
Provost’s Leadership Academy, Evaluating Teaching Excellence Sub-Group  

In December 2016, Diane O’Dowd, UCI’s Vice Provost, Academic Personnel, convened a Workgroup on 
“Valuing and evaluating teaching in the merit and promotion process” from among the members of the 
2016-17 Provost’s Leadership Academy. This Workgroup had two sub-groups, one for “valuing” and 
another for “evaluating”. This document reports the findings of the Evaluating Teaching Excellence Sub-
Group. The sub-group included the following members:  

• Catherine (Katie) Bolzendahl, Department of Sociology 
• Vidyanand (VC) Choudhary, Paul Merage School of Business 
• Katherine (Kate) Mackey, Department of Earth System Science 
• Diane O’Dowd, Office of the Provost and Executive Vice Chancellor 
• Bill Tomlinson, Department of Informatics 
• Jing Xia, Department of Physics 

The charge of this sub-group was to “Discuss strategy for developing guidelines regarding assessment of 
contributions to teaching excellence that go beyond student evaluations.” It met approximately every 
two weeks from December 2016 through March 2017. 

Problems 
The sub-group identified several key problems that prove challenging in evaluating teaching at UCI.   

• First, there is significant evidence from the research literature that student evaluations are 
insufficient as a metric for teaching excellence, and there is therefore a need to move beyond 
the predominantly “affective” information conveyed by end-of quarter student evaluations to 
engage with more “effective” forms of teaching evaluation. 

• Second, the sub-group recognized that there is a wide diversity of teaching activities and styles 
that UCI’s faculty engage in, and that many different activities and styles may make valuable 
contributions to teaching excellence.  Diverse activities and styles therefore demand diverse 
evaluation methods. 

• Third, the sub-group agreed that efforts to increase the value placed on teaching requires better 
methods of evaluating the quality and impact of that teaching. Specifically, the primary forms of 
additional evidence currently in use are syllabi and self-statements. Based on the initial analysis 
of review files, reflective self-statements are more effective than syllabi at conveying teaching 
excellence. Syllabi become much better indicators of reflective teaching practices when 
accompanied by a reflective self-statement. 

Guiding Principles 
We believe that better teaching evaluation methods are needed that complement existing methods, 
and help UCI and our faculty improve the education of our students. At the same time, we are cognizant 
of constraints and limited resources therefore we seek to develop recommendations that heed the 
following principles:  

• Additional forms of evaluation will require faculty time which a precious resource. Therefore, we 
should establish procedures that are efficient, and serve the dual purpose of improving 
evaluations while also helping all participants improve their teaching effectiveness. 

• Evaluation methods should address diverse teaching styles by allowing faculty a choice of 
methods while requiring a common set of evaluation methods for comparative purposes.  

• Faculty should be given clear guidelines for utilizing evidence of teaching excellence. Suggested 
items for evaluation should be accompanied by specific requirements and examples. 



Characteristics of Desirable Approaches to Evaluation 
Our assessment of a desirable approach to teaching evaluation can include: 

• Effective at demonstrating teaching quality because it has been shown to correlate with learning 
outcomes. 

• The evaluation is straightforward to conduct and report. 
• It is easy to understand the evaluation report especially across disciplines 
• The evaluation process itself contributes to faculty development of teaching quality 

 
Recommendations 

1) Student evaluations should continue to be required as evidence of teaching quality 
a) We recommend a minimum threshold for student response rate of 50%. Instructors should be 

advised that response rates below 50% will be viewed unfavorably. Strategies to help achieve 
this come with various trade-offs, but include: 
i) Offering course credit or extra credit (up to 1% of course grade) 
ii) Professors send personal emails to all students who have not filled out an evaluation 

(emphasize that evaluations are still anonymous) 
iii) Offer course time at the beginning of a class to fill out the evaluation (Professors should step 

out of the classroom) 
iv) Emphasize the value of their feedback throughout the quarter, including conducting and 

using mid-term evaluations 
b) We recommend faculty/departments consider other items on the evaluation beyond the 

summary instructor and course score, for example, considering whether the course is seen as 
“challenging” and/or increasing their knowledge of the topic 

