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Goal of this presentation

1) Start conversations about peer-review of teaching

2) Share what happened in my department

3) Brainstorm research directions for teaching reviews
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Student evaluations of teaching (SET)
(or several thousand of my evaluations summarized in 4 sentences)

The professor is clear except when she is confusing

The professor talks too fast except when she’s going too slowly

This class is too hard except when it’s easy

The professor is insert odd inappropriate comment on personal 
appearance or personality
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Non-pedagogical factors heavily influence evaluations
A 30-sec soundless video clip could predict 

end of semester student evaluations

Ambady & Rosenthal (1993)
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Students are biased

Uses per million words of text

Frequency of “genius” in student comments

http://benschmidt.org/profGender
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SETs have statistical issues

UCI EEE Evaluations

Summer Session Instructor and Course Evaluation for Aguilar-Roca, Nancy
Maria BIO SCI E112L LAB A2 (05332), Summer II 2013

Responses: 25/26 (96.15%)

Please mark the appropriate rating.
If you have no opinion on the question asked or if it does not apply, please mark “Not Applicable.”

1. The course instructor shows enthusiasm for and is interested in the subject.
19 9 (Excellent) Value: 9

2 8 Value: 8

2 7 Value: 7

1 6 (Good) Value: 6

0 5 Value: 5

0 4 Value: 4

0 3 (Fair) Value: 3

0 2 Value: 2

0 1 (Barely Satisfactory) Value: 1

0 0 (Unsatisfactory) Value: 0

0 Not Applicable No Value

8.63 Mean
9.00 Median
0.81 Std Dev

2. The course instructor stimulates your interest in the subject.
12 9 (Excellent) Value: 9

6 8 Value: 8

4 7 Value: 7

2 6 (Good) Value: 6

0 5 Value: 5

0 4 Value: 4

0 3 (Fair) Value: 3

0 2 Value: 2

0 1 (Barely Satisfactory) Value: 1

0 0 (Unsatisfactory) Value: 0

0 Not Applicable No Value

8.17 Mean
8.50 Median
0.99 Std Dev

3. The course instructor meets stated objectives of the course.
18 9 (Excellent) Value: 9

2 8 Value: 8

2 7 Value: 7

1 6 (Good) Value: 6

0 5 Value: 5

1 4 Value: 4

0 3 (Fair) Value: 3

0 2 Value: 2

0 1 (Barely Satisfactory) Value: 1

0 0 (Unsatisfactory) Value: 0

0 Not Applicable No Value

8.42 Mean
9.00 Median
1.22 Std Dev

4. The course instructor is accessible and responsive.

09/17/2013 Page 1 of 8

Categorical data

Which summary variables are most important?

UCI EEE Evaluations
Final Evaluation (CTEF) for Aguilar-Roca, Nancy Maria BIO SCI E112L DIS A (05600), Winter Qtr 2013

• very fun labs!!
• Very interesting and I learn alot in this lab than I did in the actual class
• Very much enjoyed the class and one of my favorite classes i’ve taken at uci so far
• Video recordings from camtasia will probably help immensely.
• We need to have a longer time to take the mini-midterms. The class as a straight scale is very

unfair and di�cult. Tests are very tricky and doesn’t correlate with all the material discussed
in class, presented in the lab, or in the book.

• Would it be too much to ask if one lab day or may there be a day reserved for students to just
purely right or work on their lab reports? I know that for my cosmology course the instructor
cancels one lecture day to allow students to use that time instead to work on their essays and
to ask any questions if students have any. If not, maybe there should be a day dedicated to
what the instructor meant by the given rubric (word choice)? I had a hard time with CPR
because of word choice and just what exactly did the professor meant.

• your mini midterms are super tricky and unfair. i studied hard for all 3 and did poorly not
because i didnt know the material but because your tests are designed to trick students which
is extremely unfair. make them straightforward in the future.

• 108 blank answer(s).

B. Please choose the appropriate rating on the letter grade scale A to F:
’A’ indicating an excellent and ’F’ indicating a wholly inadequate performance. If you have no opinion
on the question asked or if it does not apply, please select NA.

