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Feedback on Summative Peer Review of Teaching Discussion Paper: Summary and 

response  

Executive Summary 

The Peer Review of Teaching discussion paper presented a proposal for a summative peer 

review process. It included draft resources for peer observation of synchronous teaching 

sessions, including: a process for selecting and accrediting reviewers; a process for 

requesting summative peer review; a tool to support observation of teaching; and resources to 

support the process.  

The focus of the paper was peer review of teaching, but a model was provided for 

reviewing online learning, educational practice (including assessment) and teaching 

leadership as illustrated in Figure 1 below. 

    
Figure 1 Proposed Domains for Peer Review of Teaching 

In response to a call for feedback, we received 84 written responses from individuals 

and groups. The paper was discussed with approximately 170 staff members at two Peer 

Review of Teaching Q&A forums and at Faculty Learning and Teaching Committees, Senate 

Learning and Teaching Committee, Academic Standards and Quality Committee and the 

Teaching and Leadership Community of Practice.   

The dominant theme in the feedback was concern about the current context of change 

management, high workloads and limited resources. It is clear that staff are operating in high 

stress and low morale environment, where a proposal of a summative peer review is 

distrusted. There was nonetheless detailed constructive feedback on the process and its 

implementation, including suggestions for reviewer qualifications and operational aspects. 

In response to the feedback, we propose further discussion of teaching quality across 

the university. We will follow up with specific respondents and key stakeholders regarding 

equity an inclusion issues and how to progress teaching quality initiatives in a way that 
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mitigates bias. We propose further discussions to be facilitated to explore and make 

recommendations on additional ways to evidence teaching quality.  

For peer review of teaching in particular, our recommendation is a pilot of a formal 

scheme during Session 1, 2022. This would involve a small number of volunteer reviewees 

and peer reviewers who would collaborate to co-create the process and evaluate the 

effectiveness of the pilot. The aim would be to collaboratively develop a scheme that 

evidences and recognises good practice in teaching. This would include revising the process 

proposed in the discussion paper, updating associated resources, and collaborating on training 

and assessment for reviewers.  

The outcome of the pilot will be recommendations for peer review of teaching, and a 

process for reviewing online learning, educational practice (including assessment) and 

teaching leadership. 

Introduction 

Thank you to the staff who took the time to read and provide feedback on the Summative 

Peer Review of Teaching discussion paper. 

The Peer Review of Teaching discussion paper presented a proposal for a summative 

peer review process. It included draft resources for peer observation of synchronous teaching 

sessions, including: a process for selecting and accrediting reviewers; a process for 

requesting summative peer review; a tool to support observation of teaching; and resources to 

support the process.  

We invited staff to submit feedback via email, anonymous survey or discussion in 

focus groups and committee meetings. In total, we received 84 written responses (19 via 

email and 65 responses to an anonymous Qualtrics survey). These included collective 

responses from departments, committees and teaching teams, and detailed responses from 

individuals and groups, many over five pages in length. We appreciate the close reading of 

the discussion paper that these responses demonstrated. In addition to written responses, the 

paper was discussed at two Peer Review of Teaching Q&A forums and at Faculty Learning 

and Teaching Committees, Senate Learning and Teaching Committee, Academic Standards 

and Quality Committee and the Teaching and Leadership Community of 

Practice. Approximately 170 staff members participated in these discussions. We are grateful 

for this level of engagement and have taken the time to consider the feedback provided 

carefully.   

While the proposal received some supportive responses and many constructive 

suggestions, there were also many mixed and negative responses, particularly in the 

anonymous survey. Consistent concerns were raised about the ways in which the proposed 

summative peer review of teaching might operate at Macquarie, particularly in the current 

change management context. The proposal for summative peer review of teaching outlined in 

the discussion paper represents a significant change in practice. Given the feedback provided, 

we are recommending significant changes to summative peer review of teaching as proposed 

in the discussion paper. 

https://ishare.mq.edu.au/prod/file/ca64e505-5d89-4aea-b516-abab77caf32d/1/PRoT%20DISCUSSION%20PAPER_TECHE.pdf
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Summary of responses 

 

Full details of responses (anonymised) can be found in Appendix A and B. The following 

summary responds to all feedback received, provides responses to frequently asked questions 

and proposes a way forward based on the constructive feedback received. Overall, the 

responses can be divided into two broad categories: MQ context and Peer review process and 

implementation as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Summary of feedback on MQ Context and Peer review process 

MQ Context Stress and distrust 

 

Unclear purpose 

scope and 

alignment to 

strategic priorities  

 

Risk of misuse 

 

• Staff are currently operating in high stress, 

low morale environment, where a proposal 

of a summative peer review is distrusted. 

• Staff would like further clarification about 

its intended purpose, reporting lines (if 

any) and how it relates to the strategic 

priorities of the University. 

• There are concerns about how this process 

relates to probation, promotion and PDR, 

and the potential for it to be misused. 

 

Peer review 

process and 

implementation 

Implementation 

suggestions 

 

Workload 

recognition 

 

Reviewers 

 

Sessional staff  

• Specific comments and suggestions 

covering how the process might operate 

such as the process steps, reviewer 

training, evaluation criteria, reporting 

process, inherent biases and the proposed 

pilot 

• Strong feeling that peer-review must be 

factored into staff workloads for it to go 

ahead 

• Need for reviewers to have discipline 

specific knowledge  

• Desire for Sessional staff to be included 

(and compensated)  
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Figure 2 above indicates the relative prevalence of these most common concerns across 

written feedback and group discussions. 

MQ Context: indicative comments 

As noted above, the dominant theme in the feedback received was concern about the current 

context of change management, high workloads and limited resources. It is clear from the 

affective responses that staff are operating in high stress and low morale environment, where 

a proposal of a summative peer review is distrusted.  

Table 2 Summary of key themes and indicative responses for MQ Context 

Key themes Quotes 

 

Bureaucratic/ 

managerial 

 

Staff stress and 

overwork  

 

Low trust 

environment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is a top-down approach that provides little agency and buy-in from 

teaching staff and will lower intrinsic motivation for teaching. At a 

time when morale is already low, this is a risky management strategy. 

The culture at the moment is at a very low point and I am not sure now 

is the time for this when many staff feel so vulnerable. 

The process proposed adds an unnecessary, complicated, layer on a 

system that is already overburdened with assessment from outside of 

the discipline or area of expertise. 

