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Chapter I: Executive Summary

A joint committee to evaluate and recommend a new online system for conducting student
evaluations of teaching was empaneled and charged with reviewing and assessing both in-house
and outsourced options for conducting online teaching evaluations, paying particular attention to
effectiveness, feasibility, cost and administrative efficiency.

The committee began this effort by looking at the long and often cutting edge history of the
evaluation of teaching since the formation of the USFFA over 35 years ago. In that time several
instruments were used leading to the current SUMMA pencil and paper system in use for the past
decade (Ch I11).

The pencil and paper system, while efficient for its manual type, is a great burden on the
administration and staff because of the volume of forms that are manually handled.

An online system would eliminate the manual handling of forms so evaluation and experiences
in online systems were sought and obtained from the literature and from several other
universities who have adapted such systems. From their experience several advantages to an
online system were noted from lower cost to the more rapid availability of results (Ch IV).

The second step in the process was to survey the USF faculty on key questions about the current
system and acceptance of an online system. The results of that survey (Ch V) confirmed the
faculty’s perceived need for a change in the system and an acceptance of that changed system
being online.

Satisfied that an online system could be used at this University, the committee next examined the
topic of measuring effective teaching. The result of that consideration was the development of an
approach to assessing teaching effectiveness around four constructs elaborated in Ch VI:

a. Instructional Delivery
b. Instructional Design

c. Student Engagement

d. Student Learning

The final step (Ch VII) was to evaluate three vendors who had been identified in the experience
of the several other universities with whom online evaluation was discussed. The three vendors
(and their products) evaluated were Scantron (ClassClimate), CollegeNet (What-Do-Y ou-Think,
WDYT) and ConnectEdu (CoursEval).

CollegeNet’s WDYT was the most favored by the committee under the criteria specified in the
mandate (effectiveness, feasibility, cost and administrative efficiency). It was also concluded that
the new system could be fully implemented by the start of the 2014/15 Academic Year allowing
sufficient time to develop and test the items measuring the constructs, installing the WDYT
system within the campus procedures and for faculty acceptance.
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Chapter I1: Charge to the Committee

The University of San Francisco (USF) and the University of San Francisco Faculty Association
(USFFA) were asked by the Provost to establish a joint committee to evaluate and recommend a
new online system for conducting student evaluations of teaching. The committee was charged
with reviewing and assessing both in-house and outsourced options for conducting online
teaching evaluations, paying particular attention to effectiveness, feasibility, cost and
administrative efficiency. An invitation was sent to individuals on campus thought to have
expertise in student evaluations as follows:

“The University and USFFA are designating a joint committee to evaluate and
recommend a new online system for conducting faculty teaching

evaluations. We'd like to ask you to serve on the committee, which will be co-
chaired by Associate Professor Ed Munnich (Psychology Department), and
Professor Mike Webber, Dean, School of Management and former Associate Vice
Provost for Academic Effectiveness.

The committee charge is to review and evaluate both in-house and outsourced
options for conducting online teaching evaluations, in regard to effectiveness,
feasibility, cost, and administrative efficiency. The committee will provide a
report on the options and recommend a teaching evaluation system to the
University and USFFA.”1

Committee Members

Chairs:
Edward Munnich (co-Chair) Michael J. Webber (co-Chair)
Associate Professor of Psychology Dean School of Management
College of Arts and Sciences
Faculty:
Robert Burns Paul Lorton
Professor School of Education Professor School of Management
Mary Ellene Egan RSM Rick Roberts
Assistant Professor School of Nursing Adjunct Professor of Music and Rhetoric and
Composition College of Arts and Sciences
Susanne Hoelscher (Served since 8/10/11)

Adjunct Professor of Modern and Classical
Languages College of Arts and Sciences
(Served through 8/10/11)

Administration:
John Bansavich Bill Murry
Director Center for Instruction and Technology Director of Student Learning Assurance
Office of Academic Affairs
Robert Bromfield
Assistant Dean and University Registrar
Academic and Enrollment Services

1 Committee charge from Provost Jennifer Turpin and Elliot Neaman, President USFFA 9/22/2010
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Chapter I11: Evaluation of Instruction

Evaluation refers to the process of assessing the quality of attributes of things. In educational
settings, there are two broad purposes of educational evaluation: a) accountability and b)
instructional monitoring. Accountability refers to determining the quality of educational
institutions, programs, and individuals. Typically such assessments are summative in nature,
occur over longer periods of time, and done in such a way as to withstand legal challenges.
Instructional monitoring, on the other hand, refers to the process of assessing how well
instruction has been implemented. Typically such assessments are more frequent, more
formative in the sense of providing feedback for course improvement, and are done in situations
where quick turn-around time is important.

Both these purposes are inherent in university student course evaluation systems. Accountability
is the underlying purpose for the summary statements of students’ views of an instructor and
course that are typically used as part of faculty yearly evaluation, as well as some of the evidence
faculty provide about teaching for tenure and promotion decisions. Instructional monitoring
occurs when faculty receive timely feedback about students’ views of the instructor and course.

While teaching has been one of the three pillars of the faculty role at USF since its founding, the
systematic evaluation of teaching performance only began with the advent of the Faculty
Association and the collective bargaining agreement (CBA) with the University’s administration.

“The requirement of student evaluations in all courses, and their mandatory role
in Promotion/Tenure, was proposed by the USFFA in 1975 or possibly ‘76—the
first (or second) collective bargaining agreement. Our intention was to try to make
P&T [promotion and tenure] assessment in some way objective, rational, partly
quantifiable.”2

Beginning with the earliest CBA, in 1977,3 evaluation of instruction via a student-completed
“descriptionnaire” was a part of the promotion and tenure process. The earliest instrument
“named in the CBA was the Hildebrand-Wilson-Dienst (HWD), generated at Berkeley and UC
Davis.”4 The appended sections from the CBA from 1989 to 1994 name this instrument and a
sample of the form is included in Appendix A.

Sometime before the drafting of the 1998 to 2003 CBA, the HWD was replaced by the IDEA
instrument (see Appendix C), which was in use until replaced by the SUMMA (see Appendix
D).

The University of San Francisco adopted the IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction System
(published by Kansas State University) in 1994. However, faculty voiced a number of concerns
about the instrument, many of which were expressed in the IDEA Joint Workgroup Report of

2 Communication from Alan Heineman.

3 “The Union proposed a teaching evaluation and the University accepted it and it’s been a part of the agreement
since 1977 or 1978,” communication from Michael Lehmann.

4 Heineman, op. cit.
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September 2000. This group (another joint committee between the University and USFFA) was
critical of the IDEA, and the minutes of their meetings indicate that faculty in the Sciences and
Business were particularly aggrieved and even contemplated using alternative instruments.

Among the key concerns of the faculty at that time were the following:

1. The results of the evaluation of individual faculty were difficult to understand or use for
purposes of improving teaching.

2. The IDEA system did not adequately reflect different class structures, e.g., seminars,
laboratories, clinical experiences, internships, etc.

3. The “long form” version of the instrument was too long and was not always readily
intelligible to the students.

4. There was a perception that the results could be manipulated by the individual faculty
member’s selection of objectives on Faculty Information Form.

5. There were administrative concerns about the unpredictability of the return of the final
results and the unresponsiveness of the developers to USF’s specific concerns.
(These concerns were among the many recorded in the USFFA Policy Board minutes of

September 22, 1999.)>

After looking at a number of alternatives, the joint committee recommended that the University
use the Student Opinion of Teaching (SUMMA). In the opinion of the committee, the SUMMA
evaluation instrument had the following advantages:

1. It was a standardized system that provided comparative data within and across
departments and schools/colleges.

2. It was more likely than other instruments to provide “reliable, valid and defensible data”
as well as information about student learning that could be used to improve teaching
effectiveness.

3. The instrument seemed to be sensitive to the evaluation of various pedagogical
approaches in different classroom settings (seminar, lab, clinical, etc.).

> IDEA forms

"Buccheri said that there is some concern among faculty in the School of Nursing that adjusted scores always seem
to be adjusted downward. The Dean in the School of Nursing spoke to the faculty about this issue during a faculty
meeting on Monday and explained that the scores were now being compared only with similar nursing courses,
resulting in the downward adjustment. Egan said that the major course evaluations tend to be adjusted down
(nursing students have a high desire to take nursing courses). At the same time, GEC course evaluations tend to be
adjusted up (the students indicating that that do not want to take another class in the field). Stump noted that in his
GEC courses, the adjustment does not make up for low scores. Castro said that in A&S, the raw scores are provided
to faculty. Heineman reminded us that the instrument was revised in Fall 1998 to include space for

comments. Castro said that in A&S, the faculty must go to the Dean's office to obtain copies of the

comments. Mitchell had concerns about being able to recognize student handwriting--even when seeing these
comments after a course has ended. A number of questions came up relative to the instrument: 1. Do faculty get to
see raw forms? -Is this appropriate? If so, the wording of the student announcement should be changed. 2. Is it
appropriate for faculty to view written comments without having them typed first? Ultimately faculty should be
informed about what is available (for example, long form, short form, space for prose, and how to obtain a copy of
the comments), and perhaps suggest that faculty use the short form and a supplemental instrument of their own
design if they so desire. Muenk reported that the Subcommittee on the IDEA is making progress and that he will
bring these additional issues back to the Committee.
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4. The survey was easy to understand and could be easily administered within an acceptable
time frame without the need for “excessive faculty background information.”

5. The committee thought that SUMMA was more likely to give timely and intelligible
feedback to faculty than other instruments.

The process of replacing the IDEA with the SUMMA is documented somewhat by Side Letter M
— Joint Committee to review the IDEA agreed to on July 29, 1998 (see Appendix A). Parallel
administrations of the IDEA and SUMMA were carried out in Fall 2000. In Spring 2001,
according to the USFFA Policy Board Minutes of May 9, 2001, the SUMMA was preferred and
replaced the IDEA. ©

The SUMMA evaluation system was implemented in Fall 2000. While it has generally been
successful, there have been some concerns about the instrument itself, its administrative cost, and
the timelines of feedback to the faculty.

6 Minutes, May 9, 2001

IDEA-SUMMA questionnaire. Ted announced that the initial results of the survey indicated an overwhelming
preference for the SUMMA instrument, though the number of respondents (45) was quite low. The IDEA committee
will await final results of the survey on Friday May 11 and a reminder will be sent out to all faculty. The PB will
send out an official, anonymous ballot, since this issue will ultimately lead to a change in the contract. It was moved
to recommend the replacement of the IDEA by SUMMA, subject to final ratification by the membership. There was
some further discussion about how a change from IDEA to SUMMA would affect the tenure and promotion process.
Alan responded that it is very difficult to tell what the impact will be in the future. A general discussion ensued
about the relative weaknesses and strengths of both instruments. It was felt that student evaluations are in
themselves problematic, with no good solution to the problem in sight as long as evaluations are contractually part
of the tenure and promotion procedure. The motion passed 12-1.
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Chapter IV: Moving to an Online Teaching Evaluation System.

Many universities have moved or are moving to an online teaching evaluation system in recent
years, spurred on perhaps by the significant advantages of such a system. Among those moving
toward web-based systems for administering course evaluations are the University of Illinois,
University of lowa, University of Michigan, Michigan State University, University of
Minnesota, Northwestern University, Santa Clara University, Sacramento State University, Ohio
State University, Pennsylvania State University and the University of Wisconsin.

