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The findings of this SIPET TF clearly indicate that SIPET achieves its goals. The experience is 
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to questions about their confidence in understanding Stockton’s policies, alignment 
with the scholarly literature, peer evaluations in a variety of contexts (face-to-face, 
online, lab/studio), and recognizing effective teaching.  

o By contrast, the non-SIPET respondents had many fewer skills with which they 
strongly agreed, were more spread out across the five response options (from 
strongly agree to strongly disagree), with the highest percentages at agree and 
neither agree/disagree. 

o  Generally, SIPET participants reported more confidence in their skills as peer 
evaluators, had stronger understanding of Stockton policies, and felt more 
comfortable across different course types than did participants who had not 
participated in SIPET. 

o Both SIPET and non-SIPET respondents felt the least confident in their skills to 
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o Both SIPET and non-
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weaknesses of the session, discuss teaching strategies or ways to improve teaching, 
student engagement or classroom management. They also indicated with high 
percentages that they rarely or never discuss program/school/University standards, 
available resources, or the elements in the peer evaluation report.  

o A high proportion of junior faculty agreed (48%) that pre-observation meetings 
are/would be useful (36% indicated neither agree nor disagree, 8% indicated 
disagree); 52% agreed that post-observations are/would be useful (40% indicated 
neither agree nor disagree, 12% indicated disagree). It is possible that the 
respondents who indicated value in pre and post observations are also the same 
approximate half that have experienced them.  

o To summarize, according to the experiences of junior faculty members, many peer 
evaluators are not doing the pre- and post-activities for which SIPET advocates and 
trains, and which are benchmarks of excellence in peer evaluation of teaching. As 
indicated by some of the qualitative comments in the survey, more faculty should 
be participating in SIPET and
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While the majority of junior faculty exhibit autonomy in their choice and selection of 
evaluators, it is problematic that any must seek administrative approval or have peer 
evaluators selected for them. Junior faculty members must build their own personnel 
files in the manner that they feel 
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participating in SIPET and most indicated that they have no time to do SIPET or have conflicting 
schedules with SIPET.  

• Interestingly, both the SIPET (10%) and non-SIPET (30%) respondents indicated that sessions 
throughout the academic year would be beneficial, and participants during SIPET and in 
personal communications with the current SIPET leaders (Kathy Klein, Meg White, Liz Shobe) 
have indicated that they would like refreshers throughout the year. Sessions throughout the 
year would require additional funding commitments from the administration, but benefit both 
previous SIPET participants and non-SIPET participants who are unwilling or unable to do three 
SIPET days in the summer. 

•  Based on the survey findings, SIPET participants benefit tremendously from their training, which 
in turn benefits junior faculty and elevates the teaching craft across the university. Further, 
junior faculty members indicate a strong preference for trained peer observers, and SIPET 
contains many elements of the peer evaluation process that reflect best practices in peer 
evaluation and that are desirable to junior faculty members. As such, the current 3-day SIPET 
model appears to work well and be a useful resource for senior and junior faculty members, but 
refreshers and short workshops throughout the year could be added.  

• The main issue that we are finding with SIPET is that we are not getting very many applicants. 
Our findings indicate that there should be a higher quantity of SIPET-trained faculty members to 
decrease the burden on the few who are SIPET-trained, increase consistency in reports, and to 
best advocate for and support junior faculty. It is recommended that the Provost, Deans, and 
Chairs more strongly encourage senior faculty members 
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Objective 1. Determine if the current SIPET model aligns with the University and negotiated 
expectations (MOA).  
%
+*4A'<B  
Review MOA and current SIPET model syllabus and materials on the SIPET Blackboard. 
%
&7/<7/1#B%

The Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) for the Summer Institute for Peer Evaluation of Teaching 
(SIPET) was approved in 2013 and has not been updated since that time. Currently, the SIPET objectives 
reflect those outlined in the MoA. The learning objectives delineated in the SIPET syllabus are distinct 
and measurable and the materials and activities provided to SIPET participants, reflect the SIPET 
purpose to teach participants how to prepare, conduct and write up professional peer-classroom 
evaluations. The names of faculty members who have completed the SIPET training is openly available 
on the CTLD website at: https://stockton.edu/ctld/peer-observation-teaching.html.  Included in the 
current SIPET model is homework to be completed before the first SIPET day and homework for each 
day, and participant responsibilities are discussed at length at the end of the third day. The CTLD 
Director periodically requests updates from SIPET trained participants on their progress in meeting their 
responsibility to complete four peer evaluations.  

The MoA should 
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Objective 2. Identify strengths and weaknesses of the current model including benefits to SIPET 
participants, improvements that could be made, and general experiences as peer observers. 

