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Overview
The Provost’s Committee on Evaluation of Teaching (PCET) was established in the Fall of 2023 to research and provide recommendations on best practices for evaluation of teaching. The charge of this committee is to:
· Support faculty in their efforts to develop and assess their teaching
· Explore the efficacy of evaluation practices
· Engage with the academic community to share information and learn about local experiences
· Make recommendations to the provost and division as needed.

Intent of the Resource Guide
PCET developed this resource guide to provide a comprehensive, research-informed resource that supports effective, fair, and reflective evaluation of teaching at James Madison University (JMU). It is designed for faculty at all ranks, career stages, and contract types, as well as for Academic Unit Heads (AUH) and Academic Unit Personnel Advisory Committees (AUPAC). This guide offers a collection of tools, sample materials, and best practices that can assist in the preparation, documentation, and review of teaching within the faculty evaluation process. The guide draws on published scholarship and models while remaining responsive to the diverse instructional contexts that exist across colleges and academic disciplines at JMU. It aims to foster greater consistency and transparency in teaching evaluation, while also encouraging meaningful reflection on pedagogy, student engagement, and instructional effectiveness.
PCET acknowledges that there is no single or universally “correct” model of effective teaching. Instead, it underscores the value of multiple forms of evidence and encourages academic units to articulate evaluation criteria that reflect their unique disciplinary standards, learning goals, instructional contexts, and educational missions, and that align with individual faculty workload agreements by rank and contract type. The guide does not replace or supersede university, college, or unit guidelines; rather, it is designed to provide options that can support both faculty development and equitable evaluation practices. Ultimately, this guide reflects James Madison University’s institutional commitment to teaching excellence, faculty growth, and student learning, and to ensuring that the evaluation of teaching is both rigorous and respectful of the complexity and creativity inherent in the human art and science of teaching.

Future Updates
This committee sees this resource guide as a living document and intends to periodically update it. The version and publication date of this guide will appear in the footer of this document and can be found on the PCET committee website.
We received feedback on a preliminary draft of this guide via a Qualtrics survey during academic year 2025-2026, some of which is not addressed in this version. We are working to add the resources and support requested in future versions. The committee also recognizes that effective teaching can take many forms across JMU’s instructional contexts, and it is continuing to work on flexibly defining effective teaching. Future versions may also include recommendations and resources for incorporating student voice.

Basis for Approaches
High-quality teaching plays a critical role in promoting student success and advancing equity in higher education. For instance, findings from the Gallup-Purdue Index—which surveyed 30,000 college graduates—indicate that effective instruction significantly increases the likelihood of graduates securing meaningful employment and leading fulfilling lives (Gallup & Strada Education Network, 2018). Similarly, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE, 2022) reports a strong link between effective teaching and students’ feelings of being valued by their institution. Additional research from the Association of College and University Educators (ACUE) shows that faculty trained in evidence-based instructional strategies see improved student outcomes and a reduction in achievement gaps (Lawner & Snow, 2020).

Evaluations of Teaching Effectiveness
While student feedback surveys are a standard fixture across higher education institutions (Berk, 2005), the Association of College and University Educators emphasizes the difference between general course evaluations—which address a range of factors—and evaluations specifically targeting instructional quality and learning environments, often performed by peers or other colleagues. Student evaluations of teaching can be used formatively, helping instructors identify both strengths and areas for growth (Berk, 2005). However, they are more commonly used as summative assessments tied to critical employment decisions such as promotion, tenure, and contract renewal for contingent faculty. The widespread use of student evaluations for summative purposes has sparked concern due to persistent questions about the reliability and fairness of these instruments (Spooren et al., 2013).
Given the importance of effective teaching on student achievement and equity, it is essential that we at James Madison University adopt evidence-based practices to ensure teaching evaluations are both valid and meaningful. Research has shown that student feedback surveys are prone to bias based on factors such as gender and race, rely heavily on student perceptions rather than instructional expertise, and often fail to accurately measure teaching effectiveness (Chavez and Mitchell, 2020). Because of these limitations and changes to the 2026-2027 JMU Faculty Handbook, this resource guide reviews a series of alternatives that academic units and colleges may find useful as they update their approaches to evaluating teaching performance for promotion and/or tenure decisions. 
Importantly, no single tool reviewed in this guide is perfect. Academic Unit Heads (AUHs) and AUPACs are encouraged to use multiple forms of evidence to (a) provide robust and fair assessments and (b) develop a holistic picture of teaching effectiveness aligned with departmental and college purposes. To move beyond an overreliance on student feedback surveys, the committee proposes a comprehensive evaluation framework that incorporates diverse artifacts and activities. We offer examples below, beginning with instructor-generated materials, then external input (from students and AUH/peers), and finally more outward-facing activities:
· Instructor self-reflections about Teaching Effectiveness
· AUH/and or peer evaluations of teaching 
· Formative Student feedback
· Course design and supplementary teaching materials
· Engagement in teaching-related professional development
· Contributions to teaching-related research, scholarship, and inquiry
· Evidence of educational leadership
This multidimensional approach aims to ensure more accurate, equitable, and constructive assessments of teaching, ultimately supporting faculty development and student learning.