The literature on moving to an online format identifies many of the advantages and
disadvantages (see for example Anderson, McCain, & Bird, 2005; Anderson and Bird, 2005;
Sorenson and Reiner, 2003; Miller, 1987; Kronholm, Wisher, Curnow, & Poker, 1999;
Donmeyer, Baum, Hanna, & Chapman, 2004). Among the most pertinent reasons given for
moving to web-based systems are that they:

1. Free up class time for instruction.

2. Provide students with more time to complete the evaluation and thereby raises the
possibility of more thoughtful responses (particularly on open-ended questions).

3. Faster turnaround makes results available more quickly, enabling the faculty to use the

data for course improvement.

Reduce institutional costs for paper, printing, distribution, collection, and storage.

Cut administrative costs associated with the written evaluation, particularly in terms of

administrative time.

6. Offer greater flexibility since departments and individual faculty would be able to add
their own questions.

7. Increase flexibility in terms of accessing reports, generating different types of reports,
and making reports available to appropriate persons.

8. Easily adapt to web-based systems.

9. Give all students the opportunity to respond, not just those who attend on a particular
day.

10. Reduce paper waste.

11. Reduce inappropriate teacher influence on in-class student evaluation instrument
delivery.

12. Is preferred by students over paper surveys.

13. Enhance anonymity of student responses.

SRR

Nonetheless, there are some challenges:

1. Online evaluations tend to have a lower response rate than paper and pencil evaluations.

2. Students and faculty must be reassured that the online system is truly anonymous.

3. Concerns about who might have access to the data must be addressed, especially if the
online evaluation is an in-house instrument.

4. Many fear that students will not take the online evaluation as seriously or will discuss
their ratings with others before the evaluation is completed.

5. For the online teaching evaluation to work, students must have access to computers and
must be assured that the online system is reliable and usable.
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6. There may be resistance associated with changing from a long-established practice of
using paper and pencil and moving to an online system.

While there are many potential benefits to switching to online teaching evaluations, the rest of
this section will explore some of the challenges in greater depth.

One of the principal objections to switching to online teaching evaluations is that the student
response rates are low. Most of the literature suggests that students have lower response rates to
online teaching evaluations than in-class paper evaluations unless special steps are taken to
encourage or compel their participation. While paper and pencil evaluations report response rates
of around 70-75%, online response rates have hovered around 40-44%, with some as low as 29%
(see Avery, et al, 2009; Dommeyer, et al, 2004; Robinson, et al, 2004; Johnson 2003). There is
of course no predetermined level for acceptable response rates, but both students and faculty
need to be assured that response rates are sufficient to minimize sampling error and that there
should be no difference between the kinds of students who do and do not respond. However,
other studies have been more encouraging, indicating that the response rates to an online format
do not undermine either reliability or validity. Moreover, a number of top research universities
(including Harvard, Northwestern, Berkeley, Stanford, VVanderbilt and Yale) have moved
successfully to online evaluation instruments, with response rates of 70-85%.

Each of these institutions identified various strategies to enhance response rates. Among the
more successful strategies were:

Frequent emails to students encouraging them to complete the evaluations.
Adequate information, advertising and publicity about the new system upon start-up.
Students are entered into a lottery when they complete their course evaluations.
Students can see their grades online only after they have completed their course
evaluations.

5. A student can view the student ratings compiled for other courses only if he or she has
completed the evaluations for all of his or her own courses from the past semester.
Helping students understand the importance of completing the evaluations.

Sending emails to non-respondents during evaluation period.

8. Faculty involvement in communicating with students about the need to complete the
evaluations.

ApwnhE

~No

The other major concern about online evaluations concerns its effect on student ratings — are
the scores on particular items consistent between online and paper evaluations? Most of the
evidence seems to suggest that there are no significant differences between online and paper
evaluations (see for example Johnson, 2003; Dommeyer, et al, 2004; Hardy, 2003; Kulik 2005;
Heath, et al, 2007). Some concerns have also been raised about student confidentiality, though
these can be addressed in more concrete ways by the vendors and by in-house Information
Technology Services (ITS). It is of course imperative that no unique identifying information for
the student be stored with the student’s responses for a course. In this respect, confidentiality
might be better served by having an off-campus vendor so no information is stored on campus. It
is interesting to note that one of the unintended consequences of switching to online evaluations
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is that many studies have reported that students are more likely to add written comments to their
evaluations — one study found that students provided up to five times more commentary online
(Hardy 2003).

Based upon the literature, it would seem reasonable to draw the following conclusions that
online evaluation systems provide:

Significant cost savings to utilizing an online system.

Faster availability of feedback to faculty with greater reporting flexibility.

More student written comments.

Ability to append additional questions.

Potential to have at least the same if not higher response rates.

No significant difference between students’ ratings between online evaluations and paper
evaluations.

U~ wn P
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Chapter V: Methodology

Our committee employed several methods for determining
1. what constructs USF’s teaching evaluation system should measure, and
2. what online evaluation tools are available to elicit this information.

To address point 1, we reviewed the scholarly literature on what constructs are predictive of
teaching effectiveness (see Chapter VIII: Bibliography); we surveyed the USF faculty on its
expectations for teaching evaluation (see Faculty Survey section below); and members of our
committee attended the Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System Conference in
Nashville, TN, last spring to learn about the latest work and best practices (see Faculty
Evaluation Conference section below). As a result of this process, we arrived at the constructs
discussed in Chapter 6 of this report. To address point 2, we solicited potential vendors, had
phone conferences, and read materials from the most promising systems (see Selection of
Vendors section below). As a result of this process we arrived at a list of possible vendors, and
we discuss the pros and cons of each in Chapter 7 of this report.

A. Faculty Survey

In the Fall 2010 the committee discussed ways in which we should begin to determine the
constructs related to teaching effectiveness. It was decided at the time to vet this question with
USF faculty along with gathering additional related perceptions about the new faculty evaluation
process. The “Survey” (see Appendix F) requested input from faculty concerning the new
student-to-faculty evaluation system that would potentially replace the current SUMMA system
and be administered online. Several questions dealt with perceptions of the current evaluation
system, perceptions of the overarching construct of teaching effectiveness as a primary focus,
and the implementation of an online system. In addition there was some demographic
information to parcel out aggregate implications for specific groups.

Next, the survey requested responses to a series of open-ended questions having to do with
factors important to faculty that should be evaluated, aspects of the SUMMA that should be
retained, implications of online evaluations, and other considerations that faculty would be
willing to share about faculty evaluations in general. Faculty had approximately three weeks to
respond to our request for feedback. At the end of this period, analysis of the survey results
began and was reported back to the committee.

1. Survey analysis and findings

Survey analysis was conducted utilizing generally accepted practices in the social sciences for
obtaining statistically quantifiable results. The statistical software used for analysis was IBM-
SPSS Statistics software for both qualitative and quantitative analytics. The most recent software
version was utilized. While these analyses were not meant to be predictive, it was decided to
report back only perceptual frequencies for ease of interpretation. Qualitative data was parceled
into meaningful categories and translated also into quantitative relative frequencies. General
findings regarding the demographics we collected are as follows.
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The overall make-up of the sample population with approximately 235 (25% N=954) faculty
members responding to our request for feedback was: 118 (51.8% n=228) were female and 127
(54.3% n=234) were full-time. All schools and colleges were represented in the sample with the
largest proportion being in Arts & Sciences at 148 (63.5% n=233). Of the responding faculty,
167 (71.4% n=234) taught undergraduates and 103 (43.8% n=235) have worked 5 or fewer years
at USF. A small proportion of the responding full-time faculty considered themselves term
faculty at 20 (15.6% n=127), and of the responding part-time faculty 30 (28.0% n=107) were
PSP members. It was determined that the sample received was a fair representation of the
percentages in the total USF population (N=954), e.g., 48.7% female and 42% full-time.
Additional disaggregated sample data are available in Appendix G).

In addition to the above, faculty were asked their opinion regarding the retention of the current
SUMMA system and the primary focus of a new teaching evaluation system. A large segment of
the faculty 129 (87.2% n=148 responses), felt that the current SUMMA system for evaluating
faculty should be eliminated, or retained but with changes. An overwhelming number of faculty
indicated that the overarching construct of teaching effectiveness should be the primary focus
157 (89.7% n=175 responses) but with some additional foci 92 (52.6% n=175 responses).
Finally, 122 (77.7% n=157 responses) of the faculty indicated that an online evaluation system
would be a viable solution for getting evaluation results back to faculty more quickly than with
the current SUMMA paper-and-pencil approach.

2. Disaggregation of results

Disaggregation of the results along demographic characteristics was also performed with the
following summary results. Three primary questions which were the focus of the disaggregation
were posed:

a. Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system we should retain with
regards to the type or form of questions that are asked?

b. Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the teaching
effectiveness of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe this should continue to
be our primary focus for considering a new evaluation system?

c. The committee is considering moving to a total online survey system for the mode of the
survey. Do you believe this to be a viable approach if, over the current SUMMA system,
it can guarantee a quicker turnaround in the faculty feedback report?

From the overall findings above on these three questions, the results disaggregated in the
following manner: Relative to the current faculty evaluation system, 58.3% of women indicated
that the current system should not be retained. A majority of the sample (55.7%) represented by
Arts and Sciences also indicated that the current system should not be retained, and faculty who
taught undergraduate courses were the overwhelming supporters for moving away from the
SUMMA. The replacement of the SUMMA was a common theme regardless of faculty rank,
tenure, work status, school affiliation, or employment status.

The next step in our analysis was to examine the qualitative responses that faculty shared
through the open-ended questions. The question of primary interest to our efforts asked faculty to
respond to the following:
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e Teaching evaluations are used for a variety of purposes, including rehiring, promotion
and tenure decisions, and improving the effectiveness of teaching in our classes. To best
serve these purposes, what teaching-related factors should be considered for inclusion in
the ideal student-to-faculty evaluation of our teaching?

As would be expected for this type of question, responses were varied across a broad range of
factors. To ascertain any patterns in the responses we utilized text analytic software also
provided by IBM SPSS. This software is specifically designed to find patterns within survey
responses and to cluster them into common response themes. The software will also show
graphically the shared relationship between clusters. Like a factor correlation matrix in
quantitative methods, the shared relationships become important for showing how clusters are
linked together.

The results of this analysis revealed four primary factor clusters and two secondary clusters.
These clusters aligned nicely in the following way with Feldman’s (2007) multi-dimensional
constructs for teaching effectiveness:

e Cluster 1 (45%)7: Interaction with Faculty, included common responses evolving around
engagement, accessibility, responsiveness, feedback, and concern.

e Cluster 2 (50%), Student Learning, included responses involving achievement, learning,
knowledge, developmental thinking, and growth.

e Cluster 3 (51%), Course Content, indicated commonalities in responses around
objectives, content, innovation, clarity, rigor, strategies, and organization.

e Cluster 4 (27%), Faculty Presentation, aligned responses dealing with preparation,
communication, enthusiasm, preparedness, presentation, and inspiration.

For further discussion of these constructs and the rationale behind their choice please see Chapter
6. There were two minor clusters that had fewer aligned responses. These clusters were, Student
Effort (3%) which had little to do with teaching effectiveness, and overall impression of teaching
effectiveness (4%), similar to a single item “overall” question that currently exists on the
SUMMA. In addition to the low proportion of USF faculty whose written responses fit these
clusters, Feldman (1989) found no reliable correlations between either of these clusters and
student achievement, so we dismissed both from further consideration.”

3. Overall findings

Overall the findings from our survey of the faculty were very positive. Most wanted to see a
major revision of the evaluation process and were amenable to putting the survey online. Further,
faculty indicated a considerable level of agreement as to the areas of importance when evaluating
teaching effectiveness. These conclusions were very informative and useful in our further
discussions concerning a new faculty evaluation process centered on the critical dimension of
teaching effectiveness that is measurable, has reliability and validity, and can be utilized for

7 Note: n=94; percentages for all represented clusters are aggregate perceptions of faculty responding to the open-ended-
questions. Individuals could mention a cluster within the same comment and is included in these percentages as a multiple
response.