 
+*4A'<B%

A survey was conducted to address several factors, some specific to their SIPET experience and 
others more relevant to the peer evaluation experience. Factors specific to SIPET were opportunities 
provided by SIPET, the value of SIPET, impact of specific SIPET activities on the quality of peer 
evaluations. Factors relevant to the peer evaluation experience were self-perceived peer evaluation 
skills, impact of peer evaluation of professional development, and reasons for accepting/refusing peer 
evaluation requests. In addition, the SIPET model has changed several times since its inception in 2012, 
and so we were particularly interested in responses to the current model, which has been in place since 
2020.  
 
.*#234#B%
 32 SIPET participants responded. One was excluded from analyses due to not having completed 
a peer evaluation and 
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Factor 2. SIPET Value 
Responses to the question, “Please 
indicate your agreement with the 
following general statements about 
the value of SIPET for you” 

Most 
Certainly 
F (%) 
2020-23 % 

 High 
Amount 
F (%) 
2020-23 % 

Moderate 
Amount 
F (%) 
2020-23 
% 

Small 
Amount 
F (%) 
2020-23 % 

Not at 
All 
F (%) 

SIPET improved the quality of my peer 
observations. 

10 (32) 
40 

12 (39) 
50 

6(19) 
10 

2(6) 1(3) 

SIPET was a valuable experience for 
me. 

 
 

 

X
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Responses to the question, “
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I enjoy doing them 12 (39) 
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• SIPET is very important to faculty, and to Stockton, in general. There is a lot of research that 
supports the use of peer evaluations to strengthen teaching. This makes us better. 

• 
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Objective 3. Understand the perspective of faculty members who have not participated in SIPET 
including areas where SIPET training is advantageous or can de-emphasize, reasons for non-participation 
in SIPET for the purpose of increasing SIPET participation. 
+*4A'<B%
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Factor 1. Self-Perceived Peer Evaluation Skills 
Responses to the question, “How do you 
feel about your skill as a peer observer of 
teaching?” 

Strongly 
Agree 
F (%) 

Agree 
F (%) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
F (%) 

Disagree 
F (%) 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 
F (%) 

I rate my skills as a peer observer as high. 3 (11) 14 (52) 7 (26) 2 (7) 1 (4) 
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Factor 2. Impact on Professional development 
Responses to the question, “Has conducting peer observations 
had an influence on the following aspects of your professional 
development?” 

Major 
Impact 
F (%) 

Moderate 
Impact 
F (%) 

Minor 
Impact 
F (%) 

I have changed my learning objectives in at least one course. 0 (0) 7 (26) 20 (74) 
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Discuss general teaching strategies for this or other courses. 19 (70) 
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Instructor use of comprehension checks 
(questioning, activities, self-assessments) or 
other formative assessments 11 (41) 11 (41) 1 (4) 4 (15) 
Suggestions for improvement or alternate 
teaching methods 10 (37) 12 (44) 2 (7) 3 (11) 
General assessment of whether you would 
enjoy being a student in this class 1 (4) 5 (19) 9 (33) 12 (44) 
Recommendation to retain or promote the 
instructor 1 (4) 4 (15) 5 (19) 17 (63) 
 General comparison of the instructor to an 
ideal (e.g., top, average, poor) 1 (4) 3 (11)



SIPET TF Report,  23 
 

Objective 4. Gain the perspective of junior faculty on the teaching evaluation process including 
benefits and concerns to emphasize aspects of the SIPET model that can enhance teaching through the 
evaluative process. 
 
+*4A'<B%%

A survey was conducted to address several factors, including perceptions of the peer evaluation 
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Race F 
American Indian or Alaska Native, White 1 
Black or African American 2 
White 21 
No response 1 

 
Factors 1 – 3: Perceptions of Peer Evaluation process 
Factor 1. Value of Peer Observations 

Responses to the question, “Please indicate your 
level of agreement with following statements about 
your experience with peer observers.” 

Agree Neither 
Agree/Disagree 

Disagree 

The peer observation process has improved my 
teaching. 

12 
(48) 7 (28) 6 (24) 

I have applied suggestions by observers for 
improvements or alternate teaching methods 

19 
(76) 3 (12) 3 (12) 

Peer observations have adequately identified my 
teaching strengths and weaknesses 

17 
(68) 5 (20) 3 (12) 

The peer observation reports in my file are major 
influences in retention, tenure and promotion 
decisions for me (e.g., referenced in letters from PRC, 
FRC, or Dean) 

10 
(40) 13 (52) 2 (8) 
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I am uncertain about the ability of observers who are 
not in my field to effectively evaluate my teaching 
methods 7 (28) 4 (16) 14 (56) 
I am uncertain about the ability of observers who are 
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to include in your personnel 
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Factor 5. Interactions with Peer Evaluator After Observation Session. 
 

