
Department of Architecture/Building Economics/Town and Country Planning  
Faculty of Architecture, University of Moratuwa

The University Academic Policy, together with the quality assurance practice of the Faculty of Architecture, requires regular peer review of delivery methods of lecturers used by members of internal and external academic staff. The Department invites the “internal teaching staff” of the Department to comment on lectures delivered by internal/external staff.  

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect your perception of lectures delivered by the staff and thus contribute to improve the quality of teaching for more effective and meaningful students’ learning outcomes. Please complete the following items after attending lecturer sessions agreed upon with respective staff member. 
(to be completed by the reviewer) 
1.
a). Name of the Lecturer
:…………………………………………………


b). Subject Module Number 
: ………………………………………………..

2.
Degree Program

: B Arch (Hons), B Sc (QS), B.Sc (FM), B SC (TCP), B Des
3.
Academic Year


: ………………………………………………..

4.
Date



: ……………………………………………….

Indicate your assessment by a tick, on the scale of One (1) to Five (5), with 5 being HIGH, 
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Instructional Method
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Appropriateness of teaching method to achieve the objectives
2.  Structure and flow of presentation 
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
	
	
	
	
	

	Delivery
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Commencement (strategy  adopted to start the lecture)
	
	
	
	
	

	4.  Evidence of preparations prior to  the lecture
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  Definition of learning outcomes
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Clarity of presentation
	
	
	
	
	

	7.  Visibility of presentation material
	
	
	
	
	

	8.  Emphasis of significant issues 
	
	
	
	
	

	9.  Summary and what next
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Direction towards references and reading materials
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
	
	
	
	
	

	Teaching media and its content
	
	
	
	
	

	11.  Use of effective media/instructional material 
	
	
	
	
	

	12.  Relevance of material/notes to the context of learning outcome
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Effective use of time
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
	
	
	
	
	

	Personal Qualities
	
	
	
	
	

	14.  Confidence of the lecturer 
	
	
	
	
	

	15.  Creativity of the presentation manner
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
	
	
	
	
	


	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Dialogue with students
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Student-lecturer interaction during presentation
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Response to students’ questions and contribution
	
	
	
	
	

	Comments
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
	
	
	
	
	

	     S   u   m   m   a   r   y

	18. Overall assessment of the lecturer in dealing  

      with students and subject matter,   
	
	
	
	
	

	Further comment, in respect to above and any shortcoming in the facilities available in lecture rooms 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….

……………………………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………………………………

The success of the process mainly depends on the mutual understanding between lecturer and observer. This should not be considered as an evaluation or a fault finding process. The results of this exercise cannot be published or use for any purpose without proper approval of the two academics involved. After the exercise is completed it should be informed to the Head of the Department of the lecturer.
Name of the reviewer – usually the moderator of the examination paper

…………………………………………..

………………………………………

Signature of Reviewer
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rajapaksha_upendra@yahoo.com  

QAA


Quality Assurance Architecture





Staff peer review of lecturers 


DRAFT April 07, 2011














Quality Assurance Cell, Faculty of Architecture, University of Moratuwa 