28 June 2012

faculty development purposes. We also gathered additional support for these ideas from data
collected at a teaching evaluation conference and in our selection of potential survey vendors.

B. Faculty Evaluation Conference

To further ensure that the committee was well informed about the development of a faculty
evaluation system, two committee members attended a two-day workshop sponsored by the
Center for Educational Development and Assessment on ““Developing a Comprehensive Faculty
Evaluation System” in March, 2011. The workshop was led by two leading researchers of faculty
evaluation, Drs. Raoul A. Arreola and Lawrence M. Aleamoni. Both presenters have written
extensively on the evaluation process and the development and implementation of
instrumentation for faculty evaluations.

During the two-day workshop extensive time was devoted to learning about the development of a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system; the roles and role components intrinsic to a well-
developed system; the determination and use of a composite rating and its use in promotion and
tenure, merit pay and other personnel decisions; peer review evaluations; summarizing faculty
evaluation data; and the design of student rating forms (conference handouts are available for the
committee). Further, the workshop integrated critical connections with a center for teaching and
learning and faculty development programs. The attending committee members reported back to
the full committee the following points in support of our efforts:

1. The development of a successful faculty evaluation system involves the integration of
two distinct processes: the technical process of building reliable and valid measurement
tools, and the political process of building consensus around shared values.

2. A comprehensive faculty evaluation program involves the systematic observation

(measurement) of relevant faculty performance to determine the degree to which that

performance is consonant with the values of the academic unit (e.g., department, division,

college).

Evaluation must align with the values associated with mission of the university.

4. There are two primary purposes of a faculty evaluation system: to provide meaningful
feedback for self-improvement and to provide data for personnel decisions.

5. Itis important to provide both accurate and reliable summative information for the
purpose of fulfilling #4 above.

6. For maximum effectiveness, faculty evaluations must be linked to faculty development
programs.

7. A comprehensive faculty evaluation system can serve both feedback and personnel
decision-making purposes if the detailed diagnostic information is provided in confidence
to the faculty member for self-improvement purposes, and only summary data is
forwarded for decision-making purposes.

8. Faculty and administration need to work together for a successful faculty evaluation
system.

9. Feedback needs to be useful, helpful, given in confidence, and kept confidential from
others.

10. Faculty development programs should focus on the additional skills and knowledge
required of the meta-profession of college teaching, for which many faculty may have

w
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had little or no prior formal education or training. This is particularly true for new post-
terminal degree faculty.

11. Faculty development services should be seen by the faculty as valuable resources that

assist them to solve problems or achieve goals which both they and the administration
consider important.

In addition to the above, specific information on building the faculty evaluation system was
gathered and reported back to the committee. Several key points were taken away that are
valuable for our purposes:

1.

o

To begin the development process, a determination of the faculty role in the teaching
process is needed. A consensus must be reached on the many activities in which faculty
engage with students, and the consensus should be evaluated, particularly by students.
Faculty evaluations should document desired high levels of performance with
corresponding actions for improvement.
Student learning fits especially well into a model of instructional delivery, instructional
design, instructional assessment, and course management.
Student rating forms tend to measure student perceptions of and/or reactions to aspects
of:
Course organization and planning;
Clarity, communication skills and characteristics;
Teacher-student interaction, rapport;
Course difficulty, related workload;
Grading and examinations;
Student self-rated learning.
Itis not recommended that raw scores be compared among faculty. Comparisons only of
faculty within a given discipline are the most appropriate.
Four major themes usually considered in developing a student rating form:

a. Student-instructor relationship;

b. Course value;

c. Instructor organization;

d. Teaching method (pedagogical methodology).
Questions for the evaluation should be framed from the perspective of the student, not the
faculty.
The number of substantive items should be kept to a single page, usually 25-30 items.
Administration of student-rating forms should not be given within a week before, on the
day of, or within a week after a major examination or homework deadline.

o ooow
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C. Center for Teaching Excellence

Prompted by the imperative to align assessment with faculty development, we met with Tracy
Seeley and Mathew Mitchell from the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE). They indicated
that CTE's efforts could dovetail nicely with online assessment, particularly in terms of
formative assessment. They felt strongly that it would have to be clear to faculty that their
discussions with CTE would have no bearing on Tenure and Promotion, and have proposed a
focus on working with faculty to provide incentives for responding to surveys, rather than
penalties for non-compliance.
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Chapter VI: Teaching Effectiveness Constructs
A. Constructs and Their Measurement

In educational and psychological measurement, a construct is hypothesized to be the trait,
characteristic or quality causing the scores on an instrument designed to measure that construct.
Constructs have names (e.g., intelligence), they have definitions (e.g., intelligence is adaptive
problem solving), and they have measurement procedures designed to generate scores that reflect
the construct (e.g., the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales). Among other things, concerns can
arise about the definition of the construct, about the measurement of the construct, or both.

In addition, social science constructs develop evidence over time about their “construct validity.”
Construct validity is the extent to which scores from a measurement can be interpreted as
meaningfully reflecting the construct. Construct validity is currently seen by measurement
experts as the most important type of validity and at the center of score validation procedures.
For example, if intelligence test scores really reflect the construct of intelligence, then these
scores should correlate with measures of work performance in work situations thought to require
“intelligence.” If they do, then positive evidence for the construct is generated; if they do not,
then there is negative evidence. The construct validity of a construct at a particular point in time
is this accumulated evidence.

Social science constructs are used in two primary ways. First, a researcher contemplating
measuring a construct will name and define it, including how the new construct is similar to and
different from other related constructs, and will implement test construction procedures that will
ultimately generate a test or scale measuring the construct. After proper field test and revision
procedures have been conducted, the administration of the test or scale to an appropriate sample
will generate scores on the construct subject to construct validation procedures. The construct
validation procedures generate evidence that allow a researcher to argue for or against the
measurement of the construct.

A second way constructs are used in social science occurs when a researcher may wonder just
what construct or constructs are being measured by one or more measures. In this situation, there
are well-accepted statistical procedures (e.g., factor analysis; multitrait-multimethod procedures)
that can be used to help clarify what construct or constructs are being measured by the
instrument.

Constructs can be broad or narrow. Intelligence is a broad construct, hypothesized to operate in
many human endeavors; interest in mathematics is a narrower construct, coming into play in
fewer situations. The breadth of a construct definition is important for measurement because test
or scale items measuring the construct must reflect the breadth of the construct. Generally,
broader constructs will require more items than narrow constructs.

In addition to ranging along a continuum of generality, constructs also range along a continuum
of complexity. Some constructs can be multi-faceted, composed of a network of other more
specific sub-constructs, while others can be fairly circumscribed. Current theories of intelligence,
for example, posit a hierarchical view of intelligence, with more general constructs at the top
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organizing more specific abilities under them. This is important in both the test construction
process and the validation process. Most of our constructs in the social sciences exist within a
network of other related constructs.

Tests and scales are the two most common devices for measuring constructs, although other
measurement techniques have been used, including interviews, observations, and other material
collated in portfolios or other data-organizing procedures. Tests have right/wrong answers, while
scales are attempts to find out where a person falls along a continuum with respect to the item
being rated. The rating scale is the most common measure of a person’s thoughts and perceptions
about things, giving rise to the notion that such scales are just “perceptual.”

B. The Construct of Teaching Effectiveness

The constructs of teaching effectiveness has been measured for almost 100 years (Kulik, 2001).
An enormous literature has emerged from these efforts, with numerous constructs, definitions,
and instruments developed and tested. The literature is voluminous (see bibliography).

The most common instrument used is student rating of instructors and their courses. Students are
provided with statements about the characteristics of the instructors (e.g., The instructor
appeared to have thorough knowledge of the subject matter) or their teaching (e.g., This course
was helpful in developing my knowledge and skills in the subject), and students indicate the
extent of their agreement or disagreement with the statement. Items are summed up, often into
clusters that identify sub-constructs, and reported in local and/or national normative scores. Such
instruments are ubiquitous; we have all used them in various configurations since we began
university teaching. Companies specializing in developing instruments, administering and
scoring the instruments, and providing feedback to administrators and faculty about college
teaching performances are a multi-million-dollar industry.

It became obvious early on that teaching effectiveness is both (a) a general construct and (b) a
complex, multidimensional construct. Indeed, one major review of student course ratings has
identified 28 separate constructs measuring teaching effectiveness (Feldman, 2007). Given that
measurement theory dictates that each construct be measured by multiple items (we are using
five items as the bare minimum, and more would be better), and given that we are limited in the
number of items that can be reasonably used in a student rating instrument (we are thinking in
the 20-30 item range), it is a fact that we cannot measure all the constructs of teacher
effectiveness that have been identified in the literature. Indeed, many are not complementary to
the mission and values espoused at USF.

Consequently, to identify the key teaching effectiveness constructs, we have examined three
sources of data:
1. anonline USF faculty survey administered Fall, 2010, which identified dimensions of
teaching effectiveness deemed important by our faculty;
2. the research evidence relating student ratings of teaching to student achievement and
3. our own year-long deliberations about what might constitute effective teaching at
USF, including conversations with companies within the industry of student
evaluation.
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We have identified four teaching constructs that are good candidates for an effective new
evaluation system: instructional delivery, instructional design, student engagement, and student
learning. The first area is about instructors and their presentation skills, the second is about
courses and their structure and organization, and the third and fourth areas are about students and
their engagement and learning.

Within each of these four teaching constructs are a number of more specific sub-constructs that
could be measured if the length of the student rating instrument were not a concern. For example,
within instructional delivery, at least seven sub-constructs have been identified in the research
literature as important to student learning: teacher stimulation of interest, teacher enthusiasm,
teacher knowledge, teacher preparation, teacher clarity, teacher elocutionary skills, and teacher
concern for class level and progress. If each sub-construct were measured with five items, this
one area would need about 35 items on the evaluation form. While the other three teaching
dimensions are not defined by as many sub-constructs as the instructional delivery dimension,
just this first construct exceeds our self-imposed limit of 20-30 items. It is simply not feasible to
measure all the specific sub-constructs within each of the four teaching constructs we have
identified.

Instead, what we are proposing is to identify rating items across sub-constructs within the four
teaching constructs that are best able to capture the gist of each teaching construct definition.
This requires that each teaching construct to be defined conceptually, and that these definitions
be used to screen rating items that are potential candidates for an instrument. To this end, and to
inform the USF community about the teaching constructs being considered, each teaching
construct is defined below, along with the associated sub-constructs that have been used to
measure it. Further, based on Feldman’s (2007) review, the average correlation coefficient
between each sub-construct and student achievement is given. Illustrative items are included for
each teaching construct.

1. Construct #1: Instructional Delivery

Instructional delivery is about the instructor’s class-comportment and presentation of course
content. Instructional delivery is what is seen by students when they attend the instructor’s class.
Did the instructor stimulate interest (.38), demonstrate enthusiasm (.27), and show concern
about class progress (.30)? Was the instructor knowledgeable about subject matter (.34),
prepared and organized (.57), and clear and understandable (.56)?

The instructor stimulated interest in the course subject.

The instructor was enthusiastic about the course material.

The instructor appeared to have thorough knowledge of the subject matter.
Instructor presentations were well organized.

The instructor gave clear explanations to clarify concepts.

The instructor made the course material understandable.

