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EDST Policy on Formative Peer Review of Teaching
for Sessional Lecturers
[bookmark: _GoBack](approved at the February 17, 2022 department meeting)

Preamble
Peer Review of Teaching (PRT) for sessional lecturers is an important responsibility for two major reasons.  First, many sessional lecturers are doctoral students or recent graduates who will benefit from a formative peer review that supports instructor growth and enhances their teaching capacities.  Second, undertaking a PRT of sessional lecturers by faculty provides the EDST community an important way to shape and foster a collegial teaching culture based on ongoing reciprocal learning and exchange.  Summative peer reviews for sessional lecturers are done to meet the requirements of the UBC-UBCFA (2019-2022) collective agreement (Part 7, Article 8.02) that stipulates that teaching effectiveness is to be based on more than student evaluations.  Any serious concerns that arise in the course of a formative peer review can prompt a summative peer review.

Procedures for Formative Peer Reviews of Teaching for Sessional Lecturers
Overview: A formative peer review of teaching consists in one reviewer assessing the quality of the sessional lecturer’s approach and pedagogy.  In the case of face-to-face and blended teaching, this includes a review of the course syllabus, an initial meeting with the instructor, observation of one class (either in person or, if applicable, online and synchronous), and a debrief and sharing of a draft report (can be done via email or another format).  In the case of online (asynchronous) teaching, this includes a review of the course syllabus and online course, an initial meeting with the instructor, a mid-point “observation” of the course as it runs (e.g., looking at student engagement in the online format), and a debrief and sharing of a draft report (can be done via email or another format).
· A formative peer review of teaching should be completed under the following circumstances:
· [bookmark: _Hlk93654646] for a course at a different level (i.e., undergraduate vs. graduate);
·  if the last time the sessional lecturer taught successfully was a number of years ago.
· EDST has two forms[footnoteRef:1] to guide the initial observation of either a class session or how an asynchronous course is unfolding online (mid-way through the course where possible) and provide a scaffolding for the FPRoT report. [1:  Appended to this policy are two forms to be used in formative reviews, one for face-to-face and blended courses, the other for online (asynchronous) courses.] 

· Formative reviews are completed by one faculty member, ideally one who is knowledgeable about the course content and its methods of teaching.
· Sessional lecturers should be given the results of their formative peer review of teaching—in the form of a draft report—as soon as possible.  Given that different courses are taught at different intervals of time, it is understood that the turnaround time for feedback may be a bit longer than either the next class (in the case of a F2F or blended course) or after the mid-point “observation” of the course as it runs (in the case of an online, asynchronous course).
· Note that formal student feedback is not solicited in the formative review process because, by definition, it is done before the term is over (which is when student evaluations are normally available).[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Appended to this policy is a highly recommended process for the sessional lecturer to obtain anonymous, informal, early-in-the-term student feedback via the “Quizzes” feature of Canvas course shells.] 

· [bookmark: _Hlk87537332]If no concerns are raised in the formative review and student feedback is positive (as indicated by student evaluations), the sessional lecturer should be scheduled for another formative assessment at the instigation of the Deputy Head (e.g., if the last time the sessional lecturer taught successfully was more than 12 months ago; if they are teaching a course in a new area or at a different level; at the request of the sessional lecturer).
· If serious concerns are raised during the formative review, either by the peer reviewer or by other means,[footnoteRef:3] the sessional lecturer should be given guidance on how to improve (recommendations for remediation).  Once this is done, a second formative peer teaching review should be completed within the same term. [3:  Although comparatively rare, students with serious concerns about a sessional lecturer’s teaching performance may bypass the instructor and report their concerns to the Department; such concerns get referred to the Deputy Head and must be handled in accordance with Article 7 of the Collective Agreement.] 

