also initiates or strengthens a formative aspect of this review process.  

In the second step, the observation occurs and the observer completes the Summative Peer Evaluation Form.  

In the final step, the faculty peers meet to review the observed session and to share their perspectives on the experience.  This phase may serve as an opportunity for a formative experience.

The following guidelines outline the process for the conduct of each of these three activities.

Responsibilities of the Department

· Peer observations must be scheduled once per semester every year prior to tenure and four visits within the period of three years prior to applying for promotion.
· By the third week of the semester, an agreement among the chair, the observee, and appropriate senior faculty regarding observation will be finalized.  

· The observer and observee will agree upon a date for and duration of the classroom observation which should occur by week 10 of the current semester.  The expectation is that the observation will last for at least one hour.  The faculty peers will also agree upon 
a)  a date for the pre-observation meeting, which should occur during the week prior to the observation, and 
b) a date for the post-observation conference, which should occur within a week after the class observation.

Responsibilities of Peer Observer and Faculty Member

Pre-observation Meeting Guidelines

A.  Prior to the pre-observation meeting, the faculty member to be observed prepares the following materials for the observer to review.  

· Syllabus of the course to be observed

· A summary of the class session to be observed, including

· Content (summarization of the class)

· Goals and objectives of the class

· Intended pedagogical approaches and activities, e.g., cooperative learning, small groups, discussion, student presentations, multimedia, etc.

These are to be made available one week in advance of the pre-observation meeting.

B.  For the pre-observation meeting, the following are suggested topics:

· Discuss the College’s expectations for excellence in teaching.  

· Describe how the College’s expectations are integrated into your teaching.

· State what you expect the students to learn from this session.

· Describe the activities that will allow students to meet the session’s expectations.

· Specify what the students have been asked to do to prepare for this session.

· Discuss any specific planned approaches/activities that the faculty member being observed would like feedback on.

Observation Meeting Guidelines

During and subsequent to the class observation, the peer observer completes the Summative Peer Evaluation Form.  This form should be completed prior to the Post-observation meeting.
Post-observation Meeting Guidelines

In order to provide an entrée into a sincere dialogue about teaching, the observed faculty member should be permitted to begin the conference by speaking about his/her perspective on the elements of the Summative Peer Evaluation Form.  In addition, the observer should share his/her observations with the faculty member.  The peers may use this opportunity to enter into a discussion leading to continued development/improvement in teaching.

Appendix F

Summative Peer Evaluation Form 
Summative Peer Evaluation Form (Class type:  Classroom based / Lecture)

Faculty Member Observed

________________________________________

Course Number and Name

________________________________________

Date of Observation


________________________________________
Length of Observation

________________________________________

Number of Students Present

________________________________________

Peer Observer

________________________________________

	Instructions:  Complete each category’s ratings and use comments to explain your ratings.  Any rating marked less than adequate must be commented on.

While use of this form is preferable, a purely narrative format may be used, provided that each of the categories is included.


	N/A
	Very well 

Adequately

Inconsistently

Not at all

	Organization

· The instructor is well prepared for class.

· The objectives of the class are clearly stated.

· The instructor uses class time efficiently.

· The learning activities are well organized.

Comments


	(
· (
· (
· (

	·       (          (        (       
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (


	Clarity

· The instructor responds to student questions effectively.

· The instructor explains the subject matter clearly.

· The instructor uses examples to explain content.

· The instructor relates course material to practical situations, when appropriate.

Comments


	· (
· (
· (
· (
	·       (          (        (       
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (


	Presentation Skills

· The instructor is an effective speaker.

· The instructor projects enthusiasm about the subject matter. 
Comments

	· (
· (
	·       (          (        (       
·       (          (        (



	Instructions:  Complete each category’s ratings and use comments to explain your ratings.  Any rating marked less than adequate must be commented on.

While use of this form is preferable, a purely narrative format may be used, provided that each of the categories is included.


	N/A
	Very well 

Adequately

Inconsistently

Not at all

	Instructional Strategies

· The instructor actively monitors student comprehension.

· The instructor raises stimulating and challenging questions.

· The instructor mediates discussion well.

· The instructor uses multimedia effectively.

· Board work is legible and organized.

· Course handouts are used effectively.

· The instructor is able to facilitate group work.

· The instructor uses appropriate teaching techniques in support of the learning goals.  
Comments


	· (
· (
· (
(
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
· (
	·       (          (        (        
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (        
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (


	Content Knowledge

· The instructor is knowledgeable about the subject matter.

· The instructor provides appropriate content detail.

· The instructor pitches instruction to an appropriate level.

· The instructor communicates the reasoning process behind concepts.

Comments


	(
· (
· (
· (

	·       (          (        (       
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (


	Rapport with Students

· The instructor encourages student participation.

· The instructor actively monitors student comprehension.

· The instructor welcomes multiple perspectives, when appropriate.
Comments


	(
· (
· (
· (

	·       (          (        (       
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (
·       (          (        (



� Peer list provided by Academic Affairs, Fall 2006


� Lee Shulman is President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.





� Pat Hutchings is Vice President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.


� Russell Edgerton, quoted from Preface of [Hutchings 1996], p. vi.
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