The instructor was concerned about class progress.
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2. Construct #2: Instructional Design

Instructional design is not about the instructor but rather about the observable features of
instruction. It refers to the structure and organization of the instructor’s course, and whether the
course possesses instructional features commonly viewed as being important to student learning.
Were the course objectives and requirements clear (.35), was the course material relevant and
useful (.17), were the instructor’s exams and grades fair (.26), and was student feedback prompt
and constructive (.23).

The objectives of the course were well explained.

The content of this course was appropriate to the aims and objectives of the course.
The expectations for student work were made clear by the instructor.

Course assignments were returned quickly enough to benefit me.

The evaluation of student work was constructive.

P00 o

3. Construct #3: Student Engagement

Student engagement refers to the instructor’s willingness to engage and help students with the
course materials and discussion. Did the instructor encourage student discussion (.36), have a
good rapport with students (.23), and demonstrate willingness to help students (.36)?

a. The instructor encouraged class discussion.
b. The instructor developed a good rapport with students.
c. The instructor was available and willing to help students.

4. Construct #4: Student Learning

Student learning refers to the student outcomes of the course, regarding both new knowledge and
thinking or reasoning skills. Did the instructor’s course challenge students (.25) and increase
their knowledge and skills (.46)?

a. This course was helpful in developing my knowledge and skills in the subject.
b. | have become more competent in this area because of this course.
c. This course challenged me intellectually.

C. Summary

Based on the research literature, our survey of USF faculty, and our committee discussions, we
propose that four teaching effectiveness constructs be included in a measurement instrument:
instructional delivery, instructional design, student engagement, and student learning. We believe
that given our measurement constraints, these are four reasonable, meaningful, and defensible
constructs that all have demonstrated statistical relationships to student learning.
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Chapter VII: Vendors Considered

The Committee solicited “Requests for Proposal” from three vendors: Scantron, CollegeNet, and
ConnectEdu. The companies were selected based on their proven track records in the online
course evaluations arena. The companies each presented webinar demonstrations of their course
evaluation system.

A. Vendors
1. Scantron

Scantron’s faculty-course evaluation system is called Class Climate. It is a web-based system
that resides on the client-university’s server — i.e. it would need to reside on a USF server, with
ongoing maintenance assumed by the university. The Class Climate software comes with a
questionnaire designer which the university would use to develop its online faculty-course
evaluation survey, and for which Scantron would provide both technical and functional training.
As an alternative, Class Climate can import a predefined survey from its business partner,
Educational Testing Service (ETS), for which there is an annual usage fee to ETS. The ETS
survey cannot be modified and additional questions cannot be added.

Class Climate would be accessed via single sign-on authentication through the university's
campus portal — i.e. USFconnect. ITS would develop the protocol for this. ITS would also need
to develop the interface for the course and enrollment data transfer to Class Climate. A Course
Evaluation link would be added in USFconnect in order for students, faculty, and administrators
to access the system.

Class Climate provides robust reporting capabilities in a variety of readable formats — HTML,
PDF, Excel. Role-based reports are provided for faculty, deans, and administrators.

Scantron’s cost for service is as follows:

e One Time costs between $29,000, based on approximately 1000 faculty, 450 of which are
full time.

e SIR 11 $3,000 annually.

e Maintenance and upgrades second year $6,000 (cost after second year to be determined).

2. CollegeNet

What-Do-You-Think? (WDYT) is CollegeNet’s faculty-course evaluation tool.

A web-hosted system, WDYT does not require participating institutions to install and maintain
any software. Rather, the faculty-course evaluation tool is hosted on CollegeNet's web servers,
and is available 24/7 to students, faculty, and administrators. WDYT provides single sign-on
integration, software as a service (SaaS), customizable forms, comprehensive reporting, and
participation rate tools.

CollegeNet provides all of the technical set-up and design of the survey based on the university’s
specifications. WDYT allows for a fully customizable survey. The university provides
CollegeNet with the set of questions it wishes to use. Questions may be changed as desired.
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Appropriate security roles govern a person’s level of access to the system. Access to WDYT is
done via a single sign-on/authentication through the university's campus portal — i.e.
USFconnect. CollegeNet would provide ITS with the interface for establishing authentication
credentials, along with specifications for the course and enrollment data transfer interface. A
Course Evaluation link would be added in USFconnect in order for students, faculty, and
administrators to enter the system.

What-Do-You-Think? would be branded for USF.

What-Do-Think? provides robust and comprehensive reporting of survey results. Role-based
reports for faculty, deans, and administrators are generated by CollegeNet within 48 hours after
the evaluation periods ends. Reports can be provided in either PDF or Excel format, and can be
imported into Excel for further analysis.

CollegeNet’s cost for service is $38,000 one-time development fee; $19,000 annual fee
thereafter, all based on approximate student enroliment of 9,500.

3. ConnectEdu

CoursEval is ConnectEdu’s faculty-course evaluation tool. It is a web-based tool and can be
hosted either on the university’s server or hosted by CoursEval. CoursEval may be accessed via
single sign-on integration through USFConnect. CoursEval allows for the university to design
institution-wide questions, as well as allow for each school, program, and faculty to set its own
specific questions. Appropriate security roles govern a person’s level of access to the system.
The designated system manager at the university would oversee and manage the setup, survey
design, security roles, etc.

CoursEval provides robust reporting capabilities. Reports are easy to read and survey data can be
exported to .csv, .xls, or .dbf file formats for specialized analysis or institutional research
purposes.

ConnectEdu’s cost for service, based on approximately 10,000 student FTEs, is $15K (includes
set-up), with a $12,000 annual renewal, $16,800 annually if hosted by ConnectEdu.
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B. Summary of Vendor PROS and CONS

Vendor Pros Cons

Class Climate survey hosted on USF servers. USF assumes
annual cost for maintaining servers along with associated
staff cost. USF technical and functional staff need training
to setup, design survey, run, and maintain Class Climate.
Additional annual cost if using ETS survey. ETS survey is
not customizable and additional questions cannot be added.
Despite claim and assurance to students, survey returns are
not anonymous by virtue of USF hosting and directly
conducting the survey.

Customizable questions if designing own survey with

L.SCANEION | )55 Climate’s questionnaire design tool.

Initial and automatic reminder emails to students to
complete survey. Save function — students may
complete survey over a period of time within the Cannot block grades for students who don’t complete
survey period. Student receives certificate of survey

completion when survey is submitted. Student cannot
access the survey afterward.

Survey is ADA compliant.

Survey is accessible on iPad, iPhone, Blackberry, in
addition to standard web browsers.

Class Climate accommodates team-taught courses —
student completes only one survey with capability to
evaluate each instructor separately.

Robust reports for faculty/administrators. The faculty

can view and print evaluation results for their own Cannot withhold access to faculty who have not submitted
courses and access historical evaluation data from prior | grades.
semesters.
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Vendor

Pros

Cons

2.CollegeNet

USF will have a dedicated CollegeNet account
manager and user contact.

What Do You Think? (WDTY) is hosted on
CollegeNet’s high-demand servers. WDYT provides
single sign-on integration, software as a service (SaaS),
customizable forms, comprehensive reporting,
participation rate tools. No software and/or hardware
maintenance is required by USF.

CollegeNet will setup and configure WDYT to USF’s
specifications. WDYT would also be branded for USF
along with a customized look and feel.

CollegeNet provides USF with interface for
establishing authentication credentials, along with
specifications for the course and enrollment data
transfer interface.

Integration with Blackboard can't be simultaneously done
through both Blackboard and USFconnect.

Students access a personal web page, via a single sign-
on via USFconnect that presents evaluations only for
the courses they’re enrolled in. Because WDYT is
hosted on CollegeNet’s servers, students’ responses are
100% anonymous to USF.

Students receive an email notification when the
evaluation period opens and closes. Reminder emails
are also sent to students who have not completed their
evaluation. Students may complete their evaluations
24/7, and may complete their evaluations in either one
sitting or save their evaluations in progress and return
to complete later within the evaluation period.

Grade hold (Grade Block) prevents students from
seeing their grades or receiving their transcript until
they submit their evaluations.




Real time status-tracking, faculty can see participation
rates "live."
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Robust reports for faculty and the university. The
faculty can view and print evaluation results for their
own courses and access historical evaluation data from
prior semesters. Reports are withheld from faculty
until grades are submitted.

48-hour turn-around for faculty/administrators to view
results of completed survey.

Provost’s office can view and print evaluation results
for entire university. Reports can be exported in PDF
or Excel format. CollegeNet will also export
evaluation results in agreed-upon format and deliver it
to USF as requested.

PDF reports are generated, which causes a little delay.

System administrators add and maintain system users
and set evaluation terms, including sessions within the
standard academic term (e.g. online degree programs
which have different semester dates); create and
broadcast custom evaluation-related email messages to
students and faculty; track participation and response
rates in real time; can export raw evaluation results for
further institutional analysis.

31
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Vendor

Pros

Cons

3.ConnectEdu

CoursEval can be hosted on ConnectEdu’s servers.
CoursEval provides single sign-on integration,
software as a service (SaaS), customizable forms,
comprehensive reporting, and participation rate tools.

Students access a personal web page, via a single sign-
on via USFconnect that presents evaluations only for
the courses they’re enrolled in. Because CoursEval can
be hosted on ConnectEdu’s servers, students’
responses are 100% anonymous to USF.

Cannot block grades for students who don’t complete
survey.

Survey is accessible on iPhone in addition to standard
web browsers.

CourseEval accommodates team-taught courses —
student completes only one survey with capability to
evaluate each instructor separately

Students receive an email notification when the
evaluation period opens and closes. Reminder emails
are also sent to students who have not completed their
evaluation. Students may complete their evaluations
24/7, and may complete their evaluations in either one
sitting or save their evaluations in progress and return
to complete later within the evaluation period.

Real time status-tracking, faculty can see participation
rates "live".

Robust reports for faculty/administrators. The faculty
can view and print evaluation results for their own
courses and access historical evaluation data from prior
semesters.

Cannot withhold access to faculty who do not submit
grades.
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Vendor

Pros

Cons

System administrators add and maintain system users
and set evaluation terms, including sessions within the
standard academic term (e.g. online degree programs
which have different semester dates); create and
broadcast custom evaluation-related email messages to
students and faculty; track participation and response
rates in real time; can export raw evaluation results for
further institutional analysis.

USF staff will also manage the survey design.
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C. Vendor Features and Cost Comparison

No, host Yes with Class Yes. Initial and

available Yes Climate. No with ETS | automatic reminder
through 3rd add-on. USF does all | emails to students to
party vendor set-ups. complete survey.

Yes Yes Yes.

Yes. CollegeNet sets
up and configures
WDYT to USF’s

specifications. WDYT Yes. Reminder

emails are also sent

Yes Is branded f_or USF to students who have Yes Yes Yes
along with a not completed their
customized look and plet
evaluation.

feel. Instructors can
also add their own
questions.

Yes. Reminder
emails are also sent

Both in-

house and Yes. USF staff
Yes . to students who have Yes Yes Yes
hosted manages survey design. .
. not completed their
available .
evaluations.

VR




Immediately

48 hours after
survey closes,
usually within
24 hours

Immediately

Yes, also .csv
and .sav

Yes

Yes

No

Yes. Prevents
students from
seeing their grades
until they submit
their evaluations.

No

No

Yes. Reports are
withheld from
faculty until
grades are
submitted.

No

Accessible on iPad,
iPhone, and
Blackberry.

Accessible on iPad,
iPhone, and
Blackberry.

Accessible on iPad,
iPhone, and
Blackberry. Faculty
need browser.

28 June 2012

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Vendor

Scantron Class Climate

CollegeNet What Do You
Think?

