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Executive Summary
Ohio University's Peer Evaluation of Teaching Guidelines establishes a structured, developmental system for peer review in compliance with Ohio Revised Code §3345.451, which requires faculty evaluations to emphasize professional development in teaching. Peer evaluation of teaching (PET) is defined as a collegial process in which faculty members provide informed, constructive, and evidence-based feedback on a colleague's teaching. These evaluations may serve formative or summative purposes and are required at least once every three years for all full-time faculty.
The guidelines are grounded in eight core principles: developmental, flexible, evidence-based, aligned, collaborative, equitable, and clearly defining responsibility and authority. Evaluations are centered around Ohio University's eight criteria of teaching excellence—preparation, engagement, inclusion, subject expertise, pedagogical competence, outcomes, improvement, and adaptability/innovation—approved initially by the Faculty Senate in December 2022.
Peer evaluations may incorporate evidence from multiple sources, including self-reflections, professional activities, student learning outcomes, and reviews by peers, experts, or external stakeholders. Evidence may be gathered through one or more of the following modalities: observation of teaching, review of teaching artifacts, assessment of student learning outcomes, or a combination thereof.
The peer evaluation process includes five key steps: (1) evaluator selection and training; (2) faculty input and goal setting; (3) evidence collection; (4) implementation of evaluation; and (5) written feedback and optional faculty response. Faculty members and evaluators collaborate to identify relevant teaching criteria and appropriate types of evidence for review.
The overall goal is to support instructional excellence, foster reflective practice, and promote professional growth for faculty members. Evaluations are intended to be collegial, constructive, and aligned with disciplinary standards. Departments and colleges are expected to maintain records of evaluations and may adapt practices to reflect local priorities and course contexts.
PET examples based on different scenarios are offered in the Appendix.
[bookmark: _Toc202259811]Foundations
Definitions

Peer evaluation of teaching (PET) is a collegial process in which faculty members provide informed, constructive, and evidence-based feedback on a colleague's teaching. Broadly, it involves faculty members collaboratively assessing each other's teaching methods, materials, and effectiveness.

For the purposes of these guidelines, the following definitions apply.

	Term
	Definition / Description

	Assessment
	A measurement of specific aspects of teaching, such as student engagement or achievement of learning outcomes, using rubrics, observation protocols, and/or course artifacts.

	Assessor(s)
	Individual(s) – peer, expert, or student – responsible for measuring specific aspects of teaching practices using rubrics, observation protocols, and/or course artifacts.

	Evaluator(s)
	Peer(s) who are responsible for providing informed, constructive, and evidence-based feedback of evidence submitted for the peer evaluation (of teaching) and for making a judgment about the effectiveness of aspects of faculty member's teaching being evaluated.

	Expert(s)
	Individuals with specialized knowledge in pedagogy, instructional design, or teaching assessment, such as instructional designers, faculty developers, or educational consultants, who may contribute to the evaluation process by offering objective, research-informed perspectives on teaching quality.

	Formative Evaluation
	A developmental evaluation focused on improving teaching effectiveness, conducted during the course or academic year, and intended to provide constructive feedback for faculty growth without direct personnel consequences.

	Observer(s)
	Individual(s) (i.e., peer, expert, or student) responsible for conducting teaching observations according to teaching observation protocols.

	OHIO's Teaching Excellence Criteria
	The eight criteria defined by Ohio University as the broad basis for observing, reviewing, assessing, and evaluating teaching excellence.

	Peer Evaluation (of Teaching)
	[bookmark: RANGE!B9]A collegial process in which faculty members provide informed, constructive, and evidence-based feedback on a colleague's teaching. Evaluations should conclude with a judgment about the effectiveness of aspects of faculty member's teaching being evaluated.

	Peer Evaluation Criteria
	The defined standards or benchmarks used to judge the quality of teaching during evaluations.

	Peer Evaluation Process
	The structured sequence of steps involved in conducting peer evaluations of teaching.

	Peer(s)
	Faculty colleagues, typically from the same or a closely related discipline, who may be asked to observe, review, assess, evaluate, and/or provide feedback on a colleague's teaching based on disciplinary standards and institutional expectations.

	Professional Development
	[bookmark: RANGE!B13]The structured activities, programs, or initiatives undertaken by faculty to enhance their instructional effectiveness, pedagogical knowledge, and student engagement strategies. Examples include participation in workshops, teaching institutes, instructional coaching, course redesigns, or scholarly work on teaching and learning. Professional development may refer to evidence of teaching excellence (input) prior to an evaluation or recommendations provided for strengthening teaching excellence as part of feedback after an evaluation (outcome).

	Review
	A reflective examination of teaching practices or instructional materials, often conducted by peers to provide formative feedback or ensure alignment with academic expectations.

	[bookmark: RANGE!A15]Reviewer(s)
	Individual(s) – peer, expert, or student – responsible for providing a reflective examination of teaching practices or instructional materials designed to provide formative feedback.

	Student(s)
	Learners typically enrolled in a faculty member's course or similar courses whose perceptions of teaching effectiveness are gathered through course evaluations or feedback instruments as one component of the overall evaluation of teaching.

	Summative Evaluation
	A formal and comprehensive judgment of a faculty member's teaching, typically conducted at the conclusion of an evaluation period and used for high-stakes decisions, such as promotion, tenure, or contract renewal.

	Teaching Observation
	A structured process in which an individual, such as a peer, supervisor, expert, or student not enrolled in the course, watches a faculty member's instructional session (in person or online; live or recorded) to gather evidence about teaching practices, classroom engagement, content delivery, and learning environment.