Artifacts and Activities for the Evaluation of Teaching
· Instructor Self-Reflection About Teaching Effectiveness
· Justification:  
· In keeping with best practices in faculty development, supports the idea that effective teaching includes self-awareness and a growth mindset.
·  Examples: 
· Teaching portfolio exhibits that show before-and-after impacts using multiple pieces of evidence.
· Reflections within annual reporting documents and dossier narratives about what worked and what did not with respect to teaching. 
· Self-reflection by new faculty or any faculty member on the intentional pedagogical integration of emerging educational technologies, generative AI policies, or Universal Design for Learning (UDL) frameworks to enhance access and engagement. See Appendix A for template for formative evaluation and Appendix B for template for formative and summative evaluation. 
· Use of assessment data, pre/post data, student/colleague feedback to inform teaching innovations.
· Reflections on how teaching goals and/or improvement plans aligned with previous feedback given or shifts in the external environment or the mission, vision, and values of the university, college, and unit.
· Current teaching philosophy statements that are supplemented with examples of how the philosophy is effectively implemented. 
· Benefits:  
· Provides an opportunity for faculty members to have a strong voice in the evaluation process by sharing the teaching journey from their perspective.
· Provides insights into an instructor’s intentionality regarding teaching.
· May demonstrate pedagogical evolution over time by capturing nuances or changes in approaches to course design and delivery.
· Encourages reflective practices to support sustained improvement.
· Allows the instructor to address and contextualize other materials or activities in the record.
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Highly subjective. 
· Some people might overreport and others underreport.
· Difficult to validate externally and requires multiple pieces of data/evidence to connect a narrative or teaching philosophy with enactment or outcomes.

· AUH and/or Peer Evaluations of Teaching
· Justification:  
· Offers insights into teaching through review, observation, and constructive feedback by qualified colleagues.  
· Examples:
· Formal Initial and Annual Evaluations (by the AUH) and Midpoint Review (by AUH and AUPAC, separately) as required by and described in the Faculty Handbook 26-27 III.D. 
· Informal peer reviews of course materials and/or in-class observations by colleagues (internal or external to the academic unit), whether formative or evaluative. See Appendix C for template for formative evaluation and Appendix D for template for formative and summative evaluation. 
· Both formal and informal evaluations of teaching might include observing a faculty member’s class and/or reviewing their teaching record, such as the teaching-related activities and materials described in this resource document. The resulting evaluation or review might itself become part the whole teaching record.
· Benefits:  
· AUH evaluations contextualize faculty teaching based on unit needs, norms, and student populations given that an AUH’s broad access to information about the unit (e.g., course enrollments, innovations, service loads, scholarship/professional development expectations, student feedback trends, resources, etc.) enables them to synthesize multiple data points into a cohesive narrative.
· Can be used to provide general feedback about teaching (e.g., CFI observation) or disciplinary feedback (e.g., faculty from the unit).
· Can highlight areas of excellence that may not be visible or understood by students.
· Encourages shared dialogue about teaching and what a unit values in teaching. (Units might consider developing a unit-specific Teaching Evaluation Rubric).
· Considerations and Concerns:  
· Changes in AUH leadership could introduce variability in the interpretation of evaluative criteria. 
· Evaluations by individuals necessarily rely on one person’s interpretation, which can be influenced by implicit biases and interpersonal dynamics between the evaluator and the evaluated.
· Feedback content and quality from peer evaluations depends on the observer’s own teaching experience, understanding of the course being observed, and ability to provide honest and constructive feedback.
· Can be logistically challenging to implement multiple observations.  
· Units may want to establish transparent standards for conducting peer evaluations such as who does the observing, what framework/rubric is used to do the peer observation, frequency of observation, who can access the data, and how it can be used. To reduce inter-rater variability and implicit bias, units are strongly advised to hold brief observer norming or calibration sessions prior to conducting formal observations, ensuring shared understanding of performance criteria and constructive feedback protocols.