It's pretty clear that the word 'summative' is being used as a synonym 

for 'punitive'. 

 

‘Summative’ sounds threatening. 

 

It is a managerial travesty to attempt this, and I will oppose it with 

every fibre of my being, both professionally as an academic and 

through the union and enterprise agreement protections we have in 

place. 

 

I am disgusted. This adds NO value. It undermines trust. 
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It is terrible and I won't support it and will do everything in my power 

to undermine it. 

 

This is a shockingly insensitive process to introduce at a time of 

existing high stress and anxiety for academic staff. 

This process is shameful administrative managerialism.... You should 

be ashamed of yourselves. 

 

Time consuming 

and resource 

intensive 

 

 

 

We are already overworked (I'm completing this survey at 9pm), so I 

do not want more work to do. 

 

In an extraordinary time when resources are constrained, it does not 

appear to be an opportune moment to add more layers and time 

burden to academic staff. 

 

The Scheme is overly bureaucratic. I believe the program will be 

untenable in terms of the amount of coordination and resources 

required to facilitate it. Simply attempting such a scheme will divert 

finite time and resources away from attention to developing the skill 

capacity of students and quality research. I doubt it will be 

sustainable, especially in an environment where resources will be 

thinner.  

 

Alignment with 

probation/PDR/pro

motion 

 

Risk it will be used 

for performance 

management and 

ranking 

 

Has anybody ever had a serious attempt at estimating the money that 

the University wastes each year on processes such as this? I wouldn't 

feel so strongly about it if it was just a harmless waste of money, but 

it's not. Because it links in with PDRs and promotions, it is a threat to 

teaching quality. 

 

Concerned it will effectively become compulsory, given the link with 

promotion and PDR. 

 

It is not obvious that the (summative) is the more appropriate tool for 

promotion, PDR purposes. 

 

It will very likely become a mechanism for low-level managers to nit-

pick at those they seek to lord over. 

 

Clarity of 

purpose/Alignment 

with strategic plans 

Relationship with 

Faculty formative 

processes 

The new processes seem at odds with the University Strategic Plan to 

use learning analytics to improve the student experience and provide 

feedback to staff on the success or otherwise of L&T strategies. 

The process calls itself ‘summative’ but talks about using it in a 

formative way as well. We already have formative peer review of 

teaching in place.  
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Peer review process and implementation 

In addition to opposing comments outlined above, we also received detailed constructive 

feedback on the process and its implementation, including suggestions for workload and 

reviewer qualifications.  

Table 3 Summary of key themes and indicative responses for Peer review process 

Key themes Quotes 

 

Workload 

recognition 

Reviewer 

knowledge, 

experience and 

expertise 

Inclusion of 

sessional staff 

Operational 

aspects: process 

steps, reviewer 

training, 

evaluation criteria, 

reporting process, 

inherent biases and 

the proposed pilot 

 

Resolving disputes 

 

Reflective practice 

 

Pilot and 

evaluation 

 

 

Will this be workloaded, otherwise what’s the incentive to participate? 

Seems like a lot of work for reviewer and reviewers. 

 

Workload compensation for reviewers to ensure comprehensive 

participation in the program by reviewers from these cohorts and to 

compensate for the detailed training needed. 

If this activity is not workloaded I would expect the supply of 

reviewers to be zero or at least insufficient for the scheme to function. 

 

The reviewers are not necessarily peers, needing some level of 

experience and seniority. 

 

Putting staff in the position of making consequential calls on other 

staff members is problematic. 

 

Someone with a Graduate Certificate in Higher Education and 3 

publications in L&T, who need never have faced a student ever, gets 5 

points and would qualify as a reviewer. I submit that such an outcome 

is simultaneously both dizzyingly absurd and grossly insulting. 

 

Extensive experience with curriculum development, program 

directorship, staff mentoring and formative peer review, learning and 

teaching innovation should be the backbone of the process, this is not 

well captured in the criteria which is too focused on qualifications. 

 

Depending on the type of teaching, a reviewer from another faculty 

may have limited ability to comment on approaches.  

 

Fail to see how a person from outside the discipline is in any position 

to make judgements about clarity of exposition, or teaching 



 

 7 

 

 

approaches generally, relating to material they are utterly unfamiliar 

with.  

 

The overwhelming feedback of staff is that they would prefer peer 

review from people who understand the curriculum that they teach 

and the accreditation requirements of the discipline. 

Process should not be instituted unless it involves all teaching staff – 

even casual staff.  

Some Unit Convenors are not generally in the classroom as they have 

tutors to do that. How is this relevant for them?  

The proposal contains no mechanism for resolving disputes over the 

findings of reviewers 

 

Summative event can be quite polished – so is it representative of their 

teaching? 

 

Need gender balance in reviewers required for each peer review, e.g. 

one male and one female. Reviewer training must include information 

about the gendered and intersectionally-biased nature of evaluations. 

Monitoring of the demographics of the cohort of and promotions 

success of staff participating relative to other promotions pathways. 

 

There does not appear to be any specific training on bias in 

evaluation. This is needed.  

 

I am unclear about the appeal process, if you feel your review has 

been done unfairly. 

 

Reflective practice: If it's the sessions the peer reviewers assess, the 

focus in put on performance then and there. However, if it's reflective 

practice that's assessed, the stress to perform is removed from the 

process. Could reflective practice be included somehow both in the 

procedure and the criteria?  

 

The action plan and follow-up post-review is the strength of this 

process. This offers an opportunity for a complete cycle with action 

and reflection.  

Recommend a limited pilot program is engaged for a small number of 

volunteer reviewees and peer reviewers. A robust set of indicators for 

evaluation of a pilot program should be provided and reported on. 

 

 

Your questions answered 
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Table 4: Overview of responses to frequently asked questions.  

 

STRATEGIC PURPOSE & INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

1. What is the purpose of 

this proposed 

process? 

 

 

 

 

Will it be optional to 

participate or is it 

going to be 

compulsory at some 

point?  

  

 

 

The proposed process directly supports MQ strategic 

initiatives in the Operating Plan by providing staff with a 

way to formally document their teaching achievements, 

identify their expertise and receive recognition for their 

teaching. It will fill a gap of discontinued funding for 

HEA/AdvanceHE fellowships by promoting recognition of 

teaching and a reflective approach to teaching.  

 

Formal peer review of teaching is designed as a recognition 

and a teaching enhancement tool, rather than a performance 

management tool. Importantly, it does not rank people. 