Purpose

These guidelines establish a written system of peer evaluations for faculty at Ohio University in compliance with Ohio Revised Code §3345.451, which requires institutions to emphasize faculty professional development in relation to teaching responsibilities. The system supports a campus-wide culture of instructional excellence through structured, constructive, and transparent peer review.

Broadly, peer evaluations of teaching (PETs) are typically structured as formative evaluations for the purpose of recommending areas for professional development in teaching. However, departments/schools or colleges may use PETs as a component of summative evaluation, if appropriate.
Scope

These guidelines apply to all full-time faculty at Ohio University across all campuses, colleges, and instructional modalities. 
Benefits of Peer Evaluation of Teaching

Peer evaluation of teaching (PET) can offer several benefits to faculty members, academic units (departments/schools and colleges), and the university, including (but not limited to):

For Faculty:
Facilitates reflection, growth, and innovation in teaching practices.
Provides tailored, discipline-specific feedback.
Supplies structured evidence for teaching portfolios, promotion, or review.

For Academic Units:
Promotes shared standards and expectations for instructional quality.
Enhances collaboration, mentoring, and academic leadership.
Supports program-level curriculum planning and assessment.

For the University:
Reinforces the institution's commitment to excellence in teaching.
Enhances student learning and educational outcomes.
Aligns with strategic goals to foster a culture of continuous improvement.
Guiding Principles

Peer evaluations of teaching (PETs) are designed to provide constructive feedback, enhance teaching effectiveness, and foster professional development by drawing on the expertise of colleagues. The process is formative in nature, developmental in intent, and focused on reflective dialogue and continuous improvement.

The following describes guiding principles for effectively developing, implementing, and using PETs.
Developmental. PETs should be developmentally focused, such that the intent of the evaluation is to identify and support opportunities for faculty growth in teaching.
Flexible. PETs should be flexible, where variations in the forms/modalities of evaluations are used to reflect the specific purpose and context of the evaluation.
Evidence-Based. PETs should be grounded in multiple types of relevant evidence from multiple sources.
Aligned. PETs should be aligned to disciplinary standards and institutional expectations, including Ohio University's eight criteria of teaching excellence.
[bookmark: _Hlk198038389]Collaborative. PETs should be collaborative, emphasizing dialogue, mutual respect, and faculty agency throughout the process.
Equitable. PETs should be designed to ensure transparency, fairness, and consistency within and across units.
Responsibility. PETs should clearly define the responsibilities of each person participating in the peer evaluation of teaching process, including observers, reviewers, evaluators, and decision-makers.
Authority. PETs should clearly define authorities of individuals and groups involved in the peer evaluation of teaching process, including those with the authority to initiate a peer evaluation, determine peer evaluation criteria, establish the peer evaluation process, document results, and maintain records.
Frequency

Peer evaluations of teaching (PETs) are required at least once every three years for all full-time faculty. PETs may be conducted more frequently upon request from one or more of the following: the faculty member who is the intended subject of the review, department/school, college, or university-level group (e.g., University Curriculum Council). At the discretion of academic units, PETs may also be required more frequently as part of annual evaluations, post-tenure review, mentoring, or promotion/tenure preparation.
Documentation

Colleges are expected to retain peer evaluations of teaching records for all full-time faculty. Records should include the date of the most recent evaluation, the final written report, and the date of the next evaluation.

[bookmark: _Hlk199792664][bookmark: _Toc202259812]Peer Evaluations of Teaching
OHIO's Teaching Excellence Criteria 

Ohio University (OHIO) defines teaching excellence as outstanding performance in the role of an educator inside and outside the classroom setting. Specifically, OHIO defines excellent teachers as prepared, engaged, inclusive subject matter and pedagogical experts who prioritize student achievement of learning. Accordingly, the six descriptors of excellent teaching – well-designed, well-delivered, inclusive, learner-focused, reflective and evolving – serve as the underlying framework for recognizing and celebrating teaching excellence.
The six descriptors of excellent teaching at OHIO are put into action using eight criteria, which are roughly organized into a cycle of teaching and include:
1. Preparation – ability to plan for teaching.
2. Engagement – ability to deliver content and manage the student learning process.
3. Inclusion – ability to serve the learning needs of all students.
4. Subject Expertise – ability to maintain/develop expert subject knowledge.
5. Pedagogical Competence – ability to maintain/develop timely knowledge and skills in the theories and practice of teaching and learning.
6. Outcome – ability to achieve desired teaching results.
7. Improvement – ability to revise teaching practices.
8. Adaptability & Innovation – ability to navigate the evolving nature of teaching.

Approved by the Ohio University Faculty Senate in December 2022, the definition and criteria allow academic units to flexibly consider teaching excellence based on disciplinary expectations, expertise, context and student populations served and acknowledge variations among disciplines and considering teaching context, expectations and/or assignments.
Evaluation Criteria

Peer evaluations of teaching should draw upon OHIO's eight criteria of teaching excellence by focusing on one or more of these criteria, depending on the purpose of the evaluation and the priorities of the faculty member undergoing the evaluation, program, department/school, and/or college. The focus of the evaluation may vary based on the faculty member's goals, workload assignment, types of courses, program expectations, or department/school/college priorities.
Participants (reviewers, observers, and evaluators) should consult with the faculty member undergoing the evaluation and academic units in advance to determine which criteria are most relevant for the context of the course(s) or teaching assignment(s).
Sources of evidence