ConnectEdu CoursEval

Price

Onetime cost $29,000. SIR 11
$3,000 annually. $6,000
maintenance and upgrades
thereafter.

One-time cost of $38,000.
$19,000 annually thereafter.

One-time costs of $15,000.
$12,000 annually thereafter;
$16,800 annually if hosted by
vendor.

Team-taught courses

Accommodates team-taught course. Students
complete only one survey with capability to
evaluate each instructor separately.

Accommodates team-taught course. Students
complete only one survey with capability to
evaluate each instructor separately.

CoursEval accommodates team-taught courses.
Student completes only one survey with
capability to evaluate each instructor separately.

References
available

Yes

Yes

Yes

Note: CollegeNet indicated they may need up to 3 months to prepare for a pilot. Both Scantron and ConnectEdu said that they would need 1 week. However, it
should be noted that CollegeNet does 95% of the set-up work, including survey design to USF’s specifications, and delivers to the university a product that is
ready to go. For both the Scantron and ConnectEdu products, the university does virtually 95 to 100% of the set-ups and survey designs, which will take more
than 1 week, and more likely several weeks.
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D. Vendor References
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University of Oregon

Sue Eveland, Registrar

541-346-3195

seveland@uoregon.edu
http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UQOregon_S

uccess CN-F-190.pdf

Princeton University

Polly Winfrey Griffin, Registrar
609-258-6191
polly@princeton.edu

Stanford University

Linda Regan, Stanford

Manager, Student Information Systems
Ibregan@stanford.edu
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Agnes Scott College

Susan Dougherty

Faculty Services
404.471.6030
sdougherty@agnesscott.edu

California Lutheran University
Karissa Oien
koien@callutheran.edu
Melinda Wright
mjwright@callutheran.edu

California State University Channel Islands
Nathan Revard
nathan.revard@csuci.edu
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References available upon request

E. Recommendations

Georgetown University
Charles Leonhardt
leonhardt@georgetown.edu

Catholic University of America — Law
Stuart Schept
schept@law.edu

Lake Erie College
Barbara Arilson
Registrar
440-375-7015
barilson@Ilec.

We reviewed three systems—ClassClimate by Scantron, What Do You Think? by College Net,
and CourseEval by ConnectEdu—all of which met basic criteria for an online evaluation system
that could work at USF. Specifically, all of these systems allow customizable forms so that our
evaluation can be calibrated to our institutional values (except when ETS items are adopted as an
add-on is used in ClassClimate—see below for discussion of comparative advantages of
developing our own items vs. using items developed elsewhere). Specifically, items may be
added to the evaluation by schools, departments, programs, and individual instructors, which
may include, for example, a set of questions that the School of Nursing asks only of its students,


http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UOregon_Success_CN-F-190.pdf
http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UOregon_Success_CN-F-190.pdf

additional items that are specific to an online course, and qualitative items about a new course
that instructors or departments might add to better understand what kind of experience students
are having and what improvements might be made. All three systems have been used at
universities the size of USF and larger, have a single sign on, are ADA compliant, and provide
anonymity to students. To promote compliance, all three systems have the capacity to send
reminder emails to students and faculty and all three provide real-time tracking of participation
rates. At the reporting end, all three systems have rapid turnaround of results—at most 48
hours—all three provide reports in pdf and Excel formats, and all three provide robust reports—
instructors may view and print evaluation results for their own courses and access historical
evaluation data from prior semesters.

Our recommendation is that USF adopt What Do You Think? (WDYT) by CollegeNet, due to
unique attributes that would increase compliance and expand functionality beyond what is
possible in the other systems. WDYT is hosted offsite, which is also possible with CourseEval,
but would require a third party vendor with Class Climate. Although all three systems have the
capacity for customization, WDYT is unique in that it is set up and configured by CollegeNet to
USF’s specifications, so it has a similar flexibility to that of the other systems, and would be
branded with a customized USF look and feel, but would not require additional staff resources on
campus—in short, with WDYT we would gain the ability to customize evaluation without
adding the responsibility for managing the technical side of the system. Although it would take
CollegeNet up to 48 hours to send reports to USF, it is quite possible that onsite management
with the other systems would introduce delays of that length or longer, and, in any case, we do
not believe that this amount of delay would present any problems in terms of the purposes for
which evaluations are used at USF.

Perhaps the greatest advantage of WDYT over other systems is that it has the ability to withhold
grades from students until evaluations are submitted, which is a key factor in achieving a high
response rate. For an online system to fully capture the effectiveness of teaching in a course, it is
crucial that all or nearly all students complete evaluations, and our review of systems used across
universities suggests that low compliance is a distinct possibility where the system contains only
carrots (e.g., reminders) but no stick (e.g., not seeing grades until evaluations are submitted. In
addition, WDYT is unique in its capacity to withhold reports from faculty until grades are
submitted, so that students can give their honest impressions of courses without concern that
negative comments could be seen by their instructors before their grades are determined.

If the cost of WDYT is unacceptable, or it is deemed necessary to adopt a platform that comes
with a set of evaluation items, the next best choice would be Scantron’s ClassClimate system;
ClassClimate is less expensive than WDYT (see Vendor Features and Cost Comparison), and it
allows a university to purchase a set of items developed by ETS. That said, we believe that the
savings with ClassClimate are outweighed by the capacity to increase compliance and expand
functionality that are possible in WDYT. Moreover, since the ETS items are proprietary, we
have not been able to evaluate how they align with constructs that reflect the culture and values
of USF. In short, we believe that the additional investment in time and money necessary to adopt
WDYT is well justified.



F. Reference Check with WDYT Users
1. University of Oregon

We solicited comments on WDYT from Sue Eveland, the Registrar at the University of Oregon,
which has been using the system since 2008 (the second university to adopt WDYT; they had
processed approximately 70,000 course evaluations with WDYT as of last semester). Her
account of how the system has worked out was very consistent with what we heard from
CollegeNet. Prior to the adoption WDYT, Oregon had used bubble sheet and scantron sheets for
course evaluations. Oregon conducted a pilot of WDYT in Fall 2007, and has been using it
campus-wide since Spring 2008. A group of faculty chose the CollegeNet product before even
involving the Registrar's Office. CollegeNet was very helpful in customizing the system, and was
influential in designing what they are using today. Like USF, Oregon uses Banner SIS self-serve,
and all users access WDYT through their portal (a “handshake takes” place), rather than through
an LMS system like Blackboard.

At Oregon, WDYT reminds students of how many evaluations they need to complete. As
students complete their course evaluations, reminders eventually go away. The following are
some highlights of WDYT:

e The system is very easy to use.

e Oregon has had a 77% completion as of last semester, which is higher than their

completion rate when they used paper.

e From faculty, promotional, perspective, they can see benefits.
Security and access are very strong, and administrative support it is easy.
Reporting capabilities are very powerful, flexible and
Customizable and it is easy to retrieve aggregate information.
They have automated many processes that used to be very time-consuming.
Grades can be held back until the evaluation has been completed.
At Oregon, the biggest challenge has been to educate first-year students about using the
system. To address this, they conduct extensive promotion around the course evaluations,
and faculty reminds students to complete evaluation. These efforts have been very
effective for increasing evaluation completion rates.

2. Princeton

In addition, our Registrar, Robert Bromfield, was at Princeton during the period when that
university adopted WDYT (Princeton was the third school to adopt WDYT in fall 2008, in a
pilot with freshman seminars and writing seminars). The main undergraduate curriculum

survey was added in spring 2009. Graduate departments were given the option to join (most
have), and reports indicate that the transition has been very successful. Robert further reported
that CollegeNet was very responsive to Princeton’s needs, both during and after the
implementation. Because of the grade block, Princeton has a 93% response rate on its course
evaluation survey — slightly down from 96% from the former paper survey. Princeton’s Dean of
the Faculty office and the faculty, in general, are very pleased with WDYT’s robust reporting
and analytics.



G. Implementation, Next Steps, and Additional Considerations

If the decision is to move forward, we will need to develop a set of items that are aligned with
the constructs we identified, which reflect the values and culture of USF. We believe that a
committee should be formed with the charge of developing a set of items, testing and gathering
data for psychometric validation, and finalizing the new instrument. We anticipate that this
process would take approximately two years (based on the time it took Princeton to implement
their system) with a full conversion slated for Fall 2014.

The Implementation Committee will need to address the following:

A Brief review of additional systems, new developments in this rapidly expanding field,
e.g., Blue by eXplorance is a new product that came to our attention as this report was
being finalized [Fall 2012].

Approve final vendor [Fall 2012].

Approve recommended faculty evaluation constructs [Fall 2012].

Develop and finalize a list of survey items for each approved construct [AY 2012 - 2013].
Schedule an installation and field testing of new survey software as stated above [AY
2012 - 2013].

Develop a timeline and process for the piloting of new and complete faculty evaluation
survey [Spring 2013].

Hold outreach meetings with faculty, staff, and students to vet the pilot survey items and
process [Spring 2013].

Finalize and test the new faculty evaluation instrument to run parallel with SUMMA [AY
2013-2014, this could include summer 2013].

Perform psychometric testing for reliability and construct validity [Spring & Summer
2014].

Finalize survey items based on psychometric properties [Summer, early Fall 2014].
Determine need for overlapping SUMMA with new instrument for faculty in process of
promotion and tenure [Summer 2014 in time for September meeting].

Approve and implement replacement of SUMMA [Late Fall 2014].

An effective implementation committee would be selected with the following points in mind:

Members of current committee who are able to serve would be highly desirable, as we are
already familiar with the constructs that came out of our faculty survey and discovery
process.

The committee should reflect the diversity of the faculty of USF.

The committee should include both part-time faculty and junior full-time faculty, as
evaluations are particularly important for these two groups.

The committee should include staff with expertise in evaluation and/or positions of
relevance to evaluation.

The committee needs members with expertise on data analysis and presentation to
analyze items.



Should we want to implement a “pilot” faculty-course evaluation system based on the final
instrument chosen, we propose the following:

1. The Registrar’s office, ITS, and the designated vendor would concentrate on systems
preparation, creation of a course evaluation link in Banner, creating the single sign-on
integration, and setting up the various file transfers. Systems preparation would include
the grade block and the dynamic release of the hold when students complete their
evaluation.

2. The Registrar's office would also develop the email messages that both students and
faculty would receive when the survey is launched and pre-launch communications to
both students and faculty would be developed to prepare the campus for online course
evaluations.

3. The Center for Teaching Excellence will need to interface with the Registrar’s office on
all pilot strategies.

Given the time and expertise needed to (a) develop, implement, and assess a teaching evaluation
tool that all sides can trust, (b) develop and maintain lines of communication with students,
faculty, staff, and administrators about the new tool, and (c) serve as a resource for
administration and faculty association negotiators regarding evaluation issues that are subject to
collective bargaining, we expect this committee’s work to be quite labor intensive. As such, it is
critical that committee members be compensated either monetarily, or by replacing current
responsibilities (e.g., course release for full time faculty, or replacing other responsibilities of
part-time faculty or staff). Given that an online evaluation system would save the university a
considerable amount of money, while relieving staff from the many hours currently spent
processing paper evaluations, and given that evaluations are only successful to the extent that
they reflect the values and culture of an institution, we believe that the cost of adequately
supporting the implementation committee is a prudent investment.
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Chapter IX: Appendix
A. USF-CBE Excerpts
Collective Bargaining Agreement 1989 to 1994

21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member,
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 258 must be
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure.

23.12 EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION

Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in each
semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the Hildebrand-Wilson-Dienst
Form unless another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the
University is substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and
provide the results to the faculty member.