Formal peer review of teaching is designed to be optional. 

Similar to AdvanceHE fellowships, it will be at a teacher’s 

discretion to use the report as formal evidence for promotion, 

awards and other purposes. It will be recognised within the 

current Academic Promotion Criteria Schedule for all 

academic levels. Like the current promotion process, it is up 

to the applicant whether they include it as evidence. 

 

The formal peer review report will provide a holistic 

evaluation of observed teaching practices and, where 

appropriate, suggest areas for teaching development. In 

response to feedback, we are proposing the process is 

renamed ‘formal peer review of teaching’. We are intending 

to run a pilot for a small number of volunteer reviewees and 

peer reviewers and will develop the process, and an 

evaluation plan, in consultation with the pilot participants. 

There is a clear need for a pilot to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the proposal. 

 

2 Why is this needed 

when there are 

student evaluations 

and unit and course 

reviews? 

 

In combination with student evaluations, unit and course 

reviews and formative peer review of teaching, formal peer 

review of teaching provides a way of evidencing teaching 

quality. In evidencing the quality of teaching and learning, 

we recommend teachers use a range of sources of 

information: student feedback and outcomes, critical 

reflection on practice, and peer and stakeholder reviews and 

evaluations.  

 

2. What’s the difference 

between summative 

Formative processes in Faculties offer a developmental 

process that provides informal feedback on teaching. It is 

intended that these continue 
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and formative peer 

review? 

What about  formative 

peer review processes 

in Faculties? 

 

Formative peer review of teaching focusses on the progress 

of teachers towards the achievement of Professional Learning 

and Capability Enhancement (PLaCE) capabilities and 

provides feedback to support further learning and 

development. Summative peer review of teaching documents 

the achievements of teachers for the purposes of recognition 

and reward such as through promotion.  

 

The proposed summative (formal) process is being developed 

in consultation with Faculty staff who lead formative peer 

review of teaching. . Formal peer review of teaching will 

provide consistency and alignment with promotion processes. 

 

3. What consideration 

has been given to staff 

workload for the 

reviewer and 

reviewee? 

 

It is clear from the feedback that workload is a key 

consideration. We are discussing how workloads will 

recognise peer review of teaching activities with Faculty 

executive and teaching teams and HR.  

 

The pilot will evaluate the resource-intensiveness and 

feasibility of this process and will make further 

recommendations on the time to be allocated for peer review 

for both reviewers and reviewees. 

4. What about casual 

tutors and sessional 

staff? 

 

Formal peer review of teaching is open to all teaching staff, 

including sessional staff. Remuneration of sessional staff to 

participate is a part of workload discussions. In addition, the 

Beginning to Teach Program, which is offered twice per year, 

includes a peer review process designed for sessional staff 

and new teachers.  

5. What is the incentive 

for someone to 

participate as a 

reviewee? 

 

The key incentive for someone to participate as a reviewee is 

to receive a formal recognition of their teaching practice, 

identify their expertise and development opportunities and, 

where relevant, document teaching improvements. It will be 

recognised within the current Academic Promotion Criteria 

Schedule for all academic levels and as evidence for learning 

and teaching award applications. 

6. What is the incentive 

for someone to 

become a reviewer? 

 

The incentive for being a reviewer is to contribute to teaching 

enhancement at an institutional level, demonstrate leadership 

of learning and teaching, learn through observation, join a 

community of practice, and engage in reflection on learning 

and teaching. 

7. Do we know how 

effective this process 

has been at the other 

Australian 

universities? 

 

Appendix C provides a summary of peer review of teaching 

practices at other Australian universities. As part of the 

consultation process, we sought feedback from Macquarie 

staff who have participated in summative peer review of 

teaching at other universities. We also consulted colleagues 

from UNSW and University of Victoria Wellington who 

facilitate peer review of teaching to provide feedback on the 
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discussion paper. These discussions show that formal peer 

review of teaching can be valuable to participating staff if 

designed and implemented well. We intend to expand this 

outreach through the evaluation of a pilot process. 

 

9.  What’s the timing – 

when will this be 

operational? 

 

We expect to undertake a small pilot in Session 1, 2022. If 

the recommendation of the participants in the pilot is to 

expand the program, we would expect to establish the 

scheme in Session 2, 2023. 

 

OPERATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE PROCESS 

10. Can the existing 

criteria for peer 

reviewers in the 

current document be 

modified? 

In response to feedback, we intend to modify the criteria for 

eligibility to be a reviewer to better recognise teaching 

experience. This will be done in consultation with 

participants in the pilot. 

 

We also intend to recognise experience in the following 

learning and teaching domains: managing external program 

reviews and professional accreditation processes; evaluating 

teaching programs, awards and promotion applications at 

other universities; and experience with curriculum 

development, program directorship, staff mentoring and 

formative peer review. 

 

 

 

11.  If peer reviewers are 

trained and certified, 

are they really 'peers' 

anymore? 

Reviewers will be teaching staff at Macquarie University. 

The aim of the training and certification process, similar to 

any moderation process, is to create consistency, 

transparency and establish reviewing standards.  

 

Reviewees will be able to indicate their preferred reviewer 

and can choose to accept the reviewer or not without 

providing reasons. 

 

12. How can someone 

outside my discipline 

review my teaching? 

While there are curriculum and discipline-specific 

differences, many aspects of teaching are similar, such as 

clarity of learning outcomes, their alignment with the 

activities, student engagement. Reviewers do not necessarily 

need to be discipline experts in order to judge teaching 

effectiveness. A peer reviewer observes whether the teaching 

techniques and methods used are suitable to enable learning 

as well the reactions of the students. 

 

It is not the intention of formal peer review to standardise 

teaching practices. Where reviewees consider discipline-
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specific knowledge and experience to be crucial in a 

reviewer, this can be specified in the request for review. The 

expertise of potential reviewers will be visible on the website 

and reviewees can select the most appropriate person. 

 

13. Why two reviewers? 

Why two teaching 

events?  

The intention of two reviewers – one from within your 

Faculty, and one from outside – is to balance the need for 

discipline-specific knowledge and experience with the 

opportunity for collaboration across the University and as a 

mechanism to introduce a degree of impartiality on the part 

of the reviewer. Reviewing two teaching events, rather than a 

single class, is likely to be more representative of how 

someone tends to teach and to allow multiple opportunities 

for a reviewee to showcase their strengths. 

14.  Will it be possible to 

have reciprocal 

reviews? 