Ideally, peer evaluations of teaching should assess one or more of the eight teaching excellence criteria using a variety of qualitative and quantitative evidence. Evidence may come from various sources, including (but not limited to) the faculty member, students, colleagues/peers, experts (e.g., course designers, pedagogical consultants) academic leaders (e.g., department chairs, program directors), and/or external stakeholders (e.g., alums, recruiters, parents/guardians, community partners, etc.). Specifically, sources of evidence may include:
· Self-assessment – statements prepared by teachers to describe and reflect on their professional approach to teaching.
· Professional activities – descriptions and documentation of professional activities in teaching and learning that offer insights into the nature, scope, and range of contributions made through areas of interest and expertise.
· Measures of student learning – direct (e.g., assessments of learning) or indirect assessments (student evaluations of teaching) of students' knowledge, skills, and/or attitudes.
· Internal and external stakeholders – peer, expert, or external stakeholders' direct or indirect reviews, assessments, or observations of teaching and learning practices. 
Important Note: Although multiple sources of evidence are ideal, academic units (departments/schools or colleges) should establish common standards of practice for the number and variety of sources of evidence expected. Typically, academic units should not expect evidence from all possible sources. Instead, academic units should identify two or three sources that best fit evaluation criteria and discipline norms.
Types of Evidence

Depending on the focus and criteria for the peer evaluation of teaching, quality and quantity of evidence expected should fit the context, discipline, and expectations in which teaching excellence is being evaluated. Ideally, a variety of evidence is provided in order to minimize common method bias. The Table provides example evidence by criterion.

Important Note: The evidence examples provided are NOT intended to be a checklist of evidence necessary to complete a peer evaluation of teaching. Instead, they only are offered as a non-exhaustive list of examples. Expectations for the quality and quantity should be clearly communicated to all participants from the authorizing academic unit responsible for conducting the peer evaluation of teaching.

Table: Example Evidence by Teaching Excellence Criterion
	Criterion
	Example Evidence

	Preparation
	· Course Materials: Syllabi, schedules, assignment descriptions, grading rubrics
· Teaching Philosophy: Self-reflections on pedagogical approach, alignment with disciplinary standards
· Curriculum Development: Self-assessment narratives or peer assessments of contributions to course/program design
· Peer/Expert Review: Reviewer feedback on clarity, structure, and alignment of course materials
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops focused on preparation

	Engagement
	· Learning Activities: Examples of in-class or online discussions, case studies, group work
· Student Evaluations: Feedback on instructor engagement with students
· Peer/Expert Observation: Notes about student interaction and engagement techniques
· Recognition: Teaching awards related to classroom engagement
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops focused on engaging teaching methods and best practices

	Inclusion
	· Course Materials: Use of diverse perspectives, accessible materials, and inclusive language
· Student Evaluations: Feedback about classroom climate, inclusion
· Peer/Expert Observation: Notes about classroom climate, inclusion practices
· Peer/Expert Assessment: Assessment of inclusivity in content and classroom environment
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops focused on inclusive or universal design

	Subject Expertise
	· Course Materials: Alignment with current disciplinary knowledge and best practices
· Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity: Intellectual contributions relevant to the course subject matter; integration of current research into course content
· Student Evaluations: Perceptions of instructor knowledge and credibility
· Peer/Expert Assessment: Assessment of course content depth, accuracy, and relevance
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops related to currency in subject areas directly related to courses taught 

	Pedagogical Competence
	· Instructional Design: Evidence of intentional pedagogy, varied learning methods, and scaffolding
· Peer/Expert Observation: Notes about the use of effective teaching strategies and learning facilitation
· Recognition: Awards or honors related to pedagogy
· Professional Activities: Participation in pedagogical training or programs

	Outcomes
	· Assessment Results: Data showing student achievement of learning outcomes
· Graded Assignments: Samples demonstrating learning progress and alignment with objectives
· Student Evaluations: Evaluation of learning gains and course value
· Peer/Expert Assessment: Review of outcome-based assessments and rubrics
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops focused on assessment design

	Improvement
	· Course Materials: Documentation of changes to syllabi, assessments, or activities over time
· Reflections: Self-assessment narrative describing teaching adjustments in response to feedback
· Student Trends: Evidence of improved course evaluations or student performance
· Peer/Expert Reviews: Evaluation of iterative improvements and responsiveness to challenges
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops focused on collecting and responding to student feedback and/or other aspects of continuous improvement to teaching and learning 

	Adaptability & Innovation
	· Course Materials: Integration of new platforms, tools, or media for teaching
· Course Design: Creative solutions for remote/hybrid teaching or shifting student needs
· Student Evaluations: Evaluation of instructor flexibility and innovation
· Peer/Expert Assessment: Assessment of creative teaching approaches and adaptability
· Professional Activities: Participation in programs or workshops related to innovative teaching practices


Scope of Evidence

Academic units (departments/schools or colleges) are expected to establish common standards of practice for the scope of the evaluation, including goals, acceptable sources of evidence, acceptable types of evidence, and depth and breadth of evidence required. Academic units should use samples of evidence rather than attempt to evaluate all possible evidence. Ideally, academic units should establish standards of practice that balance the need to effectively evaluate the scope of faculty contributions with the need for a process that does not unnecessarily burden faculty, reviewers, observers, assessors, and/or evaluators. 

For example, if a faculty member teaches similar courses in a similar modality, academic units may determine that multiple sample evidence from a single course is appropriate for a peer evaluation of teaching. Similarly, if a faculty member teaches a wider variety of courses (i.e., different program levels, course types, course modalities), academic units may determine that more narrowly focused sample evidence from multiple courses is appropriate. Alternatively, academic units may establish a system where faculty are evaluated using different types of evidence on a rotating (e.g., every other year) basis. 
Evidence Collection Modalities

[bookmark: _Hlk198214440]Peer evaluations should include evidence collected from direct observation of teaching, analysis of teaching artifacts, review of student achievement of learning outcomes, or any combination thereof. Peer evaluations may also include indirect evidence, such as self-assessments, narratives, self-reports of professional activities, submitted by the faculty member undergoing the review. Evidence should ultimately be evaluated against department/school or college shared standards of excellence.