4. The course instructor shows enthusiasm for and is interested in the subject.
A

192
Value: 4

A-

41
Value: 3.7

B+

14
Value: 3.3

B

5
Value: 3

B-

1
Value: 2.7

C+

0
Value: 2.3

C

0
Value: 2

C-

0
Value: 1.7

D

0
Value: 1

F

0
Value: 0

NA

2
No Value

Mean

3.89
Median

4.00
Std Dev

0.24

5. The course instructor stimulates your interest in the subject.
A

131
Value: 4

A-

60
Value: 3.7

B+

31
Value: 3.3

B

19
Value: 3

B-

5
Value: 2.7

C+

1
Value: 2.3

C

2
Value: 2

C-

0
Value: 1.7

D

0
Value: 1

F

3
Value: 0

NA

2
No Value

Mean

3.67
Median

4.00
Std Dev

0.56

6. The course instructor meets stated objectives of the course.
A

174
Value: 4

A-

42
Value: 3.7

B+

26
Value: 3.3

B

4
Value: 3

B-

3
Value: 2.7

C+

0
Value: 2.3

C

0
Value: 2

C-

1
Value: 1.7

D

0
Value: 1

F

0
Value: 0

NA

2
No Value

Mean

3.84
Median

4.00
Std Dev

0.31

03/28/2013 Page 21 of 24
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Is there any value for SETs?

Think - Pair - Share

1) What are the benefits of SETs? Have you ever changed 
something in your teaching because student comments?

2) If you could re-write the SET for your campus, what would 
be the most useful question to include? 
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Who should evaluate faculty and how?
UC Berkeley Department of Statistics (2013)

Faculty provide a teaching statement, syllabi, notes, websites, 
assignments, exams, videos, statements on mentoring, or any other 
relevant materials

At least before every “milestone” review (mid-career, tenure, full, step VI), 
a faculty member attends at least one of the candidate’s lectures and 
comments on it, in writing. Distributions of SET scores are reported, along 
with response rates. Averages of scores are not reported.

Note: reviewing one lecture is ~4hr time commitment for reviewer

Stark & Freishtat. 2014
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Evaluation Tools

http://physicsed.buffalostate.edu/AZTEC/RTOP/RTOP_full/index.htm

Lesson design and implementation,
Propositional Knowledge, 
Procedural Knowledge, 
Student-teacher classroom interaction, 
Student-student classroom interaction

Relies heavily on Likert scales

UC STEM Lec Meeting May 2015 

Evaluation tools

Classroom Observation Protocol for Undergraduate STEM – COPUS 
This protocol allows observers, after a short 1.5 hour training period, to reliably characterize how faculty and students are spending their 
time in the STEM classroom.†  For further information, see: www.cwsei.ubc.ca/resources/COPUS.htm 
Smith MK, Jones FHM, Gilbert SL, and Wieman CE. 2013. The Classroom Observation Protocol for Undergraduate STEM (COPUS): a 
New Instrument to Characterize University STEM Classroom Practices. CBE-Life Sciences Education, Vol 12(4), pp. 618-627 
 
Observation codes 

1. Students are Doing  
L Listening to instructor/taking notes, etc. 
Ind Individual thinking/problem solving. Only mark when an instructor explicitly asks students to think about a clicker 

question or another question/problem on their own. 
CG Discuss clicker question in groups of 2 or more students 
WG  Working in groups on worksheet activity 
OG  Other assigned group activity, such as responding to instructor question 
AnQ   Student answering a question posed by the instructor with rest of class listening 
SQ Student asks question 
WC Engaged in whole class discussion by offering explanations, opinion, judgment, etc. to whole class, often facilitated 

by instructor 
Prd Making a prediction about the outcome of demo or experiment 
SP  Presentation by student(s) 
TQ  Test or quiz 
W Waiting (instructor late, working on fixing AV problems, instructor otherwise occupied, etc.) 
O Other – explain in comments 

2. Instructor is Doing 
Lec Lecturing (presenting content, deriving mathematical results, presenting a problem solution, etc.) 
RtW Real-time writing on board, doc. projector, etc. (often checked off along with Lec) 
FUp Follow-up/feedback on clicker question or activity to entire class  
PQ    Posing non-clicker question to students (non-rhetorical) 
CQ Asking a clicker question (mark the entire time the instructor is using a clicker question, not just when first asked) 
AnQ  Listening to and answering student questions with entire class listening 
MG    Moving through class guiding ongoing student work during active learning task  
1o1 One-on-one extended discussion with one or a few individuals, not paying attention to the rest of the class (can be 

along with MG or AnQ) 
D/V Showing or conducting a demo, experiment, simulation, video, or animation 
Adm Administration (assign homework, return tests, etc.) 
W Waiting when there is an opportunity for an instructor to be interacting with or observing/listening to student or 

group activities and the instructor is not doing so 
O Other – explain in comments 