2) To improve the utility of self-statements and syllabi, we recommend the following features: 
a) Syllabi and self-statements should be submitted together. 
b) Self-Statements should be reflective. These are most useful when accompanied by specific 

examples and reflection of the successful link to student perceptions. A variety of elements may 
be incorporated into a reflective self-statement, and we highlight these possibilities in Table 1. 
Doing so involves thinking through the iterative process of revising teaching practices, and may 
use: 
i) Examples of evidence-based or innovative practices and their rationale 
ii) Evaluation of those practices - both those practices that “worked” and those that needed 

further revision 
iii) Changes and adjustments that reflect this evaluation of practices 
iv) Discussions of teaching philosophy and commitment to diversity  

c) For Syllabi: 
i) Syllabi are not sufficient without accompanying materials (e.g., web materials; assignments, 

exams) all of which are evaluated by peer/department 
ii) We strongly recommend the use of learning outcomes with action words in the syllabi 
iii) A template for syllabi should be made available on EEE/Canvas with section header for 

listing learning outcomes  
3) We recommend the use of peer evaluation of in-class instruction 

a) Who is a peer? We suggest the use of department peers: faculty in the department, including 
LSOEs 



b) We recommend the use of up to 3 observers (junior and senior; within sub-discipline and 
outside). 

c) The evaluating peers should meet with instructor before and after to gather context and 
compare notes 

d) When direct in-class observation is not feasible or advisable, the class maybe videotaped for 
later review (CEI) 

e) We recommend using the free resources provided by CEI including: confidential formative 
feedback, pre- and post-evaluation forms, and rubrics for evaluation 

 
Suggested Items for Teaching Evaluation 

In Table 1, we list a variety of possible evaluation strategies at the level of pedagogical development, 
graduate and undergraduate teaching and training.  We categorize these strategies into self-evaluation, 
student evaluation, peer evaluation, and student performance.  Departments will be expected to choose 
items that best reflect their discipline and the overall goal of teaching excellence at UCI.  
 



Table 1. Proposed Items for Teaching Evaluation (K. Mackey.)  
Self-Evaluation Student Evaluation Peer Evaluation Student Performance 

Course 
teaching & 
development 

• Syllabi 
• Course website & other resources 
• Written self-reflection 
• Attending teaching workshops/symposia and 

incorporating strategies 
• Writing scholarly publications on pedagogy 
• Guest lectures 
• Running a teaching workshop or meeting session 
• New course development/assessment/refinement 
• Proof of improvement over time 
 

• Evaluations/surveys 
• Statements/letters 
• Awards given by student 

groups 
• Mid-quarter evaluations – 

EEE or self-developed 
• Number of enrollees in 

elective courses 
• Evaluate if and how course 

learning objectives were met 

•  Colleagues attend a class and 
comment on teaching effectiveness 
•  Awards 
•  Peer evaluation of syllabus 

•  Performance in later classes 
•  Pre/post course evaluation metrics (e.g. test 
on course content given before and after course); 
value added scores 
•  Entry into internships/ programs/ research 
opportunities inspired by the class 

Graduate 
student 
mentorship 

• Written self-reflection  
• Number of students mentored relative to 

disciplinary norms 
• Running a meeting session for students to gain 

scholarly communication skills 
 

• Statements/letters 
• Awards given by student 

groups 

•  Colleagues evaluate student 
progress and understanding at 
small group meetings or 
departmental symposia 
•  Awards 
•  Evaluation by programs/ 
institutions that send visiting 
students to be hosted 

•  Conference presentations 
•  Paper co-authorship 
•  Research grants 
•  Awards/media coverage 
•  Fellowships/scholarships 
•  Internships 
•  Participation in outreach 
•  Mentorship of other students 
•  Relevant leadership activities 
•  Appropriate graduation timeline 
•  Dissertation or thesis 
•  Post-graduation career achievements 

Undergraduate 
mentorship 
(May include 
high school 
mentoring) 

• Written self-reflection 
• Number of students mentored relative to 

disciplinary norms 
• Running a meeting session for students to gain 

scholarly communication skills 
 

• Statements/letters 
• Awards given by student 

groups 

•  Colleagues evaluate student 
progress and understanding at 
small group meetings or 
departmental symposia 
•  Awards 
•  Evaluation by programs/ 
institutions that send visiting 
students to be hosted 

•  Conference presentations 
•  Science symposia presentations/ science fairs 
•  Paper co-authorship 
•  Research grants 
•  Awards/media coverage 
•  Fellowships/scholarships 
•  Internships, programs (UROP, CAMP) 
•  Participation in outreach 
•  Relevant leadership activities 
•  Written thesis/ honor thesis 
•  Post-graduation career achievements 

 