The following describes different options for collecting direct evidence. 

Evidence Collection Option 1: Observation of Teaching 
[bookmark: _Hlk198197460]
Observations of teaching provide instructors with constructive, meaningful and actionable feedback to continually improve their instructional practices and skills to maximize student learning and impact.​

Broadly, observations of teaching refer to a structured process in which an individual, such as a peer, supervisor, expert, or student not enrolled in the course, watches a faculty member's instructional session (in person or online; live or recorded) to gather evidence about teaching practices, classroom engagement, content delivery, and learning environment.

Elements of the teaching observation process include having a pre-observation meeting, teaching observation using scripting, a post-observation form, and a post-observation meeting.

For more information about peer observations, please refer to the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment's Peer Teaching Observation Program. 

Evidence Collection Option 2: Review and Assessment of Teaching Artifacts

Teaching artifacts refer to teaching materials that instructors typically provide to students, such as syllabi, assignments, assessments, course content, and recorded lectures. A review and assessment of teaching artifacts is an opportunity to have others analyze teaching artifacts for pedagogical structure, innovations, and inclusive practices. Thoughtfully examining teaching artifacts provides insights into the classroom climate that the instructor fosters.

Broadly, the review of teaching artifacts refers to a reflective examination of instructional materials, often conducted by peers to provide formative feedback or ensure alignment with academic expectations. The corresponding assessment of teaching artifacts refers to measuring specific aspects of teaching artifacts against established expectation standards using a rubric(s).

Elements of the assessment of teaching artifacts process include collection of course materials for review and assessment, pre-review meeting, review using scripting, post-review assessment form, and post-review and assessment meeting.

For more information about reviewing and assessing artifacts for online courses, please refer to the Office of Instructional Design's Course Quality Initiative. 

Evidence Collection Option 3: Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes

[bookmark: _Hlk198208145]Student outcomes assessment refers to the "process of gathering and discussing information from multiple and diverse sources in order to develop a deep understanding of what students know, understand, and can do with their knowledge as a result of their educational experience; the process culminates when assessment results are used to improve student learning," (Huba & Freed, 1999; p. 684). Evidence of student learning outcomes may include indirect assessment of student learning, such as ratings and comments from anonymous student evaluations of teaching or comments from community partner feedback, and/or direct assessments of student learning, such as summaries of student performance on select assignments, academic performance metrics, or course metrics.

Assessment of student learning is an opportunity to have others evaluate the educational effectiveness of instructional pedagogies. Thoughtfully examining student learning outcomes provides insights into intended and actual achievement of student learning through their educational experiences.

Broadly, the review of student learning refers to a reflective examination of evidence of student learning outcomes, often conducted by peers to provide formative feedback or ensure alignment with academic expectations. The corresponding assessment of student learning outcomes refers to measuring specific aspects of student learning against established expectation standards using a rubric(s).

Elements of the assessment of student learning outcomes process include collection of student learning outcomes evidence for review and assessment, pre-review meeting, review using scripting, post-review assessment form, and post-review and assessment meeting.

Evidence Collection Option 4: Combined Review

Peer evaluations may also take the form of a hybrid approach using a combination of options described or other modalities appropriate to the discipline and context.
[bookmark: _Hlk199795795][bookmark: _Toc202259813]Process

The peer evaluation of teaching process should be a structured, faculty-centered process that promotes reflective practice, instructional improvement, and alignment with institutional standards for teaching excellence. The following steps outline a consistent approach to ensure that evaluations are intended to be meaningful, collegial, and developmentally focused.
Evaluator Selection and Training
· Selection and Qualifications: Evaluators are typically selected according to department/school or college procedures. This may involve mutual agreement between the faculty member and department chair / school director or rotation from a pool of experienced faculty. Evaluators should have relevant disciplinary knowledge, experience with the course delivery modality (e.g., online, in-person), and familiarity with evaluation criteria.
· Training: Evaluators should be trained in the goals of the peer evaluation process, bias mitigation, the university's eight teaching excellence criteria, and appropriate evaluation tools (e.g. rubrics, forms).
· Confidentiality and Collegiality: Evaluators are expected to approach the process with professionalism, discretion, and a focus on constructive, developmental feedback.
Faculty Input and Goal Setting
· Initial Meeting: Before the evaluation begins, the faculty member and evaluator meet to discuss the context of the course (e.g., level, format, student demographics), teaching goals, and any areas of teaching the faculty member would like emphasized.
· Selection of Criteria: The faculty member and/or academic unit may identify which of the eight teaching excellence criteria should be prioritized according to department/school or college standards and expectations.
· Selection of Materials: The faculty member should provide relevant documents reflecting select criteria (e.g., syllabus, sample assignments, student feedback, or recorded sessions).
· Establishing Intent: The faculty member and/or academic unit should determine the goal of the peer evaluation. Ideally, the peer evaluation should be a a collaborative, supportive, and reflective process, with a goal of professional growth
Evidence Collection
· Evidence Collection Modality Selection: The evaluation process may include collecting direct evidence from classroom observation, artifact review, student learning outcomes review, or some combination, depending on the faculty member's teaching format and the agreed-upon focus areas.
· Reviewer Selection and Qualifications:, Reviewers are typically selected according to department/school or college procedures. Reviewers should have relevant disciplinary knowledge, experience with the course delivery modality (e.g., online, in-person), and familiarity with evaluation criteria. (Note: Person(s) may serve in both the reviewer and evaluator role.) 	Comment by Henkel, Jeremy: The Evidence Collection stage seems an odd place to make this point. Somewhere under 3.4 might be more fitting.
· Documentation: Reviewers take notes and assess evidence in relation to the selected teaching excellence criteria, aiming for objective and constructive analysis and feedback.
Evaluation Implementation
· [bookmark: _Hlk198213749]Evidence Aggregation: Faculty members undergoing the review and/or evaluators should aggregate direct evidence of teaching excellence (e.g., notes from teaching observations, analysis of teaching artifacts, review of student achievement of learning outcomes, or any combination thereof) plus indirect evidence (e.g., self-assessments, narratives, self-reports of professional activities) submitted by the faculty member undergoing the review. 
· Evaluation of Evidence: Evaluators should assess aggregated evidence against department/school or college expectations and standards using a standardized measurement instrument (e.g., rubric, evaluation form).
· Documentation: Evaluators should evaluate evidence in relation to the selected teaching excellence criteria, aiming for objective and constructive formative or summative evaluations.
Feedback and Written Report
· Debriefing Meeting: Before the final report is written, the faculty member and evaluators may meet again to discuss the results. The conversation may include clarifications, affirmations of strengths, and suggestions for improvement.
· Written Report: Evaluators should prepare a written report that includes: a description of the evidence evaluated, assessments of teaching excellence based on selected criteria, and constructive, respectful feedback focused on professional development in teaching, learning, and/or assessment. Evaluators are encouraged to describe identified strengths and opportunities for professional development.
· Clarity and Support: The report should be written in clear, professional language, and framed to support the faculty member's professional development.
Faculty Response (Optional)
· Faculty Reflection: The faculty member may choose to write a formal response, which could include reflections on the feedback received, planned changes or areas of continued growth, and/or clarifications or additional context.
· Documentation: Both the peer evaluation report and optional faculty response may be included in the faculty member's teaching portfolio or evaluation file, subject to department/school or college policy.
Faculty are encouraged to include peer evaluations in their teaching portfolios or professional development plans.
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Example 1: 
Peer Evaluations in Annual Evaluations