 

3. Student Engagement (optional) 

L  Small fraction (10-20%) obviously engaged. 
M Substantial fractions both clearly engaged 

and clearly not engaged. 
H Large fraction of students (80+%) clearly 

engaged in class activity or listening to 
instructor. 

Student engagement alternatives:   
(1) Just mark when engagement is obviously high or obviously low.  
(2) Count “N” students near you (~10) and assess how many appear 
engaged at every 2 minute interval.  Enter value for all engaged 
instead of L/M/H.  NOTE what your value of N was. 

Suggestions regarding codes and comments: 
x Clarify code choices with comments.  
x Consider indicating your confidence regarding coding, especially when you aren’t sure about choice of codes.  

HOW TO USE OBSERVATION MATRIX:  Put a check under all codes that happen anytime in each 2 minute time period (check 
multiple codes where appropriate). If no codes fit, choose “O” (other) and explain in comments. Put in comments when you feel 
something extra should be noted or explained. 

                                                                 
† This protocol was adapted from: Hora MT, Oleson A, Ferrare JJ. Teaching Dimensions Observation Protocol (TDOP) User's Manual. Madison: Wisconsin 
Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin–Madison; 2013. 

COPUS (Smith et al. 2013)

Date: ______________  Class: _____________________  Instructor: _______________________  No. students _______  Observer Name: ________________________ 
Classroom arranged how? _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. L-Listening; Ind-Individual thinking; CG-Clicker Q discussion; WG-Worksheet group work; OG-Other group work; AnQ-Answer Q; SQ-Student Q; WC-Whole class discuss;  
Prd-Predicting; SP-Student present; TQ-Test/quiz; W-Waiting; O-Other 

2. Lec-Lecturing; RtW-Writing; FUp-Follow-up; PQ-Pose Q; CQ-Clicker Q; AnQ-Answer Q; MG-Moving/Guiding; 1o1-One-on-one; D/V-Demo+; Adm-Admin; W-Waiting; O-Other 
For each 2 minute interval, check columns to show what’s happening in each category (or draw vertical line to indicate continuation of activity). OK to check multiple columns. 

 
 
   
 
  

COPUS

min L Ind CG WG OG AnQ SQ WC Prd SP T/Q W O Lec RtW Fup PQ CQ AnQ MG 1o1 D/V Adm W O L M H

0 - 2

2

4

6

8 - 
10

L Ind CG WG OG AnQ SQ WC Prd SP T/Q W O Lec RtW Fup PQ CQ AnQ MG 1o1 D/V Adm W O L M H

10 - 
12

12

14

16

18 - 
20

L Ind CG WG OG AnQ SQ WC Prd SP T/Q W O Lec RtW Fup PQ CQ AnQ MG 1o1 D/V Adm W O L M H

20 - 
22

22

24

26

28 - 
30

Comments:  EG: explain difficult coding choices,  flag key points for feedback for the instructor,  identify good 
analogies, etc.

2. instructor doing1. Students doing 3. Engagement
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Evaluation toolsInstructor Name: ______________________________         Peer Reviewer Name: ___________________________          Date __________________ 

Class description   

Course name/ number: ______________________________     Room description: comment on presentation, seating, student / instructor 

Estimated number of students: _____________      mobility etc..._________________________________________________________ 

Context (circle one): lecture, lab, discussion section, workshop, other  ____________________________________________________________________ 

Level (circle appropriate): majors, non‐majors, introductory, intermediate, advanced  ____________________________________________________________________   

  Length of class meeting: ______________                ____________________________________________________________________ 

Part B. Implementation: How learner‐centered is the classroom? 