Responses to the question, “After the 
class observation how frequently have 
you and your observer(s) engaged in the 
following?
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Responses to the question, “How do you choose a peer observer (or 
choose people to ask to be a peer observer)? Select all that apply” F (%) 
I ask other faculty to recommend 15(19) 
I choose previous SIPET participants 14(18) 
I bring names of potential observers to my Dean, and then the Dean 
approves 7(9) 
I ask people who have reputations as great teachers 8(10) 
I email or call the CTLD/Kathy Klein with a request for recommendations 4(5) 
My Chair recommends 5(6) 
I ask faculty I know or have heard of 14(18) 
I'll take anyone who agrees to do it! 9(11) 
They are chosen for me by my Dean, Chair, or senior members of my 
Program 3(4) 

 
Factor 7. Obstacles to finding peer evaluators  

Responses to the question, “Has anyone ever denied 
your request for a peer observation?” 

F (%) 

Yes 12 (48) 
No 13 (52) 

 
Responses to the question, “Estimate how many people 
have not agreed to be a peer observer for you when asked 
(exclude requests you have withdrawn).” 

F (%) n = 12 

1-2  0 (0) 
3-4 8 (69) 
5-6 1 (8) 
7-8 2 (15) 
9-10 1 (8) 
11-15  0 (0) 
16 - 20  0 (0) 
21 or more  0 (0) 

 
Responses to the question, “What reasons have you been given when 
someone denied your request for peer observation? Select all that apply” 

F (%) 
n = 12 

They ignored or did not respond to my request 7 (58) 
Just flat out, "no", no reason given 1 (8) 
Scheduling conflicts 10 (83) 
Lack of time
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power differential to take into consideration when a untenured person has to ask) 3) Faculty 
members are unclear or have different opinions regarding a peer observation which causes 
confusion.  For example, some faculty say only use those who are trained, some say only use a 
faculty member in your program, some say only use those outside your program, etc.  There is 
no consistency and the lack of clarity adds to the stressfulness (and the concern is doing 
something different than what is recommended can hurt your promotion (example, one faculty 
says use only trained observers and another says it doesn't matter and going against one of the 
recommendations will be used against you) 4) I have never received a peer observation back 
within the 2 week deadline.  Most of the time it is months late which means if it was a 
concerning report, I do not have time to get another one.  It is uncomfortable to ask for it since 
the person who did the observation 'has the power.' It is my recommendation someone is 
responsible for making sure it is received within the time frame (Dean, chair, etc.) 

• The largest reason I had for so many peer review requests being denied for lack of time was that 
I asked from the lists published on the CTLD page of the University website.  It seems that 
everyone contacts people from the top of the list first.  When I finally realized that and worked 
from low on the list, I received multiple offers.  This should be considered in how that list is 
published on the web page."  
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Objective 5.  Determine impediments to SIPET participation. Determine if the current timing and 
modality of SIPET (Summer, on campus) is desirable and sufficient.  
 
Factor 1. Reasons for not participating in SIPET. 

Responses to the question, “Please help us understand your reasons for 
not having participated in Stockton Institute for Peer Evaluation of 
Teaching (SIPET). Select all that apply” 

F (%) 

I do not have time to do the training 12 (44) 
I cannot come to campus for the training 4 (15) 
I plan to participate in SIPET sometime in the next few years 8 (30) 
I do not want to do a Stockton summer institute 6 (22) 
I feel training is not necessary for me 6 (22) 
The application timing is inconvenient 3 (11) 
I need more reminders about the application deadline 2 (7) 
The application process is cumbersome 4 (15) 
The pay is not reasonable 4 (15) 
I have been trained to do peer evaluations, elsewhere 3 (11) 
I did not know SIPET existed 2 (7) 
I am unfamiliar with its purpose
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Factor 2. Timing of SIPET 
 

 SIPET Participants 
In response to the question, 
Given your experience with 
SIPET in the summer, when do 
you feel is the ideal time SIPET 
should be offered for maximal 
engagement AND benefit to 
participants?” 
F (%) 

Non- SIPET 
In response to the question, 
“If given a choice, when would 
it be convenient and most 
beneficial for you to 
participate in Stockton 
Institute for Peer Evaluation of 
Teaching (SIPET)?” 
F (%) 

Fall Semester 1 (3) 2 (7) 
Spring Semester 0 1 (4) 
Throughout the academic year 3 (10) 8 (30) 
Summer, before June 30 23 (74) 8 (30) 
Summer, after June 30 4 (13) 1 (4) 
None, I am not interested in SIPET 
training. 

N/A 7 (26) 
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Objective 6.%Training practices of other schoolsM%
The following were the directives given to a sub-group of the task force: 
&')2#B%
How do other schools train peer evaluators? 
Strengths of other models 
Weaknesses of other models 
+*4A'<B%
Review models of 3 - 5 other schools (include comparable institutions), compare to SIPET model. 
.*)',,*/<"47'/#B%