· Low student evaluations or student concerns would also indicate a need for earlier review or—depending on the severity of the concerns—scheduling a more formal summative teaching review using an additional peer review by a second faculty member and the relevant Summative Peer Review of Teaching form in the Faculty of Education Guidelines for Practice.
· [bookmark: _Hlk87537679]The reviewed sessional lecturer has the option to review the draft report before it is submitted to the Deputy Head, to correct any factual errors or provide contextual response points to the reviewer.
· Copies of all peer reviews are sent to the Deputy Head and are held in the sessional lecturer’s EDST file.
· In addition, the sessional lecturer being reviewed has the opportunity to submit a written response to the PRT report submitted to the Deputy Head.  This written response must normally be submitted within two weeks of the date that the Deputy Head receives the PRT report.  In the written response, the sessional lecturer can raise any concerns they have with the reviewer’s report.

Assignment of Peer Reviewer
The Deputy Head decides who to ask to serve as a peer reviewer.  As part of this process, the DH will make sure that the peer reviewer has not served, or is not serving, as a research supervisor or co-supervisor for the sessional lecturer.  The reason for this is to avoid any perceived conflict of interest and to recognize student-supervisor power relations.
All things equal, the Deputy Head will keep in mind whether the peer reviewer has knowledge of the course that the sessional lecturer is teaching, both its subject matter and methods of teaching.  It is understood, however, that the reviews are focused on the teaching (for elaboration, see “Focus of the Peer Review,” below) rather than the course content, because, in most cases, the sessional lecturers will not have designed the courses they are teaching.  
Fairness of Selection Process
All things equal, the Deputy Head will endeavor to select a peer reviewer who has not done a PRT or has not done one recently in comparison to colleagues.  The DH, in consultation with the Administrative Manager, will also track who has served on SPRoT committees for faculty members and lecturers, while considering that these service roles differ in a few significant ways from formative peer reviews for sessional lecturers (i.e., formative versus summative, one reviewer doing one observation).
Focus of the Peer Review
UBC’s Collective Agreement stipulates that, “Evaluation of teaching shall be based on the effectiveness rather than the popularity of the Sessional Lecturer, as indicated by command over subject matter, familiarity with recent developments in the field, preparedness, presentation, accessibility to students and influence on the intellectual and scholarly development of students” (Part 7, Article 8.02).  Within EDST, specifically, the formative peer review will focus on (a) setting clear goals for student learning and providing feedback, (b) strategies for student engagement or facilitation of learning, (c) organization and planning of lessons or modules, (d) effective communication with students or online presence and facilitation of community, (e) attention to student intellectual growth, (f) classroom and/or learning platform management, and (g) overall quality of the instructor’s approach or pedagogy.
PRT Forms and Report Format
EDST has two versions of a form (one for F2F or blended teaching, the other for online asynchronous teaching) that peer reviewers can use.  The form is meant to provide a handy summary of key categories that can inform the review, and it also contains space for narrative comments.  The form provides a scaffolding for the FPRoT written report.  The reviewer also has the option of writing a narrative report.  In any case, the reviewer should signal in the report’s conclusion whether the teaching observed is satisfactory or not.  If concerns are raised, then a second observation will, in all likelihood, need to be scheduled.  Please note: if, on the basis of the course observation (either a F2F or synchronous class or a review of an online asynchronous course at its mid-point), the peer reviewer has serious concerns, they should immediately inform the Deputy Head via email.  In the case of a face-to-face or blended course, timely communication is important so that an additional observer can be identified and a second observation date can be scheduled before the end of term.  In the case of an online asynchronous course, timely communication is important so that an additional reviewer can be identified and given access to the course’s learning platform to do an “observation” of the course as it is running before the end of term.

Related Background Documents:

· The current (2019-2022) Collective Agreement, Part 7, Articles 7 (Evaluation of Initial Appointment) and 8 (Performance Evaluation)
· Summative Peer Review of Teaching: Faculty of Education Guidelines for Practice

2
image1.png
[ =
=4
0

|

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Department of Educational Studies

Faculty of Education




