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This issue of CDTL Brief is published for the purpose of informing our colleagues of the discussion concerning
the recommendations for change to Student Feedback and Peer Review, and to invite further feedback to help
fine-tune the proposals before they are implemented.

In August 1999, CDTL conducted an online discussion on its proposal to improve Student Feedback and Peer
Review. Additional comments and suggestions were presented at the Dialogue Session on Saturday 28 August
1999 led by Deputy Vice-Chancellor Professor Chong Chi Tat. This CDTL Brief highlights the main issues raised
in the discussions and presents in summary form the recommendations made by CDTL.

Dialogue Session
DVC Prof Chong Chi Tat opened the dialogue ses-
sion with some remarks about events leading to it.
As issues of institutional self-evaluation and im-
provement are of perennial interest at NUS, the Stu-
dent Feedback and Peer Review exercises came up
again for discussion during a meeting of the Vice-
Chancellor and Deputy Vice-Chancellors some
months ago. CDTL was subsequently tasked to re-
view and submit recommendations.

A preliminary report was submitted in July and
mounted on the Intranet on 1 August with an invita-
tion for a university-wide discussion among all staff.
This was prompted by the conviction that in such
important matters—and ones that will affect every-
one when implemented—it is logical and essential
to have the input of everyone involved. The online
discussion, however, did not draw as much response
as was expected and this face-to-face dialogue ses-
sion was therefore arranged.

DVC Prof Chong reiterated the genuine concern with
getting as much feedback as possible as this will
contribute to the efforts at improving the existing
processes. All views would be taken into account

and, wherever possible, incorporated into the final
version for implementation. He also reminded that
these issues should be seriously addressed, and close
attention be paid to the recommendations offered
by CDTL. The dialogue session offered an opportu-
nity for a second round of response and he invited
all colleagues to participate freely in the discussion.

Summary of Suggestions and Feedback
from the Dialogue Session
This section presents a summary of the suggestions
and concerns shared at the dialogue session at CDTL
on 28 August.

On Student Feedback:

Suggestions
1. Student Feedback can be more objective if the

learning objectives for each course are stated,
providing students with a reference point for their
evaluation.

2. It is important to include a question on the over-
all impression of the course, because the other
questions may not always capture that.

Student Feedback

Peer Review
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3. CDTL should carry out a survey to find out
students’ perceptions of good teaching to help
bridge the gap between our perception and
theirs.

4. There should be provision for distinguishing
between a teacher who merely states his/her
consultation hours but does not welcome ac-
tual interaction with students, and another
who really invests time and effort interacting
with students through email, IVLE discus-
sions, office consultations, etc.

Concerns and Other Comments
1. De-linking Student Feedback from examina-

tion registration and using a non-electronic
means would be backtracking where technol-
ogy is concerned.

2. There is a need for Student Feedback. Stu-
dents need some kind of empowerment, as
teachers do, and there is no hard evidence to
suggest that Student Feedback is totally bi-
ased.

3. The proposed 5-point scale is an improve-
ment. The previous 10-point scale could un-
fairly empower a minority of students to dis-
tort the average score.

On both Student Feedback and Peer Review:

Suggestions
1. Student Feedback and Peer Review should

not be the only components of staff evalua-
tion. Other components should include prepa-
ration, setting of examinations, and other in-
dications of staff’s interest in teaching such
as the writing and publishing of textbooks,
and articles on teaching (e.g. contributions
to CDTL’s publications).

2. It is important to develop a culture where
feedback is given/taken seriously. It should
not be treated as a routine exercise but some-
thing that has important implications for the
person being evaluated. Awareness of this
would make for more responsible and con-
structive feedback.

3. The qualitative aspect of evaluation should
also be emphasised. The use of cumulative
quantitative scores  in the evaluation for pro-
motion and contract renewal may convey the
impression that the qualitative aspect is un-
dervalued.

Summary of the Online Discussion
This section presents some recurrent points that were
raised in the online discussion in August.

On Student Feedback:
1. Students may not  be reliable judges of the qual-

ity of teaching, because (a) they are not experts
in the field, and (b) what students expect from
education, as well as the criteria they use for
evaluating the quality of teaching may not be
the same as that of the teachers.

2. It is important to distinguish the feedback of “in-
telligent and committed” students from those of
the “dumb and unmotivated” ones.

3. Students who are “delinquent” should not par-
ticipate in feedback.

4. Students should not be asked to rank teachers.
Ranking may artificially distort minute differ-
ences.

5. The Student Feedback questions are too detailed.

6. The Student Feedback questions are not detailed
enough.

7. The feedback questions should have greater em-
phasis on innovation in teaching.

8. The feedback questions should factor in differ-
ences between disciplines.

9. There should be more discriminating probes
about the use of IT.

10. There should be a complementary provision for
staff training/support, particularly for those who
receive poor feedback.