Yes, provided both participants have engaged with reviewer 

training. We are also piloting a ‘peer observation of teaching’ 

scheme that will have experienced teachers invite observers 

into their classroom. Participants are also welcome to engage 

in an informal peer review. 

15. Can the online profile 

of reviewer include 

areas of interest or 

particular experience 

in L&T? 

Yes, it is intended that the online profile will provide 

sufficient information for reviewees to make a considered 

choice about the reviewer. 

16.  What will good 

performance as a 

reviewer look like? 

Good performance as a reviewer will meet the principles for 

peer review of teaching to provide a fair, balanced and 

actionable peer review. The process includes moderation to 

ensure that peer reviews are constructive. Reviewers will be 

part of a community of practice that supports their practice. 

Peer review training and accreditation will include 

discussions of various contextual factors, including, but not 

limited to: student cohorts, motivation,  

17.  Could other types of 

peer review be 

included (e.g. 

assessment 

moderation)?  

 

A narrow focus on synchronous teaching is designed to 

provide a manageable scope for the pilot. Other areas, such 

as peer review of online teaching, curriculum and assessment 

design and leadership and management of teaching are in 

scope for future development. This work will be done in 

collaboration with other learning and teaching initiatives, 

such as course and unit reviews. 

 

18.  Can staff chose a 

summative peer 

review around 

particular learning and 

teaching themes? 

 

Yes, during the EOI process and in discussion with 

reviewers, a reviewee can identify particular foci for review. 
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19. Could flipped 

teaching be 

accommodated?  

 

Yes, any type of synchronous teaching event can be 

accommodated. The reviewee will have an opportunity to 

share all the required resources with the reviewers prior to 

being observed. See also response to question 17. 

 

20.  Is there the potential 

that it could be used 

for performance 

management? 

  

What timeframes will 

be in place for 

demonstrating 

improvement?   

 

The peer review of teaching process is not designed for 

performance management. A reviewee chooses the reviewer, 

so this will not be a manager or PDR supervisor unless the 

reviewee makes that decision. 

 

Effective peer review of teaching requires a complete cycle 

of peer review with an opportunity for reflection and 

improvement of teaching practices. It could take several 

teaching sessions, and iterative changes to teaching practice, 

to evidence responses to feedback. It might be used, with a 

staff member’s consent and following the principles for peer 

review of teaching, as part of a long-term improvement plan. 

  

 

CHECKLIST, REPORTING AND EVALUATION 

21.  Are these minimum 

standards, or is there a 

way for this process to 

recognise excellent 

teaching, appropriate 

for different levels?  

  

Can there be further 

text that articulates the 

standards and 

expectations of staff in 

relation to learning 

and teaching? 

  

I would imagine that a 

staff member who ticks 

all the boxes would 

score ‘excellent’ 

whereas staff member 

who only ticks one or 

two boxes would be 

‘developing’, with 

‘high’ in between. 

  

Will all levels of staff 

be assessed against the 

The use of the term ‘checklist’ was not popular and we 

received specific feedback on how this could be revised. The 

guidance notes for observing a session provided indicators of 

good practice. We received specific feedback in response to 

these tools, and appreciate the guidance provided. We would 

like to revise the observer’s guide in collaboration with 

reviewers and reviewees who participate in the pilot. Tools 

and resources developed in this way will be evaluated during 

the pilot. 
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same criteria e.g. new 

teacher vs experienced 

teacher? 

  

22.  What is reported to 

managers once the 

peer review report is 

complete? Can the 

reviewer report 

template and summary 

report include space 

for commentary on 

system-based, 

budgetary or other 

influences on quality 

of teaching, that may 

include 

recommendations for 

how to support better 

teaching and design? 

 

It is intended that reviewee would decide how to share the 

results of the review in PDR, promotion and award 

applications. In the discussion paper, we suggested an 

aggregate anonymised summary report to managers similar 

to that provided for student evaluations. The report template 

will be developed in consultation with participants in the 

pilot program. It could include the overall number of 

reviewers, reviewees and reviews in the Faculty and the 

results of evaluation of the process. An appendix could 

include selective anonymised quotes. The report could also 

include recommendations to Faculty that have been made 

during the peer review process, and information on teaching 

development resources and initiatives. 

  

 

Next steps and recommendations 

Given the feedback provided, we recommend changes to summative peer review of teaching 

as proposed in the discussion paper. It is clear from responses that there are concerns about 

the ways in which a summative peer review of teaching might operate at Macquarie, 

particularly in the current change management context. The proposal for summative peer 

review of teaching outlined in the discussion paper represents a significant change in practice. 

While there were positive responses to the proposal, and constructive suggests for revising 

the process, we also acknowledge the mixed and negative feelings expressed, particularly in 

the anonymous survey responses.  

This summary of feedback is intended for wide disseminations, including with the 

Executive Group, Education Strategy Committee, Peer Review of Teaching steering 

committee, SLTC and ASQC, Faculty LTCs, Teaching and Leadership CoP, Teche blog and 

staff who provided feedback via email.  

We propose further discussion across the university. We would like to follow up with 

specific respondents and key stakeholders regarding equity an inclusion issues and how to 

progress in a way that mitigates bias. We propose facilitating institutional level discussions 

that explore and make recommendations on additional ways to evidence teaching quality. We 

are also keen to liaise with other Australian universities that practice formal peer review to 

learn from their implementations. 

For peer review of teaching in particular, our recommendation is a pilot of a formal 

scheme during Session 1, 2022. This would involve a small number of volunteer reviewees 

and peer reviewers who would collaborate on the process and an evaluation of the pilot. The 

aim of the pilot is to collaboratively develop a scheme that evidences and recognises good 
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practice in teaching. This would include revising the process proposed in the discussion 

paper, updating associated resources, collaborating on training and assessment for reviewers 

and planning an evaluation strategy for future recommendations. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY RESPONSES 
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 Anonymous Qualtrics feedback Peer review June 2021.xlsx￼ 

 

APPENDIX B: EMAIL RESPONSES AND DISCUSSION NOTES 

  

 

  

 Anonymised PRoT written feedback.docx 
 

Anonymised extended response Summative peer review feedback_Redacted.pdf 

 

  

  

  

  

https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/Ef3_Zcj-5h5HqME5gpY6VuIBiUZOgiZaklt0Do4CHrgpZA?e=zsSpcw
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/Ef3_Zcj-5h5HqME5gpY6VuIBiUZOgiZaklt0Do4CHrgpZA?e=zsSpcw
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EVO615CU35BJj83sx1pFU04BEU21NPSzO8u2Kp4jGrZKBQ?e=6ctzVV
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EcKs0joAP-RKpY7BBAAFT6kB9hUVrl4PnYKmc9FjwssUuQ?e=jqM7vz
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EcKs0joAP-RKpY7BBAAFT6kB9hUVrl4PnYKmc9FjwssUuQ?e=jqM7vz
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EcKs0joAP-RKpY7BBAAFT6kB9hUVrl4PnYKmc9FjwssUuQ?e=jqM7vz
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APPENDIX C: PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING AT AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES 

This report is based on publicly available information on Australian universities websites. The 

websites of all 42 Australian universities were searched for information on peer review of teaching. 

