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Departmental Teaching Evaluation 
Report (DTER) 

Overview 

Prior to the 2012 updates to the McMaster University Revised Policy and Regulations with 
Respect to Academic Appointment, Tenure and Promotion (referred to as the “Yellow 
document”); this report was referred to as Section 6 - Peer Teaching Evaluation Report (or 
informally the “DEC letter”).  This report was usually written by the DEC and provided a brief 
overview of the candidate’s educational contributions for the period under review.  The T&P 
dossier also contained a separate section (Section 5) for student teaching evaluations (i.e. 
teaching tables).    

The 2012 policy update removes the requirement to include the tables in the submitted T&P 
dossier; however, this information needs be collected as the Departmental Teaching Evaluation 
Report (DTER) is expected to contain a summary table.  The DTER is now Section 4 of the T&P 
Dossier. 

The current policy suggests that each Faculty Member maintain a teaching portfolio (and/or a 
clinical activities portfolio when applicable).  The DEC and Chair should encourage the use of 
these portfolios as the information found in the portfolio’s executive summary can be 
repurposed by the candidate into their Candidate’s Statement which is required for the T&P 
dossier.  As well, the executive summary is a valuable source of information to assist in writing 
the DTER.   

Note: While the information contained in the portfolio is helpful in writing the DTER and 
Candidate’s Statement, the portfolio itself does not form part of the submitted T&P dossier. 

The current policy has broadened the scope of this evaluation report (from “Peer” to 
“Department”) and the DTER can contain information which may be outside the scope of the 
DEC’s role (i.e. references to previous career review discussions). In these cases, the DEC should 
provide the Chair with all information that s/he has compiled and the Chair will draft the final 
DTER.  

The candidate is provided with a copy of the final DTER and has the option to respond to the 
report.  The candidate can sign off that s/he agrees with the content or s/he can provide a 
response detailing anything that s/he feels is incorrect/incomplete.  This response is included as 
Section 5 of the T&P Dossier. 
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Writing the DTER 

 

Ideally the Departmental submission should be 2-3 pages in length and should include 

information organized into the sections below: 

Outline of discussion of annual career reviews & other meetings 

This section should include general information regarding the candidate’s accomplishments and 

whether mutually agreed upon goals and expectations have been achieved. 

For candidates who have had issues meeting expectations, these issues should be addressed in 

this section – i.e. note any deficiencies that have been discussed with the candidate during 

annual reviews or other meetings, the plans in place to correct these and the outcome. You can 

reference correspondence sent to the candidate and include the dates etc. 

Note – if there were minor problems that were addressed and are no longer relevant – you do 

not need to go into this in great detail.  You will however, want to provide details and reference 

other documents when the problem is ongoing and/or unresolved.  

Observations from peers' visits to lectures/ teaching  

Per SPS B1 - Sound evaluation of teaching mandates evaluation by multiple people, on 

multiple occasions and in multiple contexts. The product of the evaluation process will not be a 

uniform document, rather teaching is complex and the product of evaluation of teaching may 

also be complex. Faculty members use a variety of pedagogies and work with students in 

multiple settings with multiple aids. For this reason, departmental evaluation cannot take the 

form of a single classroom visit, or an opinion expressed by a single individual after review of a 

single component of teaching, for research has shown that this method of evaluating teaching is 

unreliable. Instead, departmental evaluation must adhere to the principles of involving more 

than one evaluator and more than one site or occasion of evaluation. 

Note – Departments, together with educational programs, will need to determine how best to 

implement this direct peer review.  Once policies have been developed and implemented, the 

DTER should include an overview of discussions with peers who have directly observed teaching 

activities.   
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Significant Contributions 

This section should be the most detailed and would include information relating to as many of 

the following as are relevant: 

o Significant contributions to the curriculum. 

o Significant contributions to the development of course materials 

o Significant contributions in Clinical Scholarly Activities  

o Significant participation in pedagogical discussions with students, colleagues, etc. 

o Evidence of incorporation of some form of formative evaluation in courses and evidence of 

response to the concerns of students 

o Candidate’s teaching philosophy and how this is realized.  