Hypothetical Scenario

College Requirements and Process
The college requires each department to create peer evaluation policies and processes that meet the minimum university requirements.

Department Requirements and Process
The department has adopted a system for peer evaluations of teaching as part of their annual evaluation process. The department's guidelines state faculty evaluations should:
· Include evidence selected by the faculty member.
· Include evidence from at least two different sources.
· Focus on at least three teaching excellence criteria selected by the faculty member.

Sample Faculty Members
The faculty member is preparing their materials for their annual evaluation. The faculty member has opted to focus on pedagogical competence, engagement, and improvement. The faculty member has chosen self-assessment and student outcomes as their evidence.

Steps in the Process
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. The department chair meets with the annual evaluation committee to discuss their charge, including peer evaluation of teaching.
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. Not applicable; the annual evaluation guidelines already establish faculty input and goals.
3. Evidence Collection. The faculty member prepares their self-assessment, including a report of CTLA programs they participated in to improve their pedagogical competencies, their student evaluations of teaching, and assessment of learning outcomes they collected for program assessment.
4. Evaluation. The annual evaluation committee reviews the submitted materials as part of their annual evaluation process.
5. Written Report. The chair of the annual evaluation committee writes a short, one-page report that includes a description of the evidence evaluated, assessments of teaching excellence based on selected criteria, and constructive, respectful feedback focused on professional development in teaching, learning, and/or assessment. The chair sends the report to the department chair. The department chair shares the report with the faculty member during their one-on-one meeting to discuss their annual evaluation.

Documentation / Record Keeping

Per college policy, the department chair retains a record of the annual evaluation and the date the evaluation was completed.



Example 2:
Annual Evaluation with Peer Evaluation Committee

Hypothetical Scenario 

College Requirements and Process
A college has established a policy that peer evaluations of teaching are to occur on an annual basis as a part of each faculty member's annual evaluation. 

Department Committee
In accordance with the annual evaluation process, department chairs from each department within the college form peer evaluation committees in the fall semester which assess the performance of their peers' teaching, sustained engagement, and service activities. New members of peer evaluation committees are encouraged to attend an orientation session with staff from the CTLA. The orientation meeting provides information about the process, evaluation tools, teaching excellence criteria, and suggestions for bias mitigation.

Consistent with college guidelines, each department within the college performs peer evaluations of teaching using the teaching evaluation criteria established by the college (which reflect OHIO's Teaching Excellence Criteria). 

Sample Faculty Member
The faculty member's teaching responsibilities include a combination of in-person and online courses. 

Steps in the Process 
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. The department chair forms a group of peer evaluators who will assess the performance of each individual within the department with teaching responsibilities. "New" peer evaluators who have not conducted peer evaluations in prior years are encouraged to attend a CTLA orientation session.  
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. The faculty member provides self-evaluation scores which include selected weights per the college's annual evaluation guidelines. The faculty member has the option to meet with the peer evaluation committee to discuss any issues or concerns related to the scores they have assigned themselves and/or evidence they are providing for evaluation in advance of the peer evaluation. 
3. Evidence Collection. The faculty member submits their annual self-evaluation form and evidence of teaching (and sustained engagement and service) activities. Evidence provided to support the self-evaluation scores include a teaching dossier, Student Evaluation of Teaching summary scores and excerpts of comments, one example syllabus from an in-person course and one example syllabus from an online course, certificates or other evidence of completion of pedagogical training sessions or programs, and teaching awards (note: the evidence referred to in this example is for illustration purposes only; faculty should refer to the Ohio University Peer Evaluation of Teaching Guidelines for guidance relating to evidence of teaching effectiveness). 
4. Evaluation. The peer evaluation committee evaluates the self-assessment and evidence provided for consistency and assigns a rating for teaching (and sustained engagement and service) in line with the standards established by the college.  
5. Written Report. The peer evaluation committee prepares a written report which documents the evidence reviewed and the evaluation of the evidence (i.e., how the evidence presented justifies the peer rating assigned for teaching [and sustained engagement and service]). If the rating assigned for teaching (or another evaluation category) differs from the self-assessment, a brief explanation is provided. The peer evaluator sends the report to the department chair. The department chair provides a copy of the report to the faculty member no later than the chair's annual performance review meeting. 

