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The FEC has three core recommendations: 

1. Eliminating the distinction between internal, external, and chair evaluators and replacing it 
with just peer evaluators. 

2. Reduce frequency to 2 evaluations for pre-tenure and contract faculty with an option for a 
third (the third would be done by chair or chair-designate). 

3. Eliminate form for a 1-2 page letter.  
 
The rationale for these suggestions is based on service load, efficacy, and EDI issues.   
 
PEER DEFINITION  
⮚ Recommendations:  

1. We recommend removal of chair, internal, or external evaluator category distinctions. All 
required evaluations would be designated “peer” with the option of internal, external, OR chair 
evaluators. The exception to this would be if a faculty member or chair requested a third 
evaluation (see below under frequency). In these instances, the evaluation would be completed 
by the chair or chair designate. 

2. Evaluators should be afforded the option to select an evaluator based on their expertise to 
facilitate perceived areas for self-improvement. For example, if a faculty member wanted to 
improve accessibility and inclusion in their classroom, they could request a colleague with 
expertise in Universal Design. 

3. We also recommend that the ADC create a list of potential peer evaluators that includes 
pedagogical areas of interest or expertise such as engaged learning, feminism, anti-racism, and 
Indigenous pedagogies, and “chalk and talk.”  

 
 

FREQUENCY 
⮚ Recommendations:  

1. Tenure-track faculty have two (2) required peer evaluations. One in the first year and one in 
the third year.  If requested by a faculty member or chair after the midterm review, there will 
be a third peer evaluation in the fourth year completed by chair or chair-designate. 

a. In addition, we recommend that this be specified in the Collective Agreement for 
transparency and consistency. 

2. Sessional Faculty have (2) required peer evaluations. One in the first or second semester of 
employment and one after 36 months of employment.  Following the second peer evaluation, 
either the chair or faculty member can request subsequent peer evaluations every 36 months 
to be completed by chair or chair-designate.   



3. Continuing Faculty have (2) required peer evaluations. One in the first semester of the 
appointment and one and one after 36 months of employment.  Following the second peer 
evaluation, either the chair or faculty member can request subsequent peer evaluations every 
36 months to be completed by chair or chair-designate.   

4. Fixed-Term Faculty have (2) required peer evaluations.  One in the first semester of the 
appointment and one in the first semester of a renewed appointment.   Following the second 
peer evaluation, either the chair or faculty member can request subsequent peer evaluations 
every 36 months to be completed by chair or chair-designate. 

5. Probationary and Limited-Term Laboratory Instructors have (2) required peer evaluations. One 
in each of the Fall and Winter semesters by Tenured Employees of the Academic Unit who are 
not members of the Laboratory Instructor Steering Committee. 

6. Continuing Clinical Instructors have (2) required peer evaluations.  One in the first or second 
semester of appointment and one after 36 months of appointment.  Following the second 
peer evaluation, either the chair or faculty member can request subsequent peer evaluations 
every 36 months to be completed by chair or chair-designate. 

7. Senior Lecturers have (1) required peer evaluation in the first year of appointment.  
 

FORMAT 
⮚ Recommendations:  
1. We recommend that the form for peer evaluations should be eliminated and that evaluators 

submit a 1-2 page letter that must address key criteria as currently laid out in the form (See 
Appendix B).  

2. We recommend that the pre and post observation meetings continue to be implemented.   
 

 
Other Recommendations (Training, Support, Etc.). 

⮚ Recommendations:  
1. Peer evaluations have important benefits and, therefore, should continue to be implemented 

as part of faculty evaluation. However, drawing on research and member feedback, the 
current implementation of peer evaluations of teaching at MRU require improvements in the 
following: definition of a peer, training, frequency, and the format of evaluation.  

2. We recommend that MRU continue to support avenues for formative peer evaluations of 
teaching including Triads, mentorship programs, ADC workshops, and support for developing 
Teaching Dossiers.  

3. Support should be provided for creating Teaching Dossiers, particularly for contract faculty in 
pursuit of tenure-track positions.  

4. All faculty who conduct peer evaluations should continue to be required to undergo training.  
This training should also include an EDI framework with a focus on unconscious bias. 

5. That the ADC explores combining training with sessions on tenure and promotion committees.  
6. These training sessions should be available as Webinar modules allowing for enhanced 

accessibility. This would also relieve issues around time constraints and service burden. 
 

 