37 out of 42 universities had some information on peer review of teaching and the results for these 

37 universities are presented below. The full list is presented as an Appendix. A particular focus was 

made on formal peer review process.  

Rate of adoption 

A total of 37 Australian universities seem to encourage formative peer-review with 10 universities 

providing specific tools/requiring their use. Therefore, the majority (27 out of 37) universities either 

do not specify the tools, or they are available behind the login and could not be located. A general 

trend seems to be providing links to internal and external resources on collegial peer review and 

leaving the implementation decisions to the discretion of the reviewers and reviewees. Eight out of 

37 universities have an institutional summative peer review process (UNSW, Monash, Melbourne 

University, University of Adelaide, Charles Stuart University, University of South Australia, Flinders 

University, Curtin University).  

Perceived goals for formal peer review  

The most cited goal for a formal peer review of teaching is promotions. Other goals include awards 

and conversion to an Education Specialist appointment (e.g. University of Adelaide), or completion 

of probation, performance improvement plan or annual KPIs (UTAS). Curtin university seems to 

require all staff to undertake peer review every 3 years.  

Peer review areas in formal peer review  

The most common area for peer-review at Australian universities is synchronous teaching. A smaller 

number of universities, e.g., Melbourne University, Charles Stuart University also support peer-

review of educational practices, such as asynchronous online teaching, curriculum, assessment, 

learning resources, etc. Charles Stuart University seems to have the most comprehensive peer 

review process that also includes peer review of Course Leadership and Subject Design Practice. 

University of South Australia specifies differences in peer observation for different contexts.  

Peer reviewers 

Formal peer review tends to be done by selected staff members, sometimes referred to as a College 

of Reviewers (Melbourne University), a College of Peer Observers (Queensland university) or Trained 

Reviewers (University of South Australia).  

Peer review criteria  

Seven out of 8 universities with a clear summative peer review of teaching clearly outline criteria 

used for peer-review (for example, UNSW Criteria, University of Adelaide , Charles Stuart University). 

These criteria tend to be based on Peer Review of Teaching for Promotion Purposes Project (Crisp, G. 

et al, 2009). Melbourne University seem to use a more holistic approach to evaluating staff’s 

teaching and do not publicly specify the criteria used for assessment. At the same time, Melbourne 

University requires a submission of a Teaching portfolio and some examples of curriculum design in 

addition to classroom observation, which are then evaluated holistically, which might explain the 

absence of clear criteria.  

  

https://www.cmu.edu/teaching/assessment/assessteaching/index.html
https://www.teaching-learning.utas.edu.au/unit-design/evaluation/peer-review-of-teaching
https://www.latrobe.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/606493/Evaluating-your-teaching,-subjects-and-courses.pdf
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-course-design-practice
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-subject-design-practice
https://eprints.qut.edu.au/69543/
https://www.griffith.edu.au/learning-futures/our-practice/professional-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching-and-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching
https://intranet.ecu.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review-of-teaching/top-teaching-observation-partners
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-teaching-and-learning
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/2974022/Guide-to-preparing-a-teaching-portfolio.pdf
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Ideas for consideration   

This section highlights some potentially useful resources/practices.  

- Most instruments use both quantitative (absence or presence of practices) and qualitative 

dimensions (effective or not effective) 

- Reviewers are referred to as ‘College of Reviewers’ 

- Melbourne university requires a submission of a Teaching Portfolio and examples of 

curriculum design. Charles Stuart University also has a process for Teaching Portfolios as a 

part of Peer review.  

- Federation University has a Peer Review Policy  

- Griffith University includes student feedback in Peer Review Process  

- Curtin University provides detailed guides for reviewees and reviewers 

  

Crisp, G. et al (2009) Peer Review of Teaching for Promotion Purposes: a project to develop and 

implement a pilot program of external Peer Review of Teaching at four Australian universities, 

University of Adelaide, an ALTC-funded project, 2007-8. Final Project Report June 2009. 

  

https://staff.flinders.edu.au/content/dam/staff/learning-teaching/evaluation/peer-review-guide.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/2974022/Guide-to-preparing-a-teaching-portfolio.pdf#Ch1964Se219862
https://moodle.une.edu.au/enrol/index.php
https://i.unisa.edu.au/siteassets/staff/tiu/documents/sprt/environments.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/7Summative_Peer_Review_Guide-Final.pdf
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Peer Review at Australian Universities  

University Forms of peer 
review  

Specified 
institutional 
instruments 

Specified 
institutional 
processes 

Comments 

UNSW 
  

Institutional 
summative peer 
review of 
teaching for 
promotions.  

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

A formal process where teaching is assessed 
against 6 overarching principles for either (i) 
synchronous teaching or (ii) asynchronous online 
course activity. The reports are valid for 12 
months.   
More information here 

Charles 
Stuart 
University  

Institutional 
summative peer 
review of 
teaching for 
promotions and 
other purposes  

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

Similar to UNSW, a formal process where 
teaching is assessed against 9 domains (minimum 
of 6) for either (i) synchronous teaching or (ii) 
asynchronous online course activity. 
Provides templates for reports and ‘reflections 
and actions taken’  

Monash 
University  

Both formative 
and summative  
  
  

Presumably, yes, 
but needs 
verification  

Presumably, yes, 
but needs 
verification 

Has an online tool to request Peer review, 
however most information seems to be behind 
the firewall 

University 
of Adelaide  

Both formative 
and summative  

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

Yes, specified and 
seemingly 
implemented. 

Has several types of peer review programs, 
specifically Teaching Review Program 
(summative), Peer Assisted Reflection (formative) 
and Rapid Peer Review.  
  