Documentation / Record Keeping 

Per college policy, the department chair retains a record of the written report and the date the evaluation was completed or received from the peer evaluation committee. 



 Example 3: 
College Peer Evaluation Committee with External Input

Hypothetical Scenario

College Requirements and Committee
The college has established a group of faculty members who have agreed to serve as peer evaluators for peer evaluations of teaching as part of their service workload. At the beginning of each academic year, members of this group have a two-hour orientation meeting with staff from the CTLA. The orientation meeting provides information about the process, evaluation tools, teaching excellence criteria, and suggestions for bias mitigation. One of the college's Associate Deans serves as the leader of the group.

Department Requirements
Consistent with college guidelines, the department has adopted a system of peer evaluations of teaching that requires an evaluation of faculty every two years. The department's guidelines state faculty evaluations should:
· Include evidence from a single course that represents the faculty member's primary teaching responsibility.
· Include evidence from at least two different sources.
· Focus on at least one teaching excellence criterion, which is selected by agreement between the department chair and faculty member.

Sample Faculty Member
The faculty member scheduled for an upcoming evaluation primarily teaches online, undergraduate courses. The faculty member and department chair have decided that the evaluation should focus on two teaching excellence criteria: preparation and engagement. Per the faculty member's request, the two sources of evidence will be a review of a previous online course and the faculty member's self-assessment of their preparation and engagement activities for that course.

Steps in the Process
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. From the college's peer evaluator group, a faculty member with online teaching experience who has taught a similar course topic has volunteered to serve as the peer evaluator.
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. The faculty member has an initial meeting with the peer evaluator. They agree on the focus of the evaluation (preparation and engagement), a course from the previous semester for data collection, and the deadline for the faculty member to send the peer evaluator their self-assessment materials. They also decide not to meet again unless the evaluator has questions or identifies major concerns.
3. Evidence Collection. The faculty member submits a request to the Office of Instructional Design (OID) to review their course using the OSCQR rubric. The faculty member shares that the focus of the evaluation is preparation and engagement. The faculty member adds the OID staff person and the peer evaluator to the online course in Canvas.
4. Evaluation. The instructional designer from OID completes their review and shares it with the faculty member. The faculty member sends their self-assessment materials and a copy of the OID review to the peer evaluator. The peer evaluator produces an evaluation (using a standard rubric) using the course materials on Canvas, the OID review, and the faculty member's self-assessment documents.
5. Written Report. The peer evaluator prepares a written report that includes a description of the evidence evaluated, assessments of teaching excellence based on selected criteria, and constructive, respectful feedback focused on professional development in teaching, learning, and/or assessment. The peer evaluator sends the report to the department chair. The department chairs send the report to the faculty member.

Documentation / Record Keeping

Per college policy, the department chair retains a record of the written report and the date the evaluation was completed.



Example 4:
A Large Department in Arts & Sciences

Hypothetical Scenario

College Requirements and Process
The college requires each department to create peer evaluation policies and processes that meet the minimum university requirements. As part of those policies and processes, each department must each year identify at least two faculty who will serve as peer evaluators in their department; where necessary, the college will assist small departments in identifying peer reviewers in related fields who can assist them. 

At the beginning of each academic year, faculty members who will serve as peer evaluators will be offered a two-hour orientation meeting with staff from the CTLA. The orientation meeting provides information about the process, evaluation tools, teaching excellence criteria, and suggestions for bias mitigation. Training is strongly recommended for faculty who have not previously received it. 

Department Committee
Consistent with college and university guidelines, the department has adopted a system of peer evaluations of teaching that requires an evaluation of each faculty member once every three years of active teaching service. Evaluations are conducted by a Peer Evaluation of Teaching (PET) Committee that includes five departmental faculty. 

The PET Committee is constituted as follows:
· Two or three members of the (separate) Annual Merit Evaluation Committee in their second year of service on that committee (all faculty serve 2-year terms on a rotating basis). When a returning member of the TT Annual Merit Evaluation Committee will be on FFL in spring or when other special circumstances make spring service on the PET Committee too onerous, a substitution may be made on the advice of the department Administrative Committee.
· Two or three faculty members elected annually by the department faculty. These faculty may serve up to 3 consecutive years if reelected; the department chair has the option to remove faculty members from the ballot at their request. 

Department Requirements
The department's guidelines state that faculty evaluations should:
· Include evidence from a single course that represents the faculty member's primary on-load teaching responsibility.
· Select the course through agreement between the faculty member and the PET Committee. 
· Include evidence from at least two different sources for each criterion evaluated, to be selected by the faculty member from a predetermined list of potential combinations of evidence for each criterion. (Alternate sources of evidence may be used by agreement between the faculty member and the PET Committee.) 
· Focus on two teaching excellence criteria, which are selected by the faculty member from among a list of four areas identified in the prior year's annual merit evaluation.
· Address 2-3 specific goals identified by the faculty member as well as provide constructive formative feedback where the PET Committee sees significant opportunity for growth or refinement with regard to the target criteria of teaching excellence. 

Sample Faculty Member
The tenure-track faculty member scheduled for an upcoming evaluation teaches primarily in-person undergraduate courses. The criteria chosen to be evaluated are inclusion and adaptability. The faculty member's goals are (customize for faculty).