11. Teacher appraisals should not be based on the
feedback from a single year, but on the feed-
back from several years indicating the “history”
of the individual’s performance.

12. There are 2 opposite positions on the choice be-
tween the compulsory vs the optional nature of
Student Feedback. There was also a discussion
on the issue of online vs in-class feedback, again,
which is controversial.
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On Peer Review:
1. Greater transparency is desirable in Peer Review.

2. Peer Review militates against collegiality.

3. The reviewers may not be wholly objective.

4. Peer Review should be used carefully and se-
lectively.

CDTL�s Recommendations 1

The initial recommendations have been revised ac-
cording to feedback received. This section presents
the highlights of the current recommendations: Stu-
dent Feedback and Peer Review—Summary of Rec-
ommendations (pp. 3-4), The Proposed Student Feed-
back Questionnaire (pp. 5-6), and The Proposed Peer
Review Checklist (pp. 6-8).

Student Feedback and Peer Review
�Summary of Recommendations

A. Student Feedback
1. The results of the feedback should be thought of

as useful data or information rather than as a
direct overall assessment of the teacher. This
means we should avoid asking questions that
require students to rank teachers.

2. To make Student Feedback more effective, stu-
dents should be sensitised to the University’s
conception of excellence in teaching. There
should be a provision for us to prepare Year 1
students early enough to start reflecting on the
parameters of good teaching implicit in the feed-
back.

3. The proposed questionnaires are meant as the
University level template. Individual Faculties
or Departments may find it necessary to add fur-
ther questions to these questionnaires. For
courses which are completely clinical or labo-
ratory-based, it may be necessary to drop a few
questions as well.

4. We should distinguish between feedback on the
course and feedback on the classroom teaching
of the teacher (teacher = lecturer, tutor, seminar
facilitator, teaching assistant). Since many

5. Peer Review should be used to double-check ad-
verse Student Feedback.

6. Peer Review should be used at critical career
points.

7. Yearly Peer Review is necessary only for new
staff.

courses are team-taught, we recommend that
feedback on the course, as a whole, should not
be used for teacher appraisal. In line with this
suggestion, we have made feedback on the
course completely qualitative. To distinguish
between the two, feedback on the classroom
teaching is put in Sections A and B of the ques-
tionnaire, while feedback on the course is put in
Section C, along with other qualitative com-
ments.

5. Section A is a set of questions on the specific
aspects of teaching, while Section B is a single
question about the holistic perception of the qual-
ity of teaching. We suggest that the scores from
these two parts should not be added up. If kept
distinct, the cumulative average score of Sec-
tion A can be compared with the score for Sec-
tion B, to check for match. If the two do not
match, the qualitative comments in Section C
should be scrutinised carefully to find out which
one is more reliable.

6. The results of the feedback should be made avail-
able online to the respective teachers as soon as
the examination results are announced.

7. Having seen the back and forth arguments on
compulsory online feedback, we suggest that we
continue with the current scheme, unless some-
one proposes a strikingly more efficient solu-
tion.

B. Peer Review
1. The Peer Review of a course should cover the

evaluation of the course as a whole. Evaluation
of the classroom teaching (lectures, tutorials and
seminars) is only one of the components of Peer
Review.

1 The detailed version of the revised recommendations are available at this web page:
http://www .cdtl.nus.edu.sg/review  .
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2. The evaluation of lectures, tutorials, seminars
may be conducted more frequently than cur-
riculum evaluation. Curriculum evaluations
are necessary only for critical administrative
decisions (e.g. promotion, tenure and teach-
ing awards).

3. The Peer Review contains both a quantita-
tive part and a qualitative part. The cumula-
tive average score of the quantitative part of
the Peer Review is one of the components of
teacher appraisal, to be compared with the
cumulative average score from Student Feed-
back. If the rating from the Student Feedback
does not match the rating from the Peer Re-
view, the qualitative comments in both should
be scrutinised carefully to see which one is
more reliable.

4. Copies of Peer Review reports should be
given to the teachers under evaluation. These
reports should be included in the teaching
portfolios submitted for promotion and con-
tract renewal. If teachers feel that the report
disadvantages them, they can attach their re-
sponse to the review.

5. The responsibility of reviewing peers should
be distributed to all members of staff with a
minimum teaching experience of five years.

6. As far as possible, at least two reviewers
should be assigned for each teacher for a given
Peer Review exercise, and the reviewers as-
signed for subsequent years should keep
changing.