UTAS 
  

Both formative 
and seemingly? 
summative  

Unclear. There is a 
‘strategy’, but no 
specified 
instruments.  
  

Unclear. There is a 
‘strategy’, but no 
specified 
instruments.  
  

It seems to have an approved Strategy for Peer 
review 

UTS Formative and 
summative 

No, not specified.  No, not specified. While this page seems to indicate that there are 
both formative and summative peer review 

https://i.unisa.edu.au/siteassets/staff/tiu/documents/sprt/environments.pdf
https://teaching.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/upload-files/peer/2002-Summative%20Peer%20Review%20of%20Teaching%20guidelines.pdf
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-teaching-and-learning
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-teaching-and-learning
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/peer-review-of-teaching-and-learning
http://mams.rmit.edu.au/jmcc8kym1nf4z.pdf
http://mams.rmit.edu.au/jmcc8kym1nf4z.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/PREPGuidelines.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/2PREPGuildlines_Step-by-Step-Descriptions_Blackboard_Document_Final.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/2PREPGuildlines_Step-by-Step-Descriptions_Blackboard_Document_Final.pdf
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/teaching-review-program#:~:text=The%20Teaching%20Review%20Program%20(TRP,conversion%20to%20education%20specialist%20appointments.
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/peer-assisted-reflection-development-program
https://www.csu.edu.au/division/learning-and-teaching/home/teaching-staff/peer-review/teaching-portfolios
https://research.bond.edu.au/en/publications/teaching-the-bond-way-10-ways-to-use-etevals-to-improve-your-teac#:~:text=What%20is%20Peer%20Review%20of%20Teaching%3F&text=Peer%20review%20of%20teaching%20is,a%20process%20to%20recognise%20excellence.
https://www.westernsydney.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/1492274/The_place_of_peer_review_in_learning_and_teaching_20200511.pdf
https://www.westernsydney.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/1492274/The_place_of_peer_review_in_learning_and_teaching_20200511.pdf
https://www.uts.edu.au/research-and-teaching/learning-and-teaching/scholarship-and-research/scholarship-learning-and-teaching/projects-and-resources/peer-review-resources
https://www.uts.edu.au/research-and-teaching/learning-and-teaching/scholarship-and-research/scholarship-learning-and-teaching/projects-and-resources/peer-review-resources
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processes are 
encouraged.  
  

processes, the links are not active, and the page 
might be outdated.  

Sydney 
University  

Formative 
process is 
encouraged.  
  

No, not specified. No, not specified.  Peer review is encouraged, but a formal process 
seems to be lacking.  

Western 
Sydney 
University  

Formative 
process is 
encouraged.  
  

No, not specified. No, not specified. WSU seem to encourage review. The program 
might not be active as some links area broken. It 
also   
provides literature review/resources on different 
types of peer review programs.  

Newcastle 
university  

Formative 
process is 
encouraged. 

Instrument is 
provided/suggested.  

Unclear  Resources are aimed to support observation of 
synchronous teaching.   

Wollongong  Info is behind the 
login 
  

      

University 
of 
Melbourne  

A structured 
tiered approach  
Tier 1 – Collegial 
review (not 
formal) 
Tier 2- formal 
assessment 
involving a 
holistic review of 
curriculum 
design; 
assessment 
practices and 
teaching 
practices. 

    Tier 2 includes submission of a teaching portfolio, 
example of curriculum design/ subject outline 
and observation of teaching.  
  

- Call reviewers a College of Reviewers 
- Have leading questions for the reviewers, 

e.g. like here 
- Different forms for large class and small 

class teaching, e.g. here or labs 
  
  

https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/learning-and-teaching/improving-teaching/prep/
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/learning-and-teaching/improving-teaching/prep/
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/7Summative_Peer_Review_Guide-Final.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/7Summative_Peer_Review_Guide-Final.pdf
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/7Summative_Peer_Review_Guide-Final.pdf
https://www.teaching-learning.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/764178/Strategy-for-Institutional-level-Peer-Review.pdf
https://teaching.unsw.edu.au/summative-peer-review
https://teaching.unsw.edu.au/summative-peer-review
https://intranet.uow.edu.au/login.php?url=/dvce/learningandteaching/peerreview/index.html?
https://intranet.uow.edu.au/login.php?url=/dvce/learningandteaching/peerreview/index.html?
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/PREPGuidelines.pdf#:~:text=Melbourne%20PRT%20is%20a%20university,the%20Melbourne%20College%20of%20Reviewers.
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/PREPGuidelines.pdf#:~:text=Melbourne%20PRT%20is%20a%20university,the%20Melbourne%20College%20of%20Reviewers.
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/PREPGuidelines.pdf#:~:text=Melbourne%20PRT%20is%20a%20university,the%20Melbourne%20College%20of%20Reviewers.
https://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/id/eprint/33965/
https://staff.flinders.edu.au/content/dam/staff/learning-teaching/evaluation/peer-review-guide.pdf
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EVO615CU35BJj83sx1pFU04BPKVgBbL7XzEIR4kMDSw-CQ
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/2862465/PRT-feedback-template-for-labs-FORM.pdf


 

 21 

University 
of Canberra  

Seem to 
encourage 
formative peer 
review  

Unclear/ Behind a 
firewall  

Unclear/ Behind a 
firewall 

  

Southern 
Cross 
University  

Seem to 
encourage 
formative peer 
review 

Provide resources, 
but the use is not 
required  
  

Provide resources, 
but the use is not 
required  
  

Provides resources for formative peer review, 
follow up and external peer review 

Australian 
Catholic 
University  

Encourage 
formative peer 
review  

Provide examples, 
but do not require 
the use of them 

Provide suggestions, 
but do not require 
following them  

Provide resources for peer review (buddy system 
and 3 people system) for formative purposes.  

ANU N/A N/A N/A N/A 
University 
of New 
England  

There appears to 
be a peer review 
process with 8 
principles, but 
most information 
is behind the 
firewall. 
  

      

Charles 
Darwin 
University  

Formative and 
summative 
processes seem 
to be encouraged 

Resources from 
elsewhere provided 
and instruments are 
not specified 
  

Resources from 
elsewhere provided 
and instruments are 
not specified 
  

There is a conference proceedings from 2009 
reporting on a trial of an institution-wide peer 
review process, but it would appear that it has 
not been rolled out.  

Bond 
University  

Formative 
process seems to 
be encouraged.  