· Formative Student Feedback 
· Justification:  
· Students are the primary recipients of instruction and can provide valuable insights into teaching practices, such as course content, rigor, assignments, and learning experiences, in any given semester and over time.
· Examples:
· Traditional student feedback surveys (quantitative and qualitative questions) conducted at the end of a semester
· Mid-semester feedback forms or surveys. See example from the University of Oregon.
· Benefits:
· Offers broad coverage, potentially reaching a variety of students in all courses taught.  
· Can be administered easily in all courses.
· Provides a regular source of student input about a wide variety of course dimensions (clarity, accessibility, challenges, communication, engagement, etc.) semester over semester, year over year.
· Identifies comparative benchmarks when aggregated.  
· Allows students to share their experiences and perceptions.
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Should not be used in isolation.  Best used as one of the artifacts to capture teaching effectiveness and interpreted alongside other evidence.
· Can be biased by variables such as gender, race, discipline, course difficulty, course appeal, grading leniency, etc.
· Can reflect instructor likeability rather than learning outcomes.
· Questions on the feedback form may lack nuance or adequate context.

· Course Design and Supplementary Teaching Materials 
· Justification:  
· Captures additional evidence of teaching effectiveness that might not appear in the other categories referenced above.
· Examples:
· Teaching awards (nominations and recipients).
· Thank-you emails from students or alumni.
· LinkedIn recommendations or testimonials.
· Employer feedback on student preparedness.
· Curriculum and course design artifacts such as student portfolios, innovative new assignments, syllabi that show alignment between learning outcomes, assessments, instructional activities, grading rubrics to promote transparency, and other contributions to student success.
· Learning Management System (Canvas) course architectures demonstrating modular backward design, active learning pathways, clear cognitive framing for asynchronous discussions, and digital accessibility compliance.
· Artifacts to demonstrate student progress and learning such as edited papers, student projects, student accomplishments, testimony from students and course portfolios (e.g., presentation material, assignments, rubrics).
· Evidence of instructor effectively adopting and implementing new instructional technologies to enhance learning outcomes, accessibility, and engagement.  
· Midpoint Reviews by the AUH and the AUPAC.
· Benefits:  
· Useful for building a more holistic story about teaching for annual evaluations or P&T reviews.
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Testimonies by current or former students might emphasize personality over pedagogy.
· Not easily verified.
· Selective and anecdotal by nature.

· Engagement in Teaching-Related Professional Development
· Justification: 
· Demonstrates ongoing commitment to improve teaching and grow professionally.
· Examples:
· Receiving teaching-oriented grants that lead to tangible curricular or programmatic learning outcomes.
· Attending and participating in CFI workshops/programs.
· Using JMU Libraries’ resources for innovating instructional technology.
· Attending SOTL sessions at professional conferences (see below).  
· Completing teaching certification courses or other online workshops/modules to enhance teaching effectiveness. 
· Benefits:
· Shows proactive efforts to remain current in teaching pedagogies and practices.
· May help instructors adapt to new technologies or student needs.  
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Participation does not necessarily produce positive instructional outcomes.
· Not all development opportunities are beneficial or equally rigorous.
· Can be difficult to evaluate the impact on teaching effectiveness.

· Contributions to Teaching-Related Research, Scholarship, and Inquiry
· Justification: 
· Engagement in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL) may strengthen inquiry about instructional effectiveness.
· Examples:
· Publishing SOTL scholarship and showing direct ties to classes taught.  
· Developing high-impact instructional videos or digital teaching materials/simulations.
· Presenting in SOTL sessions at professional conferences.
· Showing the relationship between SOTL research and improvements in course redesigns.
· Benefits:
· Can create synergy between an instructor’s roles as a teacher and scholar.
· Provides opportunities to explore literature about learning theories and empirical evidence of teaching effectiveness.
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Overlaps with research/scholarship for some units, which would make it difficult to isolate as a pure teaching effectiveness outcome.
· Unclear relevance to actual classroom outcomes.
· Not all faculty (e.g., Instructors and Lecturers) have a terminal degree or training in conducting academic research or are expected to conduct research as part of their role.
· Greater contributions to the field could mean less focus on activities in the classroom.
· Colleges or academic units might value pedagogical research, as it relates to teaching effectiveness, differently or not at all.