Student Evaluations of Teaching 

This section should at minimum contain information on the candidate’s evaluations and where 
this ranks the candidate among his/her peers.  There must be a reference to the common 
question “Overall for this course, what is your opinion of the effectiveness of the instructor” 
but more information can be provided if relevant (i.e. ranking on other questions, comparison 
of effectiveness against others in Department or against others teaching in same program).   
 
As well, a table of evaluation results would be included.  Note this is not the same as the 
multiple tables that were provided under the previous rules.  This table would include the 
following information where appropriate and available:  Course number (or Role in UG/PG), 
enrollment, response rate, the candidate’s score (on common question), and means/medians 
of scores across the department (for comparison).  This table would include at least the past 5 
years but ideally would include all information for the period under review. 
 

As the requirements for providing the common question and tabling the results have recently 

changed, it is understood that the next 2-3 years will be a transition period.  However, once the 

information is readily available, this data will need to be provided in the University mandated 

format.   

Summary statement 

Briefly summarize (i.e. one paragraph) the above information and clearly state whether or not 

all expectations have been met. 
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Executive Summaries 

When a candidate is being considered for re-appointment, permanence, tenure or promotion the 
teaching portfolio will be reviewed at the department level, and the department will construct a 
departmental report, incorporating the elements of the Executive Summary that capture the 
substance of activities.  

Description of information to be recorded in the Executive Summaries of the Portfolios1  

Information to be provided Source of Information 

Description of responsibilities and mechanism 
of evaluation.   

 

The source documents for this description are available 
to the Department through the appointment/ 
reappointment letters, as well as Annual Career Review 
letters, R4s, letters from DEC, etc.  

Description of teaching approach/philosophy.  

Description of teaching practice, including 
examples of how the approach/philosophy has 
been realized, or how teaching has been 
adapted to unusual conditions. 

In FHS, this information would be used to write the 
Candidate’s Statement  

Description of contributions to teaching, i.e. 
course design, publications and research on 
teaching and learning, presentations on 
teaching and learning, professional 
development, educational leadership, reports 
on issues pertaining to teaching and learning. 

This information would be available on the CV and 
would be used in the Candidate’s Statement. 

Complete details of responses to the 
summative question in the students’ ratings of 
all courses taught over the past five years.  

Per the guidelines – this information is provided by the 
Chair (or educational program) to the individual.  

It is the responsibility of the Department Chair to 
provide all instructors with contextual data for all the 
courses given in each term. 

Note:  This is a work in progress and details will 
improve each year as more information becomes 
available.  

Outline of Clinical Scholarly Activities This information would be available on the CV and 
would be used in the Candidate’s Statement. 

Note: As of 2013, forward the Faculty Database (i.e. 
“STAR”) will contain an area for Clinical educators to 
track these activities and faculty and Departments will 
be able to run reports which show these contributions. 

                                                           
1
 From SPS B2 – Teaching Portfolios and SPS B3 – Clinical Activities Portfolio 
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Sample of evaluation table to be included in DTER 

Overall for this course, what is your opinion of the effectiveness of the instructor 
Year Program Course Enrollment Response Rate Mean Median Standard 

Deviation 

        
        
        

Year:  Academic year that contributions took place 
Program: Educational Program where the contribution is made – i.e. Undergraduate Nursing, BHSc, HRM, etc  
Course:   Assigned Course name i.e. BHSc-1A06 or for UG and PG – these would be names of roles i.e. Supervisor, Block Elective. 
Enrollment:   For non-medical courses this would be the enrollment number as per the Registrar.   
Response rate: % of enrolled students that responded 

Overall Departmental Effectiveness Scores: 
Year Program/Course Mean Median 

    
    
    

Year:   Academic year that contributions took place 
Program/Course:   For Departmental Scores there may be times when program effectiveness scores are more helpful than course 

effectiveness scores.  The most useful score should be provided.  (I.e. if a course is only ever taught by one faculty 
member – comparing the faculty member against him/herself is not useful – ranking the faculty member against other 
department members contributing to the same educational program is a much more useful measure).  In this case – you 
would also want to include the candidate’s overall effectiveness scale.  

Mean:     Mean of all department members’ scores for program/course 
Median:    Median of all department members’ scores for program/course 
 