Collective Bargaining Agreement 1998 to 2003

21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member,
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 23.12 must be
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure.

23.12 Evaluation of instruction

(A) Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in
each semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the IDEA Form unless
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the
results to the faculty member.

(B) Joint Committee: to Review IDEA Form (Article 23.12) (See side letter M, page 144)°

8 The article reference should read 23.12
9 While this side letter is included in the CBA for 2002 to 2007, this line of section 23.12 is not.



SIDE LETTER M. Joint Committee: To Review IDEA Form (Article 23) July 29, 1998

The parties agree to establish a joint committee, composed of six (6) individuals (three appointed
by the USFFA and three by the University) to amend Article 23.12.

The joint committee’s sole mandate shall be to review the IDEA student evaluation form, along
with any other course evaluation instruments it deems appropriate, and to recommend to the
parties whether the IDEA instrument should be retained or should be replaced by one or more
alternative course evaluation instruments or methods.

Procedural Committee Guidelines

1. The committee will have two co-chairpersons, one appointed by the University and one
appointed by the USFFA.

2. Meeting schedules shall be set in writing by the co-chairs and all committee members
shall make every effort to attend all scheduled meetings. No substitutions for committee
appointments shall be made unless mutually agreed to by the co-chairpersons.

3. It is expected that this committee will complete its task within one year of its first
meeting. A written progress report shall be presented to the parties by May 1, 1999. The report
shall identify, in detail, progress on the issue before the committee and any problems
encountered. All timelines in regard to committee reports or recommendations may be extended
by mutual agreement of the chief negotiators.

4. The committee will vote when a majority opinion is needed. In such cases, resolution
shall be by majority vote of only those present when the issue is presented for a vote. There shall
be at least one week notice in writing that a vote(s) will be taken. Absent such notice, the vote
may not be valid unless the specific issue is mutually agreed to in writing by the two co-
chairpersons.

5. All final recommendations shall be reduced to writing and submitted by the joint
committee to the parties to the collective bargaining agreement. Final written recommendations
must be formally approved by the chief spokespersons for the USFFA and the University and
agreed to by respective constituencies before they are incorporated into the collective bargaining
agreement. At such time, Article 23.12 shall be formally amended, and any other articles
specifically citing the IDEA form shall be brought into conformity with any such amendment.

6. Should the committee not be able to reach any agreement(s), the parties agree to return to
the bargaining table as of July 1, 1999. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to force
either party to amend the collective bargaining contract absent mutual agreement.

Collective Bargaining Agreement 2002 to 2007

21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s



specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member,
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 23.12 must be
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure.

23.12 Evaluation of Instruction

(A) Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in
each semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the IDEA Form unless
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the
results to the faculty member.

Collective Bargaining Agreement 2005 to 2012 & 2008 to 2013

17.9.6 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member,
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 19.1.2 must be
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure.

19.1.2 Evaluation of Instruction

Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in each
semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the SUMMA Form unless
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the
results to the faculty member.



B. Sample USF Old Form Survey

S IMPORTANT:
@)

w7 USE ND. 2 PENCIL ONLY 163

™ KS
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO o PLL BUBBLE COMPLETELY @

STUDENT DESCRIPTION OF TEACHERS  ° S GE A Aicsronse

DEPARTMENT & COURSE NUMBER

INSTRUCTOR

TIME FILLED QUT {Date) (Time)

PART I

The items below rellect some of the wiys teachers can be described in and out of the clussroom Using the seale below. please fill in the
numbered space which indicates the degree Lo which you feel each item describes the instructor named above If the item doesnt apply
lo the teacher, darken the NfA (not applicable)} space

Scale: Mot at all Very
Descriptive Descriptive NfA

1 2 23 4 5 6 1 NIA

| Has command of the subject. presents material o @ ® @™ )
in an analytical way, contrasis various points
of view. discusses current developments, and
relates topics to other areas of knowledge

(=]

Makes himself/hersell clear, states objectives. m @ ) @ = © @
summarizes major points, presents material in
an organized manner, and provides emphasis

3 Issensitive to the response of the class, m @ @ ® @] @ @
encourages student participation. and welcomes

guestions and discussion

4 s available o and (riendly towards students, @ @ @ @
is interested in students as individuals, is
respected as a person, and is valued for advice
not directly refated to the course

5 Enjoys teaching. is enthusiastic about the subject. m @ @ (3] ® (]
makes the course interesting, and has sell-confidence

PART 11

Using the scale below (1 being "among the very worst” to 7 being "among the very best™ ). please answer the following ques
the appropriate numbered space

Scale: Among the About Among the
very worst Average very best N/A
I How does the instructor of this course compare m = @ ® = m ]

with other instructors you have had at this school”
(11 vou have had fewer than 3 courses indicate NfA )

b

Flow does the instructor of this course compare m @ @ ® ® ® ()]
wilh other instructors you have had in this

department? (1 you have had fewer than 3 courses
indicate NfA )

SHATERL B o]

& SCANTRON FORM HO F-766-USF Wi s 112
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C. Sample Old IDEA Survey

P
&
(]
S
2
g
qQ
=
o
5

- . -

|

‘-

L
i. - EEEaed SURVEY FORM - STUDENT REACTIONS TO INSTRUCTION AND COURSES
]

= |[MPORTANT! Proper Marks Improper Marks

-— |...... ®@®®O®|

-

: Your thoughtful answers to these questions will provide helpful information to your instructor.

- Describe the frequency of your instructor's teaching procedures, using the following code:

- 1=Hardly Ever 2=0ccasionally 3=Sometimes 4=Frequently S5=Almost Always

N Mark Aeflex® by NCS MM75864-2

m () @ @ @ (& Displayed a personal interest in students and their isarning
m 23 @ @ @ (6 Foundways to help sludents answer their own questions
m 3(7) (@ @ @ (&) Scheduled course work (class activities, tests, projects) in ways which encouraged studants to stay up-to-date in their work
= 4N (@ @ (@ (5 Demonstrated the importance and significance of the subject matter (2
m 5O @ @ @ @ Fomed teams" or "discussion groups” to facilitate learning
m 5D @ (@ @ (5 Madsitclear how each topic fit into the course
m 7D @ @ (@ (& Explained the reasons for criicisms of students' academic performance
- (1) ) @ @ @ (&) Stimulated students to intellectual effort beyond that required by most courses
m gD @ @ @ (& Encouraged students to use multiple resources (e.g. data banks, library holdmgs‘ uursu:la experts) lo imprave undarstanc.lmg
m 0@ @ @ @ (&) Explained course material clearly and concisely
m 110 (@ (@ (@ (&) Related course material 1o real life situations
- 12_@ @ @ @ @ Gave tests, projects, etc. that covered the most important points of the course
mi3® '@ @ @ (& Introduced stimulating ideas about the subject
=iy @ @ @ (@ Involved students in *hands on" projects such as resaarch, case studies, or real life” aclivities
mmi5(D) (@ @ (@ (5 Inspired students to set and achieve goals which really challenged them
mig (D @ @ @ (5 Asked students to share ideas and experiences with others whose backgrounds and viewpoints differ from their own
mi7O @ @ ® Provided timely and frequent feedback on tests, reports, projects, ete. to help students improve
mmi1 () (@ (@ (@ (5 Asked students lo help each other understand ideas or concepts
mmig () @ @ () (5) Gave projects, tests, or assignments that required original or creative thinking
mmaop () (& (@ (3 (B Encouraged student-faculty interaction outside of class (office visits, phone calls, e-mail. etc.)
—
= Twelve pc learning objectives are listed below. For each, rate your progress in this course compared with your
- progress in other courses you have taken at this college or university. (Of course, ratings on objectives which were
- not addressed by the course will usually be low.)
-
— In this course, my progress was:
= 1-Low (lowest 10 percent of courses | have taken here)
— 2-Low Average (next 20 percent of courses | have taken here)
- 3-Average (middle 40 percent of courses | have taken here)
4-High Average (next 20 percent of courses | have taken here)
- 5-High (highest 10 percent of courses | have taken here)
-
=mProgress on:
w2 (D @ @ (& Gaining factual knowledge (terminclogy, classifications, methods, trends)
mm2() @ @ @ (& Leaming fundamental principles, generalizations, or thearies
L— 230 @ @ @ (@ Learning to apply course material (ta improve thinking, problem solving, and decisions)
mmzy () (3@ (@ (@ (&) Developing specific skills, competencies, and points of view needed by professionals in the field most closely
— refated to this course
| =253 @& @ @ (& Acquiring skills in working with others as a member of a team
m2s () @ @ @ (5 Developing crealive capacities (writing, inventing, designing, performing in art, music, drama, etc.)
mma7 () (@ (@) @ (5 Gaining a broader understanding and appreciation of intellectualicultural activity {music, science, literature, etc.)
ms (D @ @ @ (& Developing skill in expressing myselt crally ar in writing
ma() @ @ @ (& Learning how to find and use resources for answering questions or solving problems
- mm3ap(D @ @ (@ (B Developing a clearer understanding of, and commitment to, personal values
[— O @ @ @ @ Leamingto analyze and critically evaluate ideas, arguments, and points of view
m3p(@ @ @ @ (B Acquiring an interest in learning more by asking my own questions and seeking answers
-_—
-_—

654 EDOS Printed in U.S.A. Copyright @ IDEA Center, 1998 Continued on back page
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- -

. On the next three items, compare this course with others you have taken at this institution, using the following code: :

1=Much Less than  2=Less than 3=About Average 4=More than 5=Much More i

Most Courses Most Courses Most Courses than Most Courses —

The Course: -

3.0 @ @  (5) Amount of reading -

3D @ @ @ G Amountol work in other (non-reading) assignments =

3.0 @ @ @ (@ Difficulty of subject matter -

Describe your attitudes and behavior in this course, using the following code: :

1 =Definitely 2=More False 3=In Between 4=More True 5=Definitely -

False Than True Than False True -

Self Rating: -

3.0 @ @ @ ( |hadastrong desire to take this course. =

37270 @ @ @ (@ |worked harder on this course than on most courses | have taken. -

3.0 @ (@& @ (@ reallywanted totake a course from this instructor. -

3.0 @ @ @ (| really wanted to take this course regardless of who taught it. -

0.0 +«®@ @ @ ( Asaresultof taking this course, | have more positive feelings toward this field of study. ¥ -

1.0 @ @ @ (& Overall, | rate this instructor an excellent teacher. -

2.0 @ ® @ ( Overal,rate this course as excellent. =

For the following items, blacken the space which best corresponds to your judgment: . :

1=Definitely '2=More False ~ 3=In Between 4=More True 5=Definitely s -

False Than True Than False - | Trye =

-

430 @ @ @ (G Asarule,|putforth more effort than other students on academic work. =

4.0 @ @ @ G Theinstructor used a variety of methods--not only tests--to evaluate student progress on course objectives. =]

a0 @ @ (& The instructor expected students to take their share of responsibility for learning. 5=

O @ ®  (® Theinstructor had high achievement standards in this class. =

720 ® @ @ ( Theinstructor used educational technology (e.g., Internet, e-mail, computer exercises, multi-media =

presentations, efc.) to promote leaming. =

-

EXTRA QUESTIONS -

If your instructor has extra questions, answer them in the space designated below (questions 48-66): -

L]