Steps in the Process
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. The PET Committee and training by CTLA are established in college and department processes. Normally all members of the PET Committee are expected to review all of the evidence provided for each faculty member. If a peer observation were necessary, the PET Committee would assign one committee member to attend a class meeting in person and record the class for review by other committee members at their request. That is not necessary in this hypothetical case. 
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. By October 1, the faculty member informs the PET Committee in writing of the foci of the evaluation (inclusion and adaptability), their preferred course for evaluation (a current fall semester course), their proposed evidence (the course Canvas site and assessment data for inclusion, the course Canvas site and a self-reflection for adaptability), and their three primary goals for the evaluation. The PET Committee accepts the course as a good representation of the faculty member's primary teaching responsibilities.
3. Evidence Collection. After submitting fall grades in December, the faculty member adds the members of the PET Committee to the Canvas course. By February 1, the faculty member sends assessment data for two course learning outcomes and a teaching self-reflection that addresses adaptability to the PET Committee. 
4. Evaluation. The PET Committee members individually use standard rubrics for each criterion to evaluate the course materials on Canvas, the assessment data, and the self-reflection. The PET Committee then meets, discusses the rubrics, and, to the extent necessary after discussion, averages rubric scores. The PET Committee also considers any additional notes especially relevant to the faculty member's goals.
5. Written Report. The PET Committee prepares a written report that includes a description of the evidence evaluated, assessments of teaching excellence based on selected criteria, and constructive, respectful feedback focused on professional development in teaching, learning, and/or assessment. When all members have agreed, the PET Committee sends the report to the department chair, who in turn sends it to the faculty member by May 1.

Documentation / Record Keeping
Per college policy, the department chair retains a record of the written report and the date the evaluation was completed. A copy of the report is included in the departmental personnel file. 


Example 5:
Applied Instrument Courses in Music

Hypothetical Scenario

The department has adopted a system for Peer Evaluations of Teaching (PETs) as part of the annual evaluation process that is to be integrated into the current annual evaluation of teaching, creativity/professional activity, and service. The department's guidelines state PETs will include evidence from a course (or courses if applicable) that represent the faculty member's primary on-load teaching responsibility. Faculty members will submit as part of their annual report the following six items as their teaching evidence for the PET portion.

· Teaching Load
· Student successes
· Student evaluation scores and selected comments
· Course syllabus, including any supporting materials such as outlined repertoire, student performance goals for recitals, competitions, auditions, or juries and the course site on Canvas where applicable.
· One video recorded lesson that illustrates the faculty member's pedagogical approach and effectiveness. 
· Reflection summary of the year's teaching successes that focuses on at least three of the six teaching excellence descriptors, selected by the faculty member, a report of any CTLA programs they may have participated in to improve their pedagogical competencies, and assessment of learning outcomes they collected for program assessment

Steps in the Process
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. The department chair meets with the annual evaluation committee to discuss their charge, including PET. Members of the committee vary depending on the faculty member's divisional area. Each divisional representative will be charged with reviewing the recorded applied lesson submitted by the faculty member. Members are provided access to materials for review prior to the meeting.
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. Not applicable; PET guidelines already establish faculty input and goals.
3. Evidence Collection. All evidence items are to be contained on OneDrive in a folder that will be accessible to the annual review committee. For probationary faculty, accessing information (link) to the folder along with the annual report must be provided to the director by the end of the first week of November. For tenured faculty, access must be provided by the end of the first week of December.
4. Evaluation. The annual evaluation committee reviews the PET submitted materials as part of their annual evaluation process.
5. Written Report. The director prepares a written evaluation report/score, based on feedback from the review committee, that includes a description of the evidence evaluated, assessments of teaching excellence based on selected criteria, and constructive, respectful feedback focused on professional development in teaching, learning, and/or assessment. The report is sent to the faculty member by the end of the first week of spring semester. After receipt of the report, faculty members are given the option to schedule a one-on-one meeting to discuss their annual evaluation.

Documentation / Record Keeping
Per college policy, the department chair retains a record of the annual evaluation and the date the evaluation was completed.



Example 6: 
An Interdisciplinary College with Collaborative Teaching

Hypothetical Scenario

College Requirements and Process
The college requires peer evaluation of teaching that accommodates its interdisciplinary nature and emphasis on collaborative pedagogy. Given the college's structure of interdisciplinary departments and frequent team-taught courses, peer evaluations are conducted at the college level with evaluators selected based on disciplinary alignment and/or shared pedagogical approaches rather than departmental affiliation.

Each year, the college identifies faculty who will serve as peer evaluators, organizing them into disciplinary clusters (e.g., basic sciences education, clinical education, STEM education, humanities pedagogy, social science methods, creative arts instruction) and pedagogical approach groups (e.g., problem-based learning, community-engaged learning, digital pedagogy, collaborative learning). Faculty members are matched with evaluators from their most relevant cluster or approach group.

At the beginning of each academic year, faculty serving as peer evaluators attend a two-hour orientation meeting with CTLA/OFLA staff. The orientation covers evaluation processes, tools, teaching excellence criteria, and bias mitigation strategies, with special attention to evaluating interdisciplinary and collaborative teaching.

College Committee Structure
The college has established a Peer Evaluation of Teaching (PET) Committee system that requires evaluation of each faculty member once every three years. Rather than departmental committees, the college uses discipline/pedagogy-aligned evaluation panels.