Not able to locate Not able to locate There are references to peer review of teaching in 

relation to quality assurance but I was unable to 
locate explicit information on their institutional 
program  

CQU Peer review is 
mentioned in 
desired 
promotions 

Not able to locate Not able to locate Peer review is mentioned in desired promotions 
criteria, but seems to be optional 

https://www.scu.edu.au/staff/teaching-and-learning/teach/evaluate-your-teaching/
https://www.scu.edu.au/staff/teaching-and-learning/teach/evaluate-your-teaching/
https://www.scu.edu.au/staff/teaching-and-learning/teach/evaluate-your-teaching/
https://canvas.sydney.edu.au/courses/1316/pages/peer-review
https://teaching.unsw.edu.au/principles-quality-teaching-face-face-and-synchronous-online-0
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/system/files/media/documents/2020-03/trp-observation-report.pdf
https://staff.acu.edu.au/our_university/learning_and_teaching/professional_development/peer_observation_and_review_of_teaching_port#:~:text=Peer%20observation%20%26%20review%20of%20teaching,discussion%2C%20and
https://staff.acu.edu.au/our_university/learning_and_teaching/professional_development/peer_observation_and_review_of_teaching_port#:~:text=Peer%20observation%20%26%20review%20of%20teaching,discussion%2C%20and
https://staff.acu.edu.au/our_university/learning_and_teaching/professional_development/peer_observation_and_review_of_teaching_port#:~:text=Peer%20observation%20%26%20review%20of%20teaching,discussion%2C%20and
https://staff.acu.edu.au/-/media/staff-site-rte-docs-only/learning-and-teaching/documents/port_manual_-_acu.pdf?la=en&hash=7D19F9198FDA1E7DBF94CDE2CB7FE347
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/2812907/Peer-Review-Form-Tutorials-002.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/2812907/Peer-Review-Form-Tutorials-002.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/2812907/Peer-Review-Form-Tutorials-002.pdf
https://policy.deakin.edu.au/view.current.php?id=13633
https://policy.deakin.edu.au/view.current.php?id=13633
https://research.bond.edu.au/en/publications/teaching-the-bond-way-10-ways-to-use-etevals-to-improve-your-teac?g=732218&p=5231063
https://research.bond.edu.au/en/publications/teaching-the-bond-way-10-ways-to-use-etevals-to-improve-your-teac?g=732218&p=5231063
https://research.bond.edu.au/en/publications/teaching-the-bond-way-10-ways-to-use-etevals-to-improve-your-teac?g=732218&p=5231063
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php?g=732218&p=5231063
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php?g=732218&p=5231063
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php?g=732218&p=5231063
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php?g=732218&p=5231063
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/teaching-review-program
https://www.monash.edu/learning-teaching/awards-and-recognition/peer-review
https://www.monash.edu/learning-teaching/awards-and-recognition/peer-review
https://www.griffith.edu.au/learning-futures/our-practice/professional-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching-and-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching
https://www.griffith.edu.au/learning-futures/our-practice/professional-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching-and-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching
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criteria, but 
seems to be 
optional 

Federation 
University  

Has a Peer 
Review Policy  
  

Specified  Specified  Seems to have 2 streams: peer review of teaching 
and courses. This policy procedure provides 
useful detail and model for formalizing policies.  
  

Griffith 
University  

Has a formative 
program that is 
framed as 
‘project 
approach’ of 
working with a 
peer to enhance 
one’s teaching 
and/or course  

Unclear, but 
presumably 
provided  

Yes the process is 
specified 

An interesting process that includes both peer 
review and collation of student feedback.  A 
course improvement program is presented in a 
visual and clear way. 

James Cook 
University  
  

Seems to be 
voluntary, as 
there are 
references to 
grants to 
“promote 
academic 
engagement in 
the Peer review 
of Teaching 
process” 

Yes, provided  Yes, specified  Brief information that does not allow making 
judgement of the scope of the process.  

University 
of 
Queensland  

  Provides external 
resources 

Doesn’t seem to be 
specified  

A separate project on asynchronous observations 
via recording a session 
 
Provide a brief summary for peer 

reviewers/reviewees of an external resource (by 
Phil Race) 

https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/2PREPGuildlines_Step-by-Step-Descriptions_Blackboard_Document_Final.pdf#Ch1964Se219862
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/2PREPGuildlines_Step-by-Step-Descriptions_Blackboard_Document_Final.pdf#Ch1964Se219862
https://policy.federation.edu.au/learning_and_teaching/academic_programs_and_courses/learning_and_teaching/ch03.php#Ch1964Se219862
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/professional-development/teaching-learning-and-assessment/melbourne-peer-review-of-teaching-program
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/professional-development/teaching-learning-and-assessment/melbourne-peer-review-of-teaching-program
https://mqoutlook.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/O365-Group-LIHProfessionalDevelopment/EfOpSm0r9GRGufmWLG4pRPcB3eAo__zWyma-ZC9oAnjLfQ
https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125862/1/1614817366000/Peer+Review+of+Teaching+Resource+Kit.pdf
https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125862/1/1614817366000/Peer+Review+of+Teaching+Resource+Kit.pdf
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/rapid-peer-review#:~:text=JCU's%20Peer%20Review%20of%20Teaching,will%20remain%20with%20the%20participants.
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/rapid-peer-review#:~:text=JCU's%20Peer%20Review%20of%20Teaching,will%20remain%20with%20the%20participants.
https://www.jcu.edu.au/learning-and-teaching/teaching-evaluation/prot#:~:text=JCU's%20Peer%20Review%20of%20Teaching,will%20remain%20with%20the%20participants.
https://itali.uq.edu.au/professional-learning/peer-observation/participate
https://itali.uq.edu.au/professional-learning/peer-observation/participate
https://itali.uq.edu.au/professional-learning/peer-observation/participate
https://www.newcastle.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/211853/Guide-to-Peer-Observation.pdf
https://peerview.monash/?p=2#2
https://peerview.monash/?p=2#2


 

 23 

T   

QUT  Conference 

proceeding seem 
to suggest 
attempts to have 
a program, but 
university 
website doesn’t 
seem to provide 
detailed info 

Unclear Unclear    

University 
of Southern 
Queensland  

There is 
reference to peer 
review in the 
policy document 
(referred to as 
Peer Evaluation 
of Learning and 
Teaching (PELT), 
but limited 
information on 
the program on 
the website  

Unclear Unclear   

University 
of Sunshine 
coast 

This academic 

paper seems to 
suggest some 
peer review at 
the university, 
but it’s hard to 
discern the 
details given the 
anonymised 
nature of the 
publication.  