· Evidence of Educational Leadership
· Justification:  
· Recognizes the value of enabling faculty with teaching acumen to help their colleagues and to shape instructional quality at the institution.
· Examples:
· Chairing or significantly participating in teaching-oriented committees or making significant contributions to unit curriculum improvements.
· Delivering teaching-oriented presentations to internal audiences (e.g., brown bag-type events within unit or college, CFI May Symposium) or external audiences (e.g., high schools, professional organizations).
· Successfully creating and launching new courses, teaching formats, and other pedagogical initiatives.
· Leading interdisciplinary teaching collaborations (e.g., X-labs, cross-disciplinary courses) and reflections from co-instructors on teaching practices and effectiveness.
· Developing or participating in formal unit-, college-, or university-wide teaching mentoring programs.
· Mentoring students in out-of-class activities such as contributing to faculty-led research, presenting at conferences, and participating in competitions. 
· Benefits:
· Demonstrates leadership in enhancing educational quality at the unit, college, or institutional level.
· Could have? a long-term impact on teaching effectiveness.  
· Provides opportunities to collaborate with others to inform teaching.
· Considerations and Concerns: 
· Overlaps with service for some units, which would make it difficult to isolate as a pure teaching effectiveness outcome for the purposes of formal evaluation.
· Difficult to assess direct instructional impact.
· Informal or behind-the-scenes leadership might be difficult to assess for impact and weight.
· Course types that are narrower in scope (practicums, internship coordinators, teaching grad students) can limit access opportunities.
· Junior faculty may not have the opportunity to contribute due to their limited experience.

Resources
· Center for Faculty Innovation (CFI)
· CFI provides faculty with assistance getting formative feedback on their teaching—that is, feedback that lets them know how they’re doing in the middle of a learning experience, with a chance to adjust, separate from the formal and high-stakes evaluation processes in our departments. This involves conducting formative teaching observations, helping faculty improve their skills as peer observers, and providing guidance on how to collect and interpret formative student feedback. To get the process started, faculty should request a teaching consultation. In addition, they may want to monitor the CFI's calendar for specific program offerings such as midsemester check-ins. As a holistic center, the CFI also offers support to integrate teaching into overall career plans, address burnout and faculty well-being, and combine teaching and scholarship.
· Webpage: https://www.jmu.edu/cfi/index.shtml
· Contact Email:  cfi@jmu.edu
  
· JMU Libraries (Instructional Design, Digital Scholarship, and Learning Technology Services)
· JMU Libraries' Instructional Design team partners with faculty, programs, and departments to foster engaging, goal-driven learning experiences. We provide individualized course design consultations, support for creating innovative digital assignments, faculty learning and professional development experiences, and program-level curriculum development and mapping to intentionally align pedagogy and technology.
· Webpage: https://www.lib.jmu.edu/instructional-design-services/
· Contact Email: LIDdesk@jmu.edu 


Conclusions
In summary, the Provost’s Committee on Evaluation of Teaching recommends a broad-based, multidimensional approach to evaluating teaching that reflects the complexity and diversity of instructional practices at James Madison University. By integrating multiple forms of evidence; ranging from student feedback and peer evaluations to self-reflection, professional development, and scholarly inquiry, academic units can foster more equitable, transparent, and meaningful assessments of teaching effectiveness. This guide is intended to support faculty and evaluators in making informed, reflective decisions that honor disciplinary standards and promote continuous improvement. Ultimately, the goal is to ensure that teaching evaluations not only uphold institutional values of excellence and equity but also contribute to a vibrant culture of learning and growth for both educators and students.
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Resource Guide Updates and Supporting Resources
This resource guide and the supplemental materials associated with it will be periodically updated. You can find supplemental materials (including any appendices) and check for updates by visiting the Provost’s Committee on Evaluations of Teaching website.

Additional Resources
Kansas University Center for Teaching Excellence
Transforming Higher Education – Multidimensional Evaluation of Teaching Site
UC San Diego Senate-Administration Workgroup on Holistic Teaching Evaluation Report
University of Oregon Holistic Teaching Evaluation System
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