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The Peer Review process was previously
developed and facilitated by Dr. Stephen
Loftus. The current model of peer review at

the OUWB School of Medicine began as a
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provide formative and constructive feedback
for OUWBSOM faculty.

Peer Review pairs a neutral observer with an
OUWBSOM faculty member. Faculty
participation is optional but highly
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PROGRAM EVALUATION

The current evaluation process for peer review involves
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Note: Peer Review is only available only for

informal pre- and post-observation conversations after
feedback has been provided to the faculty member. Those
pre- and post-sessions allow both parties to confer on
specific goals for the process and to determine how best
to proceed moving forward. Faculty can also provide
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We also collect aggregate data on the total number of
participants, courses associated with participation, and direct
engagement time with participants; since August 2023,
eleven instructors have participated across nine dif
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n narrative feedback, faculty reported a number of reasons
for participating with many noting they had found it valuable
previously. Most indicated that they had or planned to use
their participation as part of their application

for promotion
and/or tenure. Finally, most respondents believe the program
should be continued and even expanded for other teaching
modalities.

Peer review is currently available for large lectures, small
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