©“O ®@ © © © 20 ®@ @ ©® © Your comments are invited on how the -

0O ®@ © © © O @ © ©® © instructor might improve this course or -

500 @ @ @ © 0 ® @ @ 6® ARG e -
g procedures. Use the space below

5O @ @ @ © 0n® ® @ ©® O for comments (unl therwise directed -

20 @ @ @ © wd @ B @ @ oLt e -

850 @ @ @ @ w® @ @ @ @ il elipbmiissond -

54-@ @ @ @ @ “'® ® @ @ @ f'.:;:;??.r tot ;::Sfmffor. ou Tﬁy want to -

50 @ @ @ O 50 @ @ @ O S -

50 @ @ @ ©® 6® @ @ @ @ -

2.0 @ ®@ @ @ =

-

-

Institution: Instructor: -

-

Course Number: Time and Days Class Meets: -

-

Comments: -

-

|

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

|

[ s8



-
- @m Faculty Information Form
mm| |nstitution: Instructor: ____Lorton Jr. P
== Course Number: 0303-471-01 Time and Days Class Meets:
- Proper Marks Improper Marks
- IMPORTANT! P — e — b....gl I@@@@Q@|
mm| Last Name (Up to 11 letters; Init. Objectives: (Scale - M = Minor or No Importance, | = tmportant E = Essential)
L j M1 E
maf Lo r| t| O J | A 1. OO O Gaining factual knowledge (terminology, classifications, methods, trends)
=)0 O [@]9)] O ele)] O O @ (@) O 2000 Learning fundamental principles, generalizations, or theories
=DAOOOE®EO®E®E G 3. OO O Leamning to apply course material (to improve thinking, problem solving, and decisions)
=EEEerREEE®E®®E 4. OO O Developing specific skills, competencies, and points of view needed by professiongls in
L CLRICICIGIGICICICICIC, CIG] the field most closely related 1o this course
=00 0000000 5. (OO O Acquiring skills in working with others as a member of a team
mEEEOEEE®E®® 6. O O O Developing creative capacities (writing, inventing, designing, pedforming in art, music,
=PEEEPEPEEE®® drama, etc.)
e elololelolelelelole) 7.000 Gaining a broader understanding and appreclanon of intellectual/cultural activity {musw
L QLOI0I0IO0IOIOIOIO) ) science, literature, etc.) .
L 0{0]010]10[0]010]0]0)] [0 8. OO O Developing skill in expressing oneself orally or in writing
L @ @ @ @ ® @ @ @@ @ @ 9. O O O Learning how to find and use resources for answering questions or solving problems
=) 0 ) 0 ® © © ©® © ® 10. O O O Developing a clearer understanding of, and commitment to, personal values
=] @ @ 1. O O O Learning to analyze and critically evaluate ideas, arguments, and points of view
-@@@@@ @@@@@ ®| 12. OOO Acquiring an i in learning more by asking questions and seeking an.
=-GHOOEOU@OOO OB O
— @ ©® © ©© @ @ @ © @ @ @ Days Department Time Class Course Number Local
mEEEEEEEEEEE@E Class Code Begins Number Enrolled _ Code
=000000OCEOEEEE | M j &L :
ololc Plololololc oIt olo) 5202 |30 1471 |92
=500 EBE) O Mon @@ @@ . OIoJOIO)] @@ @©@®E
=OOO@OO@OOOOO O Tues olololo] DOO@® EPOO@® PO DO
b CLOIOIOIOIOIOIOI OO O(OLO) O wed @O @@ @@ al 1o ololalo)
L CLOIOIOIOIOIOIOIOIOIO) (OFO) O Thu ©lolole) (ClOIC 1O olojolo)] elojo) ielololo)
=-WOOOHDOO®®®®) O Fi @OO® olololo) O @@ ®) ololo! DO
=OOOXEOEO0EOREE O sat @EOE® EEE® ®EeEe® olelo) elelelo)
mOOOROOOOODE® O Sun ®EO® @EO® OO®E ®e6 [elolclo)
L Blelalelolalblelola]o)ole) @loloelo) @O@O @@ olelo) QOO
- OOO® EOO® O®O®E @ POO®
- @ee® @E®® 010]010) ®®E) PO
: Contextual Questions (R h Purp
- The IDEA Center will conduct research on lhase optional questions in order to improve the interpretation of student ratings.
™= 1. Which of the following 2. If multiple approaches 3. Describe this course in terms of its requirements with respect to
- represents the primary are used, which the features listed below. Use the following code to make your
mm| approach to this course? represents the secondary responses:

approach? N = None (or little) required
- S = Some required
mm| (D = Lecture (@) = Lecture M = Much required
mm| (2) = Discussion/recitation (2) = Discussion/recitation
mm( () = Seminar = Seminar NSM
mm| (@) = Skillactivity @ = skiliactivity O OO A writing
= @ Laboratory @ = Laboratory O O O B. Oral communication
- @ Field Experience = Field Experience O O e Computer applications
mm| (3 = Studio @ = Studio OO QO b. Group work
mm|  (®) = Multi-Media (@ = Multi-Media O OO E. Mathematical/quantitative work
= = Practicum/clinic ~(8) = Practicum/clinic O QO F. critical thinking
[zl @ = Other @ Other OOO G. Creative/artistic/design endeavor
== Copyright © IDEA Center, 1998 Printed in the U.S.A. (C3.F3) CPS8-1301 Continue on back page



Contextual Questions Continued:

4. Rate each of the circumstances listed below, using the following
code to respond:

P = Had a positive impact on learning

I = Neither a positive nor a negative impact
N = Had a negative impact on learning

? = Can't judge

PINZ?

Q000 A Physical facilities and/or equipment

OO OO e. your previous experience in teaching this course

OO OO c.substantial changes in teaching approach, course
assignments, content, etc.

OO OO b. Your desire to teach this course

OO OQ E. your control over course management decisions

: (objectives, texts, exams, etc.)

OO QOO F. Adequacy of students’ background and preparation for
the course

OO OO G.student enthusiasm for the course

L OO OO H.student effort to learn

O OO QO 1. Technicalinstructional support

5. Please identify the principal type of student
enrolling in this course

®-

@@

Freshmen/sophomores seeking to meet a
“general education” or “distribution”
requirement
Freshmen/sophomores seeking to develop
background needed for their intended
specialization
Upperclassmen non-majors taking the course
as a "general education" or "distribution”
requirement
Upperclassmen majors (in this or a related
field of study) seeking competence or

in their academic/professional

specialty
Graduate or professional school students
Combination of two or more of the above

types :

6. Is this class:

a. Team taught? QO Yes
b. Taught through distance learning? O Yes

ole;

v
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D. Sample Current SUMMA
SURVEY OF STUDENT OPINION OF INSTRUCTION™

¥

T T e —

INFORMATION SYSTEMS INC

XX XK X

i%
EAEREETE]

2 "':Ir ’ 'lx

Oilgunaooy

O ® O ¢ KQLIII 10808 S

ZOETPE0E0

Y

Darken only one rasponse cir

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SIDE 1
cle for each item, If you feel the statement is not applicable, or you are

not able to give a knowledgeable response, simply leave the item blank and proceed to the next. Please
answer carelully and thoughtfully
Indicate as accurately as possible your opinion of the instructor's performance in this class by responding

to Items 1-22 on a scale from fi

Disagree.” Your opinions are to
DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING FORM

&« USE A #2 PENCIL ONLY.

* DO NOT USE INK OR BALLPOINT PEN.

* ERASE ANY ERRORS COMPLETELY.

* DO NOT MAKE ANY STRAY MARKS
ON THIS FORM.

ACCEPTABLE MARKS

UNACCEPTABLE MARKS

POO®

ve to one where five means “Strongly Agree” and one means “Strongly
be anonymous and you should feel free to answer honestly.

- . ~
11. The course appears to have been carefully planned.
Strongl
! O —O0—0-—0—0
N
> —

12. Course objectives are being achieved.

Strongly
Disagree

H..._._- - —

1. The clarity and audibility of the instructor’s speech

are excellent.
O—O0—0O0—0

Strongly
Agree @

Strongly
Disagree

2. The contents of the assignments contribute to my
understanding of the subject.

Strongly Strongly
agree. O ——O— 0O —O—0O pitagiee
\>._.. <
13. During the term, | looked forward to attending this
class.
Strongly Strongly
Agres @ O @ @ O Diug:w

T Compared with other courses on this level carrying an
equal amount of credit, the effort | put into this course
is as much as in other courses.

>_.___._

Strongly St vy
N ©—O0—0—0—0 i syongly © — @ O—O guomw
AN vy
. . Y <
3. The requirements of the course (projects, papers, 15. Course objectives have been expressed clearly.
axams, etc.) were explained adequately.
Strongly Strongly Swrongly Strongly
Agree O - @ O - O I O Disagree Agree O - @ - @ - O —_— O Disagree

4. The instructor’s presentation often causes me to

- __<>_.__._ S

<

16. The instructor demonstrates a personal commitment
H 1 +,

N

W,

think in depth about this subject. to high standards of prof p
Strongly 5 gly s ly Strongly
Agree @ @ " O O O Disagree Agree O O @ @ Disagree
.<\. § iy
s N
5. The instructor has adequate means for evaluating my 17. The instructor provides useful feedback on student
learning. progress (identifying strengths and weaknesses).
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Agree O—O—O_O_o Disagree Agree O_O—O—O_—O Disagrase
— — \ <
5 S
6. The methods being used for evaluating my work . .
(such as tests, projects, etc.) are reasonable. 18. In this coursa, | am learning much.
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
e O— O —O0—O0—0O ey o Q— QO — O — O e
N p,
- - . Y =
7. Adequate opportunities are provided by the instructor

for me to ask questions.

19. The out-of-class assignments are challenging.

Strongly

S O O —— O — O —— O ey

Agree

>

8. The instructor is teaching the course material or skills

Agm’e‘ G—“—@—O——'—@"'—O

Disagree

<>._ — <

20. The instructor supervises and helps in new experiences

clearly. without taking over.
st by gly gly
A';rnega @ - @ — O I O - o Disagree Agres O — O O O O g:;::rn:

-
> —> £
9. The instructor seems to be well prepared. 21. The instructor relates underlying theory to practice.
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Agree O O o @ - O Disagree Agree o @ - @ - @ - @ Disagree
- e vy
- “ ™
10. The instructor seems to care about my learning. 22. Overall, | rate this instructor a good teacher.
Strongly Strangly Strangly Strongly
Agren O @ o O - O Disagree Agree O I o — O — O O Dizagrae
AN vy

S FORM 1.6

Inc. All rights reserved.
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OPTIONAL QUESTIONS

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SIDE 2:

Your instructor may choose from among ltems 23-39 or provide additional items {40-50) to

cover special circumstances. Respond as appropriate to the items identified by your instructor.