Each evaluation panel consists of three faculty members:
· One faculty member from a related discipline or with similar pedagogical expertise
· One faculty member experienced in collaborative or team teaching
· One faculty member from the college's Teaching Excellence Fellows program or with significant teaching experience relevant to the college's unique modalities

College Requirements
The college's guidelines state that faculty evaluations should:
· Include evidence from 1-3 courses or collaborative teaching experiences that represent the range and diversity of the faculty member's teaching responsibilities (note: multiple courses/experiences should only be used when necessary to adequately represent teaching diversity; evidence should be kept to the minimum needed for a streamlined and representative rather than exhaustive evaluation)
· Select the courses/experiences through agreement between the faculty member and their assigned evaluation panel
· Include evidence from at least two different sources for each criterion evaluated, selected by the faculty member from a predetermined list
· Focus on two teaching excellence criteria chosen by the faculty member from the college's interdisciplinary teaching framework
· Address 2-3 specific goals identified by the faculty member, with constructive feedback on growth opportunities

Sample Faculty Member
The faculty member scheduled for evaluation teaches in an interdisciplinary program and frequently participates in team-taught courses. The criteria chosen for evaluation are collaborative pedagogy and interdisciplinary integration. The faculty member's goals focus on improving student engagement across disciplinary boundaries and developing more effective co-teaching strategies.

Steps in the Process
1. Evaluator Selection and Training. The college assigns the faculty member to an evaluation panel based on disciplinary/pedagogical alignment. All panel members attend CTLA/OFLA training focused on interdisciplinary and collaborative teaching evaluation.
2. Faculty Input and Goal Setting. By October 1, the faculty member informs their evaluation panel of the evaluation foci (collaborative pedagogy and interdisciplinary integration), their preferred course for evaluation (a team-taught interdisciplinary seminar), their proposed evidence (course materials, co-teaching reflection, and student feedback on collaborative elements), and their three primary goals.
3. Evidence Collection. After fall grades are submitted, the faculty member provides the evaluation panel with access to course materials, assessment data demonstrating interdisciplinary learning outcomes, and a collaborative teaching reflection. If the course is team-taught, the co-instructor(s) may provide a brief collaborative statement.
4. Evaluation. Panel members individually use college rubrics designed for interdisciplinary teaching to evaluate the evidence. The panel then meets to discuss findings and, when necessary, average rubric scores. Special attention is given to the unique challenges and opportunities of interdisciplinary and collaborative teaching.
5. Written Report. The evaluation panel prepares a written report describing the evidence reviewed, assessments based on selected criteria, and constructive feedback for professional development. The panel chair sends the completed report to the college dean, who forwards it to the faculty member by May 1.

Documentation / Record Keeping
Per college policy, the dean retains a record of the written report and completion date. A copy is included in the faculty member's college personnel file and shared with their home department for annual review purposes.



Peer Evaluation of Teaching Example 7: 
A Small Department in Arts & Sciences

Hypothetical Scenario

College Requirements and Process
The college requires each department to create peer evaluation policies and processes that meet the minimum university requirements.

At the beginning of each academic year, faculty members who will serve as peer evaluators will be offered a two-hour orientation meeting with staff from the CTLA. The orientation meeting provides information about the process, evaluation tools, teaching excellence criteria, and suggestions for bias mitigation. Training is strongly recommended for faculty who have not previously received it.

Department Committee
Consistent with college and university guidelines, the department adopts a system of peer evaluations of teaching that requires an evaluation of teaching for each faculty member once every three years. Evaluations are conducted by a Peer Evaluation of Teaching (PET) Committee.

The PET Committee is constituted as follows:
· The committee may be a committee of the whole (i.e. all teaching active faculty in the department) or a subset of the faculty (3-4 faculty either designated by the chair of the department or elected by the faculty at large). Faculty on this committee are strongly encouraged to take a two-hour orientation meeting offered by the staff from the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (CTLA). The orientation meeting provides information about the process, evaluation tools, teaching excellence criteria, and suggestions for bias mitigation. Training is strongly recommended for faculty who have not previously received it.
· A department should determine the structure of the committee and length of service of elected committee. For example, these faculty may serve 2 or 3 consecutive years; the department chair has the option to remove faculty members from the ballot at their request.

Department Requirements
The department's guidelines state that faculty evaluations should include recognition of the TRS distribution, i.e. the percent teaching required of each faculty member and the number of course(s) appropriate for that distribution. Additional considerations include: 
· Number of courses (required + additional non-compensated teaching, enrollment, contact hrs., TA support, # of grad students and UG researchers mentored, for example).
· Number of new courses developed or significantly modified/updated in that academic year with discussion of the modifications and rationale to teaching strategies and any feedback from students.
· Scholarship and professional development regarding teaching: Consideration of courses/workshops on teaching and inclusion of new teaching strategies applied, as reported. Presentations, publications, grant awards, and/or media on course development/teaching strategies with key details of their contribution to the field.
· Scores/comments on student evaluations (all placed in a shared folder).
· Results of peer classroom observation, with course and class period agreed upon by instructor and evaluator (required annually for assistants and optional (or every 2 yrs) for post tenure/promotion).

Evidence may include the syllabus, assignments, etc. from a single course (or multiple courses) that represents the faculty member's primary on-load teaching responsibility.
·  The course selected would be agreed upon between the faculty member and the PET Committee (or department chair if a committee of the whole).

Include evidence from at least two different sources for each criterion evaluated (selected from Preparation, Engagement, Inclusion, Subject Expertise, Pedagogical Competence, Outcomes, Improvement, Adaptability & Innovation), to be selected by the faculty member. (Alternate sources of evidence may be used by agreement between the faculty member and the PET Committee.)

Focus on two teaching excellence criteria, which are selected by the faculty member from among a list of four areas identified in the prior year's annual merit evaluation.

Address 2-3 specific goals identified by the faculty member as well as constructive formative feedback where the PET Committee sees significant opportunity for growth or refinement with regard to the target criteria of teaching excellence.
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