7. Wherever possible, the reviewer should have
sufficient familiarity with the subject matter
of the courses being reviewed.

8. The reviewer and the candidate being re-
viewed should not be in competition for the
same position.

Other Recommendations

Portfolio of Teaching
Student Feedback and Peer Review may be sup-
plemented by the Portfolio of Teaching submit-
ted by the teacher as an additional source of in-
formation.

Consistency
For significant administrative decisions based on
teacher appraisal (e.g. contract renewal, promo-
tion, and teaching excellence awards), the results
of Student Feedback, Peer Review and Portfolio
of Teaching must be consistent across courses,
across evaluators and with one another.

For instance, we can take the results to be reli-
able if the Peer Reviews by different reviewers
report poor quality, and furthermore, the same
conclusion is indicated in Student Feedback and
Portfolio of Teaching as well. However, if the
results are mixed, we must look carefully for
probable sources of contamination before mak-
ing an overall appraisal.

None of the different sources of information we
appeal to in teacher appraisal (cumulative aver-
age score in Peer Review, cumulative average
score of Section A in Student Feedback, score of
the overall perception of teaching in Section B
in Student Feedback) is totally reliable in isola-
tion. However, each of them contributes useful
information. The essence of the strategy that we
propose is that of convergence of evidence: if the
scores from these different sources converge, then
we can be reasonably confident that we are mak-
ing a meaningful and reliable measurement.
However, if the different scores do not match, at
least one of the scores involves a distortion due
to some factor.

If there is a difference of more than one point
along the five-point scale, we suggest a closer
scrutiny. We cannot tell on a prior grounds which
score is problematic. We have to look at the to-
tality of the information and make an informed
guess about which of the scores involves distor-
tion. In other words, we have to do it on a case-
by-case basis. As a general procedure for deal-
ing with such conflicts, we suggest that the Head
of Department makes a recommendation on the
basis of a careful examination of all the informa-
tion available, and the establishment committee
reviews the recommendation.

Ongoing Revision
The design and implementation of Student Feed-
back, Peer Review and Portfolio of Teaching
should be reviewed every three years, and revised
if necessary.
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The Proposed Student Feedback Questionnaire

The purpose of this feedback questionnaire is to gather information on your learning experience,
as well as your responses to the course and the teacher(s). Please think of these questions as
eliciting your subjective perceptions on various aspects of the course and the teachers involved in
the course. The information you provide will be useful to your teachers as well as to the University
in the ongoing efforts to enhance the quality of education at NUS. The data you provide will be
treated as confidential.

The feedback consists of two parts: Part I covers your response to the teachers (lecturers, seminar
facilitators, tutors and instructors) of the course, while Part II covers your response to the course as
a whole. For each individual teacher, you should fill a separate form under Part I.

Part I Feedback on Teachers

Teacher’s Name: …………………………………………………………...................…

Circle one: Lecturer / Tutor / Instructor / others (please specify) ……...........………

Section A Specific Questions: Quantitative

Circle one of the options. [1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly
agree.] If the question is not relevant to the course, circle “x” ( x = not applicable, not relevant).

1. The teacher has helped me understand how the knowledge provided in the course can be
applied in various situations.

2. The teacher has helped me increase my thinking ability.

3. The teacher explains difficult concepts well.

4. The teacher has aroused/increased my interest in the subject.

5. The teacher shows commitment to teaching.

6. The teacher is available for consultation.

7. The teacher encourages student participation in class.
[Note: This question may not be relevant to large classes, for instance, a class with more than 50 students.]

Section B Overall Perception: Quantitative

Circle one of the options. [1=poor; 2=unsatisfactory; 3=satisfactory; 4=good; 5=excellent.]

8. What is your overall perception of this teacher’s quality of teaching?

Section C Qualitative

Answer the questions in the space provided under each question:

9. What do you think are (a) the strengths and (b) the weaknesses of the teacher?

10. What improvements would you suggest?
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Part II Feedback on the Course as a Whole

Write your comments in the space provided.

1. Please comment on the value/usefulness of the knowledge and/or abilities you acquired
by taking this course.

2. To what degree has the course enhanced your ability to think critically and/or independ-
ently?

3. Do you think there is adequate integration of lectures and other teaching activities such
as tutorials, assignments, projects, tests, etc.?

4. Do you have any additional comments on this course in terms of its strengths, weak-
nesses, or possible improvements?

The Proposed Peer Review Checklist

This checklist consists of a quantitative part and a qualitative part. The quantitative part
yields a numerical score that corresponds to an overall evaluation of the teaching quality.
The qualitative part provides feedback to the teacher and verbal evaluation not covered by
the qualitative part.

