
   M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: The Faculty Executive Committee  
 
FROM: Working group on peer review of teaching (Asad Abidi, Bruce Dunn, 

Adrienne Lavine, Richard Wesel) 
 
DATE: October 11, 2017 
 
RE:   Proposal to Consider Peer Review of Faculty Instruction  
 
Dear Members of the Faculty Executive Committee, 

This proposal asks the FEC to re-introduce peer review of teaching into the culture and 
practice of HSSEAS.  Peer review of teaching through classroom visitation is explicitly 
discussed in the UC Academic Personnel Manual and the lack of such evaluations by HSSEAS 
has come up in certain promotion cases.  Furthermore, the feedback an instructor receives from 
peer reviews is instrumental in helping an instructor identify areas for further development both 
early in their career and as they progress through the ranks.  Thus both to improve the quality of 
our teaching and to provide needed information for the promotion process, some form of peer 
review of teaching is essential. 

We believe this is a critical HSSEAS-wide issue on which the FEC should take action 
during this academic year.  A first step is for each department to discuss these issues in a faculty 
meeting.   There are two questions about how to proceed: 

1. What action should the FEC take to ensure that effective peer review of teaching 
is happening in every department? 

2. How should your department implement peer review of teaching to best meet the 
dual goals of improving the quality of our teaching and providing input to the 
promotion process? 

We ask that an FEC committee be formed to study this issue. (The members of the 
working group would be happy to serve in such a committee.) Each department could then 
consult its faculty and report back to the FEC committee by December 15.   That committee can 
consider that feedback prepare a formal proposal for consideration by the FEC at the first FEC 
meeting of winter quarter, which would give departments time to put in place their procedures 
during the rest of the academic year so that by fall of 2018 peer review of teaching is in place. 

The paper An Evaluation of Course Evaluations by Stark and Freishtat, (available at 
https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~stark/Preprints/evaluations14.pdf ) makes a clear case for 
peer evaluation of teaching as a more powerful tool than student evaluations.  As the authors 
observe, “If we want to assess and improve teaching, we have to pay attention to the teaching, 
not the average of a list of student-reported numbers with a troubled and tenuous relationship to 
teaching.   Instead, we can watch each other teach and talk to each other about teaching…” 
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The working group has an example of how peer review of teaching might be set up, 
which is presented below.  This is one example of how peer review might be implemented, 
which can be a beginning of discussions of what might be appropriate for each department.  

 

Here is one possible way in which peer review of teaching could be implemented: 

1. HSSEAS could establish a list of available reviewers who are nominated by 
department chairs to serve for terms of three years.  Each department would  
maintain a number of reviewers sufficiently large to meet demand for peer review 
and to provide appropriate coverage of the subject matter taught in the 
department. 

2. Any instructor may request a review, and the instructor may choose any reviewer 
from the official list, including reviewers from other departments.  There could be 
a procedure for requesting a reviewer not currently on the list (essentially adding 
that professor to the list.) 

3. The reviewer meets with the instructor for a pre-review discussion, attends a 
lecture to observe and take notes, and meets with the instructor for a post-review 
debriefing to provide constructive feedback.   

4. The review and feedback are completely confidential and provided only to the 
instructor with the sole purpose of helping the instructor improve their teaching, 
unless the instructor explicitly asks the reviewer to write a letter as described in 
paragraph six below. 

5. The instructor would discuss the review in the teaching section of the self-
statement for their next promotion describing the feedback and, if appropriate, 
how they used the constructive feedback to improve their teaching. 

6. Alternatively or in addition to the discussion in the above paragraph, the instructor 
might choose to ask the reviewer to prepare a letter summarizing the review to 
include in the instructor’s dossier. 

7. Newly hired instructors would be required to participate in this peer review 
process at least twice during their first six quarters of teaching. 

8. Peer review of teaching as part of promotion across higher ranks could also be 
instituted immediately or be considered after the system has been in place for a 
year or two. 