Components   Needs Improvement  Progressing  Accomplished Well 

Engagement of students  

 

Big Idea: Do students appear to be 

engaged? What is instructor doing to 

engage students? 

o Interaction limited; students do not ask 

questions  

o Instructor lecture without regard to 

student participation 

o Students appear disengaged with 

instructor, the material and each other 

o Engagement not aligned with learning 

goals 

o Students attentive, listening, taking notes most 

of time, but do not appear to be interacting 

with the material  

o Students asking questions when prompted, but 

questions are clarifying, confirmatory or lower 

level 

o Students are engaged in activities but do not 

understand why or how they relate to learning 

goals 

o Students working in groups, but seem off task 

or involved in unproductive discussion 

o Interaction of instructor with students, between 

students, and with instructional material 

o Students contribute to flow of class meeting; 

maintaining students interest  

o Students discussing material entering into higher 

level problem solving and discourse 

o Students appear to see relevance of what they are 

doing 

o Instructor asks direct questions and speaks directly 

to students to actively engage in dialog 

Efforts to monitoring student learning 

 

Big Idea: How do students know they are 

learning? How does instructor know 

students are learning? 

o Missed opportunities for questions, 

assessment, or discourse, instructor 

doing what students could do 

o Wait time too short for students to 

respond to questions   

o Students discouraged to ask questions 

or discuss material 

o Activities and assessment implemented, but 

instructor does not provide opportunity for 

discussion and reasoning through problem 

(processing) 

o Students answer questions but are not asked to 

explain reasoning 

o Too much time or not enough time given to 

complete activities and assessments 

o Students given opportunities to ask questions and 

construct knowledge through activities and 

assessments 

o Students explain their reasoning for their answers 

o Students receive immediate or timely feedback on 

learning 

o Students given opportunity to reflect on their 

learning 

Learning Community  

 

 

Big Idea: Does the instructor, the 

classroom and mode of teaching foster a 

positive, productive learning community? 

o Students spend majority of class time 

listening to the instructor 

o Students do not speak to one another 

or to the instructor directly except 

when answering questions 

o Instructor distances him/herself from 

students physically or intellectually 

 

o Students appear to get into groups easily, but 

collaboration limited (sitting together but 

working alone) 

o Students work in groups but not held 

accountable for their contributions or quality of 

their work 

o Students use multiple modes to explore concepts; 

Students doing rather than just hearing  

o Students appear at ease with instructor and each 

other 

o Instructor and students use each others names 

when addressing one another 

o Instructor moving throughout entire classroom, 

talking with students and groups fluidly 

o Classroom setting, technology, and environment 

allows for a diversity of learning approaches 

       

Positive feedback, questions, and 1‐2 potential solutions: 
 

FIRST-IV
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Self-Assessment
TPI (Wieman and Gilbert, 2014)

for more information, see www.cwsei.ubc.ca/resources/TeachingPracticesInventory.htm version: Oct. 3, 2014 

CWSEI Teaching Practices Inventory 
 
To create the inventory we devised a list of the various types of teaching practices that are commonly 
mentioned in the literature. We recognize that these practices are not applicable to every course, and any 
particular course would likely use only a subset of these practices.  
 
We have added places that you can make additions and comments and we welcome your feedback.  
 
It should take only about 10 minutes to fill out this inventory.  
 
Please fill out the inventory for the current Term, Lecture sections only.  
 
 

Course number:  ___________________________________ 
Section #(s) or Instructor name:  ___________________________________ 
Total number of students in sections 
you taught (approximate): 

 ___________________________________ 

___________________________________________________  
 
I. Course information provided to students via hard copy or course webpage. (check all that 
occurred in your course) 

               � List of topics to be covered 
               � List of topic-specific competencies (skills, expertise, …) students should achieve (what students 
                   should be able to do) 
               � List of competencies that are not topic related (critical thinking, problem solving, …) 
               � Affective goals – changing students’ attitudes and beliefs (interest, motivation, relevance, beliefs 
                   about their competencies, how to master the material) 
               � Other (please specify) 

          If you selected other, please specify __________________________________________________ 

 
II. Supporting materials provided to students (check all that occurred in your course) 

               � Student wikis or discussion boards with little or no contribution from you. 
               � Student wikis or discussion boards with significant contribution from you or TA. 
               � Solutions to homework assignments 
               � Worked examples (text, pencast, or other format) 
               � Practice or previous year’s exams 
               � Animations, video clips, or simulations related to course material 
               � Lecture notes or course Powerpoint presentations (partial/skeletal or complete) 
               � Other instructor selected notes or supporting materials, pencasts, etc. 
               � Articles from scientific literature 
               � Other (please specify) 