Part I Evaluation of Classroom Teaching

1. Quantitative Evaluation

This part will be evaluated on a five-point scale: 5 = excellent; 4 = very good; 3 = satisfactory; 2 =
unsatisfactory; 1 = poor. For items on which there is no information to base the judgement, and items that
you consider not relevant/applicable, write “x”.

1. Effectiveness of the classroom activity in facilitating learning.
(Please make an overall estimate on the basis of the following considerations: Is the teacher simply
reading aloud written lectures without additional elaboration? Could the purpose have been served
better by making available to students copies of the written lecture? If the lecture is based on a
textbook or article, would it have been better to require students to read the material and come
prepared for a discussion?)

2. Effectiveness of the classroom activities in achieving the intended aims/objectives of
the course.
(“Aim” = what the teacher aims to teach in the course; “objective” = what the teacher expects the
students to be able to do at the end, as a result of the learning facilitated by the course.)

3. Degree of interaction facilitated by the teacher.
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4. Quality of teacher’s exposition.
(Please make an overall estimate on the basis of considerations such as clarity of explanation, whether
or not the examples and analogies are appropriate and interesting, sequencing of items, etc.)

5. Quality of teacher’s delivery.
(Please make an overall estimate on the basis of the following considerations: clarity and audibility of
voice, pitch variations to avoid monotony, eye contact, and appropriate use of audiovisual aids includ-
ing IT.)

6. Teacher’s knowledge of the subject matter in relation to the content and aims/objec-
tives of the course.

2. Qualitative Evaluation

Attach extra sheets.

7. What are the main strengths and weaknesses of the course (given the external con-
straints not under the teacher’s control)?

8. Do you have any comments or suggestions for improvement not covered by (1)-(7)?

Part II Evaluation of the Curriculum

This part is necessary only for candidates who are being considered for promotion. In the
case of courses which are being taught by a team, consider only the candidate’s contribution.

1. Quantitative Evaluation

This part will be evaluated on a five-point scale, with values assigned as follows: 5 = excellent; 4 = very
good; 3 = satisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 1 = poor. For items on which there is no information to base the
judgement on, and items that you consider not relevant/inapplicable, write “x”.

A. Course Objectives/Aims and Syllabus

(If the objectives and/or syllabus were formulated by someone other than the teacher being ap-
praised, write “x”.)

1. Clarity of the statement of course aims/objectives. For instance, has it been made
clear to the learners what they should know at the end of the course and what they
should be able to do?
(“Aim” = what the teacher aims to teach in the course; “objective” = what the teacher expects the
students to be able to do at the end, as a result of the learning facilitated by the course.)

2. Relevance and value of the items in the syllabus in terms of discipline specific
goals.

3. Relevance and value of the items in the course objectives/aims to the overall
goals of the subject (or university-level goals, as the case may be).

4. Relevance of the syllabus to the course objectives/aims.

B. Teaching Materials

5. Adequacy and usefulness of the teaching materials (handouts, readings,
videotapes, web pages, CD-ROMs, etc) for the learning required in the course.
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C. Assessment

Continuous Assessment and Tutorials

6. Overall value of the exercises (e.g. essays, tutorial
exercises, assignments, quizzes, and projects) as
learning experiences for students (as opposed to,
e.g., reproduction of material in the readings) and
as means of student assessment.

7. Evidence of useful feedback from the teacher on
student performance (on the basis of information
gathered from students, and samples of corrected
student work).

Final Examination

8. Appropriateness of the questions with respect to
the knowledge content and skills and abilities
specified in the course objectives/aims and sylla-
bus.

9. Overall quality of the design of the questions.
Make an overall estimate on the basis of considerations
such as (a) their discriminatory ability, (b) balance of easy
and challenging questions, and (c) measures taken to guard
against potential regurgitation, (d) the thinking ability being
probed into in the questions, etc.

D. General

10. Overall quality of the course with respect to ad-
equacy and depth of knowledge content.

11. Overall quality of the course with respect to its abil-
ity to develop the ability to think independently.

12. Overall quality of the course with respect to its value
in instilling independent life-long learning, with
qualities such as openness of mind, willingness to
doubt and question, intellectual curiosity, and joy
of learning.

2. Qualitative Evaluation

Attach extra sheets.

13. What are the main strengths and weaknesses of the
course (given the external constraints not under the
control of the teacher)?

14. Do you have any comments or suggestions for im-
provement not covered by (1)-(13)?
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Further suggestions, comments and feedback on the above
issues may be sent to Daphne Pan at cdthead@nus.edu.sg.
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