Unclear Unclear    

https://www.teaching-learning.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/764178/Strategy-for-Institutional-level-Peer-Review.pdf
https://www.teaching-learning.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/764178/Strategy-for-Institutional-level-Peer-Review.pdf
https://policy.usq.edu.au/documents/13320PL
https://policy.usq.edu.au/documents/13320PL
https://policy.usq.edu.au/documents/13320PL
https://research.usc.edu.au/discovery/delivery?vid=61USC_INST:ResearchRepository&repId=12126134850002621#13127141210002621
https://research.usc.edu.au/discovery/delivery?vid=61USC_INST:ResearchRepository&repId=12126134850002621#13127141210002621
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Carnegie 
Mellon 
University 

No mention of 
peer review 
among suggested 
ways to assess 
one’s teaching  

      

Flinders 
University  

A formal process 
for peer review of 
teaching 
  

Yes  Yes A potentially useful way to structure an 

observation instrument (narrow left key points 
and comments) 

Torrens 
University 
Australia 

Unable to locate 
information on 
the website  

      

University 
of South 
Australia  

A summative 
process for 
promotions 
purposes  

Yes Yes The process is based on 9 dimensions based on 
the OLT project  
A useful resource on different environments  

Deakin 
University  

Peer review is 
briefly mentioned 
in Policy. Unable 
to find further 
details.  

      

La Trobe 
University  

Peer review is 
mentioned as one 
of useful tools for 
enhancing 

practice, but a 
presence of an 
institutional 
approach is not 
clear 

Unclear Unclear   

RMIT Peer review is 
mentioned in 
promotion 

Unclear Unclear   

https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125862/1/1614817366000/Peer+Review+of+Teaching+Resource+Kit.pdf
https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125862/1/1614817366000/Peer+Review+of+Teaching+Resource+Kit.pdf
https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125862/1/1614817366000/Peer+Review+of+Teaching+Resource+Kit.pdf
https://policy.federation.edu.au/learning_and_teaching/academic_programs_and_courses/learning_and_teaching/ch03.php
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php
https://libguides.cdu.edu.au/c.php
https://i.unisa.edu.au/staff/ptc/performance-and-development/academic-promotion/faqs/peer-review/
https://i.unisa.edu.au/staff/ptc/performance-and-development/academic-promotion/faqs/peer-review/
https://i.unisa.edu.au/staff/ptc/performance-and-development/academic-promotion/faqs/peer-review/
https://i.unisa.edu.au/siteassets/staff/tiu/documents/sprt/sprt_9_dimensions_updated-16-3-21.pdf
https://spark.scu.edu.au/kb/tl/files/47121250/47125860/1/1614817197000/External_Peer_Review_of_Assessment_FINAL-VERSION_260919.pdf
https://www.westernsydney.edu.au/learning_futures/home/21st_century_curriculum_project2/21C_project/peer_review_of_teaching/Peer_Review_Buddies?id=00040
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/2812921/Peer-Review-Form-B.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/2812921/Peer-Review-Form-B.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/2812921/Peer-Review-Form-B.pdf
https://melbourne-cshe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/2812921/Peer-Review-Form-B.pdf
https://rune.une.edu.au/web/handle/1959.11/19131
https://rune.une.edu.au/web/handle/1959.11/19131
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evidence, but 
unable to find 
further details  

Swinburne Unable to find 
detailed 
information  

Unclear Unclear   

University 
of Divinity 

Unable to find 
detailed 
information 

Unclear Unclear   

Victoria 
University  

Formative 
process is 
encouraged.  

Unclear Unclear    

          

Curtin 
University  

Formative and 
summative 
processes 
specified  

Yes Yes Both Formative and summative peer review are 
compulsory for all stuff (every 3 years). Also 
mandatory for promotion  Includes reflection and 
plan. 
Potentially useful resources  (step-by-step 

guidelines) and guidelines for reviewers 
  

Edith 
Cowan 
University  

Seems to 
encourage 
formative peer 
review 

Unclear Unclear    

Murdoch 
University  

Academic output 
seems to suggest 
some peer review 
practices, but I 
was unable to 
locate 
institutional 
details  

Unclear  Unclear    

https://rune.une.edu.au/web/handle/1959.11/19131
https://www.vu.edu.au/learning-teaching/professional-learning-services/professional-learning/peer-observation-of-teaching
https://www.vu.edu.au/learning-teaching/professional-learning-services/professional-learning/peer-observation-of-teaching
https://researchers.cdu.edu.au/en/publications/peer-review-of-teaching-practice-and-resources-exploring-new-spac
https://researchers.cdu.edu.au/en/publications/peer-review-of-teaching-practice-and-resources-exploring-new-spac
https://researchers.cdu.edu.au/en/publications/peer-review-of-teaching-practice-and-resources-exploring-new-spac
https://researchers.cdu.edu.au/en/publications/peer-review-of-teaching-practice-and-resources-exploring-new-spac
https://www.adelaide.edu.au/learning/academic-development/peer-review/teaching-review-program
https://www.griffith.edu.au/learning-futures/our-practice/professional-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching-and-learning/peer-assisted-course-enhancement-scheme
https://www.griffith.edu.au/learning-futures/our-practice/professional-learning/peer-enhancement-of-teaching-and-learning/peer-assisted-course-enhancement-scheme
https://policy.federation.edu.au/learning_and_teaching/academic_programs_and_courses/learning_and_teaching/ch03.php
https://itali.uq.edu.au/professional-learning/peer-observation/participate
https://itali.uq.edu.au/professional-learning/peer-observation/participate
https://www.jcu.edu.au/learning-and-teaching/teaching-evaluation/prot
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Notre 
Dame 

2019 documents 
suggest a 
proposal for an 
institutional 
framework 

Presumably, yes. Presumably, yes. A detailed proposal for institutional level peer 
review (2019) for face-to-face teaching, online 
Blackboard units and course outlines  
  

University 
of Western 
Australia  

Formative 
program 
Colleague Review 
of Teaching (CRT) 
program (based 
on this report) 

Unclear Unclear   

https://www.notredame.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/200717/Attach-to-VC-approval-of-Peer-Revew-Framework.pdf
https://research-repository.uwa.edu.au/en/publications/confidence-building-through-peer-observation-of-teaching-and-peer
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