          If you selected other, please specify __________________________________________________ 
 

for more information, see www.cwsei.ubc.ca/resources/TeachingPracticesInventory.htm version: Oct. 3, 2014 

III. In-class features and activities 
 
       A. Various 
 
          Give approximate average number: 
 

Average number of times per class: pause to 
ask for questions 
 

 ___________________________________ 

Average number of times per class: have 
small group discussions or problem solving 
 

 ___________________________________ 

Average number of times per class: show 
demonstrations, simulations, or video clips 
 

 ___________________________________ 

Average number of times per class: show 
demonstrations, simulations, or video where 
students first record predicted behavior and 
then afterwards explicitly compare 
observations with predictions 
 

 ___________________________________ 

Average number of discussions per term on 
why material useful and/or interesting from 
students' perspective 
 
Comments on above (if any): ____________ 

____________________________________ 

 ___________________________________ 
 
 
 
___________________________________________ 

 
           Check all that occurred in your course: 

               � Students asked to read/view material on upcoming class session  
               � Students read/view material on upcoming class session and complete assignments or quizzes on  
                   it shortly before class or at beginning of class 
               � Reflective activity at end of class, e.g. “one minute paper” or similar (students briefly answering 
                   questions, reflecting on lecture and/or their learning, etc.) 
               � Student presentations (verbal or poster) 
                

 
Fraction of typical class period you spend lecturing (presenting content, deriving mathematical results, 
presenting a problem solution, …) 
 
               � 0-20% 
               � 20-40% 
               � 40-60% 
               � 60-80% 
               � 80-100% 
 
Considering the time spent on the major topics, approximately what fraction was spent on the process 
by which the theory/model/concept was developed? 
 
               � 0-10% 
               � 11-25% 
               � more than 25% 
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What else should reviewers do?
U Tennessee (~15-20 hr commitment)
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Should reviews be formative or summative? 
Can they be both?

(2008)

Peer Coaching: Professional Development
for Experienced Faculty

Therese Huston & Carol L. Weaver

Published online: 26 October 2007
# Springer Science + Business Media, LLC 2007

Abstract The professoriate, as a whole, is growing older and more experienced; yet
institutions often overlook the professional development needs of mid-career and senior
faculty. This article, based on a review of the literature and the development of a peer
coaching project, examines peer coaching as a professional development opportunity for
experienced faculty that meets many of their immediate needs and offers a variety of
longer-term benefits to their institution. Six recommendations for creating a peer coaching
program emerge from the literature and the authors’ experience.

Key words peer coaching . experienced faculty . faculty development

The value of peer coaching as a form of continuing professional development for
experienced faculty is largely unrecognized. Over the past few decades, the average level of
experience and age of faculty has been increasing in the United States, and it has become
critical to provide continuing education for college and university faculty members
throughout their career span (Seldin 2006). Faculty developers must broaden their program
offerings to meet the needs of this growing population (Romano et al. 2004; Sorcinelli et al.
2006). We suggest peer coaching is one effective way to meet the multiple needs of
experienced faculty.

Peer coaching is defined as a collegial process whereby two faculty members voluntarily
work together to improve or expand their approaches to teaching. Peer coaching may be

Innov High Educ (2008) 33:5–20
DOI 10.1007/s10755-007-9061-9

Therese A. Huston is the Director of the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning at Seattle
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from Carnegie Mellon University. Her research interests include faculty development and satisfaction,
college teaching, diversity and social justice, and student learning.
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Reciprocal peer coaching
• set goals
• voluntary participation
• confidential
• assessment
• formative evaluation
• institutional support

Innovative Higher Education, Vol. 20, No. 4, Summer 1996 

Format ive  and S u m m a t i v e  Evaluat ion  
the Facul ty  Peer  Rev iew of  Teaching 
Ronald R. Cavanagh 

in 

ABSTRACT" If the process of the faculty peer review of teaching is to overcome in- 
stitutional marginalization, then its formative and summative components must em- 
ploy rules, criteria, and standards for the identification of effective teaching that have 
been agreed to within a peer conversation among the faculty members of a scholarly 
unit. This conversation serves to collectively clarify the unit"s expectations for its cur- 
riculum, teaching, and student learning. Only such a process can produce the credi- 
bility necessary to regularly effect the faculty development and personnel decisions of 
a unit. 

Introduction 

H o w  c a n  t h e  f o r m a t i v e  a n d  s u m m a t i v e  f a c u l t y  p e e r  r e v i e w s  of 
t e a c h i n g  be  u n d e r s t o o d  to j o i n t l y  s u p p o r t  t h e  col legia l  c o m m i t m e n t  
of i t  as  u n i v e r s i t y  f a c u l t y  to t he  c o n t i n u o u s  i m p r o v e m e n t  of t e a c h i n g ?  
T h i s  is t h e  q u e s t i o n  u p o n  w h i c h  I re f lec t  i n  t h i s  ar t ic le .  I r e g a r d  t h i s  
as  a c r u c i a l  q u e s t i o n  i n  s h a p i n g  t he  f u t u r e  of t he  f a cu l t y  pee r  r e v i e w  
of t e a c h i n g .  1 I f  i t  c a n n o t  be  a n s w e r e d  sa t i s fac tor i ly ,  t he  effects of t he  
f a c u l t y  pee r  r e v i e w  of t e a c h i n g  i n i t i a t i v e  wi l l  r e m a i n  i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  
m a r g i n a l .  However ,  w h e n  g i v e n  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e sponse ,  i t  c a n  i l l u m i -  

Dr. Ronald R. Cavanagh holds a doctorate from the Graduate Theological Union in 
Berkeley, California, a Master of Divinity from Moravian College and the Moravian 
Theological Seminary in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, and a B.A. in English. Since 
coming to Syracuse University in 1967, Dr. Cavanagh has served as a faculty member 
in and chairperson of the Department of Religion, Associate Dean, and Dean of the 
College of Arts and Sciences, and he is presently the University's Vice President for 
Undergraduate Studies. In 1995, he was a participant in the Institute for Educational 
Management at Harvard Univesity, Boston, Massachusetts. 

1In response to increasing public criticism as well as to surveys of expressed faculty 
concern about the overemphasis on research within the institutional reward systems, 
universities are attempting to make the case that they are indeed fundamentally con- 
cerned with promoting student learning and that their faculties are continuously seek- 
ing to improve upon their abilities to do so. However, making this case will require 
development of consensual prototypes for the recognition of the effective teaching of 
a particular subject, identified and applied collegially by colleagues for faculty within 
the curriculum of that scholarly unit, through strategies of formative and summative 
faculty peer reviews of teaching. 
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• Link mission and reward structure
• Create mentoring communities
• Distinguish between summative and 

formative
• Situate evaluations in context (student 

outcomes & learning goals)

(1996)
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Should reviews be formative or summative? 
Can they be both?

1) What is the most important category and criteria for formative 
assessment (e.g. type/frequency of active teaching, inclusive 
classroom)?

2) What is the most important category and criteria for summative 
assessment?

Think - Pair - Share
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Ecology & Evolutionary Biology

Gormally et al, 2014

• Multiple classroom visits
• Establish a rubric
• Observers should be trained 
• Pre & Post-class meetings
• Voluntary
• Formative feedback is NOT part of promotion
• A summary statement is appropriate for P & T
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Ecology & Evolutionary Biology

Gormally et al, 2014

1) Pre-quarter meeting
2) Observation #1: Week 2 with Pre & post class meeting
3) Optional Mid-quarter evaluation
4) Observation #2: Week 8 with Pre & post class meeting
5) Post-quarter meeting

Reward for mentor/coach: $1500 towards research
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Future directions?

1) Re-design of student evaluations. Can students be trained to give 
useful evaluations?

2) What kinds of research questions can be addressed in a multi-
campus study. Self-assessments of teaching before & after 
coaching?

3) Can PULSE rubrics be used to assess change at the department, 
school and institution level?

4) How should we measure effective teaching (or should we)? 
Standardized assessments? Exam quality and scores? Samples of 
student work?
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Future directions

Think - Pair - Share

What kinds of research questions related to faculty peer-
review can be addressed across UC campuses?