-
23. Examinations cover material or skills emphasized in
the course.
Strongly Strongly
! 0—0Q—0—0—0 e DO NOT MAKE
N\ <
> < ANY STRAY MARKS
24. The time allowed to ¢ plet is adequat
oy stonaly ON THIS FORM
ot Q— 0 — O —O—0 e
- e g ~
25. Examination questions are phrased clearly. 36. My class is
Strongly Strongly
Agron Q@——0O — 0O —0O—0 opisagres O O o O O
Froshman Sophomors  Jumior Senior Gradusta
> < <
26. ‘l'h;_ tB:tbOOll.s contribute to my understanding of the 37. My grade point average to date is (round off}
subject.
St S I
e’ O—0 —0—0—0 pigrer o O O O @)
40-35 3430 29-25 24-20 Under2.0
p AN — vy
4 N N
27. This course is practical and useful to those students 38. The grade | presently have in this course is
for whom it was specifically planned.
s St
W Q—0 — O —0O—0 e O O O 0 O°
A B c D F
28. The clinical experiences, or laboratory, meet my 39. If | needed help outside of class, the instructor has
learning needs for this course. given help to me.
St I Strongly
ﬁ';xy O —o _o —O - O Disagraa O O O
L_ Yus No Have not
> _<\ nwuded halp J
29. The instructor explains or illustrates laboratory or
clinical technigues clearly.
Strongly Strongl
ages. @— 0O —0 —0O—0O opisagree
P T ——— . ’
(" 30. Pre-laboratory assigr ts (assigned readings and Questions 40-50 Supplied by Instructor
exercises) contribute to my understanding of
laboratory experiments.
strongly () O —~Q —— O stongly 40. o O O O Oo©
Agree Disagree 5 a a 2 1
. - it
7~ ’ SN
31. The laboratory contributes to my understanding of 41. Os O“ o:! ? ?
the subject.
S Qe @ —0—O0—O ot f22 0 O O 0 O )
Agree Disagree .
1
. <> 5 4 3 2
32. The laboratory manual adequately explains the 43. @) O o O O
procedures to be followed in the laboratory. - & “ 3 2 1
Strongly Strongly r
Agree O @ O o O Disagree 44. O o o O O ]
L A 5 4 3 2 1
(" 33. Equip tand r ials needed to perform the Y as. O O O O O
laboratory experiments are organized and readily 5 4 3 2 1
available for use during the laboratory. h
strongly (O —Q swongy [ a6 o O O O o0
Agree Disagree 5 4 3 2 1
p e
>
34. My perception of the teaching method used in this a7. ) ®) O Oz O ]
course is 5 4 3 1
O O o O @ 48 O O O O O
Lecturs D Demon G 2 Other 5 4 3 2 1
>_ stration o these
) . 49. O O O o O
35. This course is 5 a 3 2 1
O O o O O 50. O O O 0] O
In my Ganaral An Required  Other 5 4 3 2 1
. major  raquirement  slective cognata

R3229-PFI-4544
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INFORMIATION SYSTEMS INC

SURVEY OF STUDENT OPINION

OF INSTRUCTION™

INSTRUCTOR’S QUESTIONNAIRE

-

1. The physical environment in which the class is held is

~

X
Q O O O O
[ Highly Satisfactory Less Than Unsatisfactory
o k‘ Satisfactory Satigfacrory
5 > — -.._.._<
ﬁ 2. The type of class is
O O O O O
L Lactura Saminar Skills Laboratory Orthar J
e <
® ; 3. The texts were
o [}
sE O O @) O
B \ ) s l'_li'yhlv Satistactory Less Than Unzatisfactory
atistactory 5 ¥
ride —
H_ » 4. The texts were chosen by
N n ~ - ~ o
.- O O O O O
) g Me The A Another  No forts
] M Dapartment  Comnutiee ethod  were used
_ N g b SR <
1..| 5. The course outline given to students, including
i specific course requirements, was created by

The Instructor’s Questionnaire is to be completed at the same time students respond to the survey.

Darken only one response circle for each item. If you feel the statement is not applicable, or you
are not able to give a knowledgeable response, simply leave the item blank and proceed to the next.

DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING FORM

* USE A # 2 PENCIL ONLY.

* DO NOT USE INK OR BALLPOINT PEN.

* ERASE ANY ERRORS COMPLETELY.

* DO NOT MAKE ANY STRAY MARKS
ON THIS FORM.

ACCEPTABLE MARKS

UNACCEPTABLE MARKS

KFTOP

QOptional Questions

O 9 O O ®) Questions 11-15 are optional and may be supplied locally.
Mea Tha A Othar  No course outling
b Department Commities was given /]
> e -~
% 6. Student enthusiasm for learning in this class has been 11,
E 1 2 3 4 5
(i O @ O O O O O O O O
. Wery High High Avarage Low Vary Low
- >___ S 2N <
N N
~ 7. For a course of this type, the number of students 12.
: " in the class is 1 2 3 4 5
-9 C O ©0 O O© ©O 0O O O O
~ Much Toe  Too About Too  Much Too
E 4. Largs Large Right Smali Smat A y,
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E. Samples of New Surveys

1. Scantron: Class Climate

Class Climate’

Course Evaluation Feedback $ystem

. @ ,--""_'_-_""k-.,“
@ ClassClimate | <A NTROW

Perform fast and effective course evaluations

Use Class Climate for automated, high-volume evaluations of courses, study programs and
departments without the time and money of laborious data collection and reporting. You'll
gain measurable feedback regarding attendee interest levels and instructor performance,
Functions include repores on study courses and departments, as well as special formats for
deans and department heads.

Paper AND Online Surveys
Class Climate can quickly and accurately process paper questionnaires and conduct
online surveys.

Advantages of Paper Surveys
Paper-based evaluations tend to produce higher respanse rates than online surveys. Also, the
resulting feedback is generated much more quickly.

Advantages of Online Surveys

Online surveys are cost effective and efficient, in terms of labor and other resources. Tasks ean be
set to run automatically,

With Class Climate, you can conduct cvaluations as a paper-based questionnaire, an online survey,
or both, This dual capability has £ g
* Results are immediately available with each scanned form or each time data is
submitted online
* Written comments are automatically captured from both paper and online evaluations
* In-house printing lowers costs
¢ Scanned and enline capture reduces the need for physical storage space of completed
reports and evaluations
* Web-based verification process reduces time and labor costs

4 T

| D it
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i
Paper Survey Online Snrvey
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Automation and Ease of Use

Class Climate automates many of the steps and processes in the creation, administration and reporting of course evaluations. Quickly and easily
import survey dara and create questionnaires. Generate thousands of paper or online surveys with just a few clicks using advanced automation
features. Instant PDF reports are available as soon as you sean paper surveys or capture data online. Create customized reports, internal
benchmarking and historical comparisons. Export raw data to advanced statistical programs. Lastly, Class Climate’s quality management

system enables you to identify high and low instructor performance using quality indicators.

Prepare System

Using a CSV or XML export from your information system, import the list of departments,
instructors, and courses into Class Climate. The system quickly and casily manages mass
generation of the paper or online surveys. Create a single questionnaire for both paper

and online surveys using a simple wizard-based design tool. Build the survey using Class
Climare’s extensive list of question types, formatting features or import your own library.

Quality Management

With Class Climate, deans can

be granted access to Quality
Management views for one or more
departments. In the QM view,

they can see quality indicators as
graphs or indexes, as well as target
values on scaled questions. Deans
can browse results and identify
quality problems by comparing
them to standards, They can

also sort by highest and lowest
quality rating. Use both internal
and external quality indicators to
drive continuous improvement, FURTHER
Class Climate also allows for ANALYSIS
benchmarking to measure against
future evaluations,

QUALITY
MANAGEMENT

Further Analysis

As soon as all online or paper evaluations have been completed,
you can use the collected data in a variety of report formats. Create
faculty profiles, study courses and department reports by using
Class Climate’s web interface. You can create aggregate reports

for individual departments or for the organization as a whole,
Filter data sets by specific responses or multiple criteria. Compare
multiple results, including historical data, and then distribute
comparison profile lines to instructors via email. You may also
export directly to Excel or SPSS,

Initiate Surveys

Save time and money with e-mail
dispatch of online surveys or batch
printing of the paper questionnaires
for an entire department. Create
and distribute personalized
questionnaires automatically. For
online surveys, invite participants
via email, paper or LMS integration
(e.g. Blackboard®, Moadle™, etc.)

CAPTURE &
FEEDBACK

Capture & Feedback

Using a Scantron imaging scanner — and with a push of a single
button - the questionnaires are sorted, digitized and processed into
the corresponding course, along with an image of any handwritten
comments. (Dara can be scanned from scanners across multiple
locations into a single database,) The raw data is then statistically
analyzed and graphically prepared in a PDF evaluation report.
Based on your requirements, the system can be configured to
dispatch the reports to the instructors automatically or you can
start a batch process to export or print the reports when needed.
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Reports

You can configure the reports to display the information most relevant to you, your deans, and your instructors.

Examples of the most common reports and graphs

Header & Global Index Profile Lines
; = == . I . p—rpr—

mmm"n"n,: "Emalw:uu HNADIZY {'D l i e WI | ‘."-l"T I I

Fo elmporss= 112 4 | \I"WDOOII | 4;“ | IE\tceﬂonl

T T — SN TR L e e Ir I I \“\ ”‘ I I
o =t = Varypool || exoton
1. Bpeaker Evaluation . i 1] [ - |! . 2, |
Blewhds = s, | Comments
Question Detail She Las 1y Eadkdiatia,

" Tra cturne has had a profound imped a0 me. oo R S it et Frant =2,
= 48 o chpa. wes Wi Ynsiudedopelite.
i e e e o
A G P DA T et e B — = —- - A 5 /
£
S —spe o afn Covear Son !

Additional Applications

Class Climate is not just for course and faculty evaluations. Additional uses include:

Additional Applications

360° Surveys Alumni Surveys Seminar Evaluations

General Surveys Student Opinion of Learning Outcomes Workforce Development

User Roles
Class Climate provides you with easy access to the functions you need by means of a web portal:
* Administrators can create organizational structure, design questionnaires, generate surveys, control the online survey process,
and provide access of dara to external individuals or departments.
L Deans can insp:c{ rtsu'l‘ I'CPUIYS, ﬂ.ﬂd access qu.ality ma.nagcmcnl‘ ﬁ]TlCtiﬂl‘JS
¢ Report Creators can generate reports for system-wide or departmental use

A user role model provides different permissions based on the varied requirements of the users, Class Climate mirrors your organizational structure,
with all its subdivisions, so that you can manage all surveys in a structured way. Subdivisions, the number and type of survey instruments, as well as
report recipients, can all be individually set up.

reitecture
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Class Climate Scanstation and Workstation Class Climare Servers
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LMS Integration

Class Climare users may connect directly with students through a variety of Learning Management Systems (Blackboard, Moodle,
ANGEL, Sakai, etc.). Class Climate communicates with the LMS and sends the pending evaluations to the LMS’s student portal
interface. A direct survey link for each pending course cvaluation appears for the swudent, The student can then click the displayed
link and complete the course evaluation without any password entry. Scantron’s Professional Services department can assist you

with moving your data across any existing connectors,

Key Features & Benefits

* High degree of automation
* Paper and online surveys
* Detailed reporting & distribution functions
* Flexible evaluation options and raw data export
Key Features * Quality manag; and perf ¢ indicators
* Manages multiple surveys simultancously
* Easily imports seminar and trainer information from many databases
* Captures handwritten comments

* ADA compliant
* Saves time and costs by reducing l ¢ i
* Immediate feedback reporting for stakeholders
* Reduces need for physical storage space
Key Benefits * Centralizes processes for consistency and manageability

* Facilitares evidence-based management for continuous improvement
* Generates thousands of surveys in seconds
* Utilizes web-based architecture for ease of access and use

System Requirements for Class Climate

Intel Pentium Processor (2,5 GHz)
500 GB Hard Disk (RAID system)
4096 MB Memory

100 MBit/s Network

Recommended Parameters

Intel Pentium Processor (2.0 GHz)
N i i Dararmetees 200 GB Hard Disk
- 2048 MB Memory
100 MBit/s Network

Windows Server 2003 or 2008
Windows XP SP3
Y S b Windows Vista SP1

Windows 7 (32- or 64-bir)

Supporting Browsers Internet Explorer 6.0 and greater |
Firefox 2.0 and greater

\ Printer and Scanner Requirements
s \ Printer Requirements Laser printer recommended

\ \ Scanner Requirements Scantron’s INSIGHT™ scanners recommended

-

(scanmner vt be TWAIN compliant)

See Systemn Requirements docnment for compleve details.

Please visit us at www.scantron.com/classclimate for a complete overview of Class Climate’s system [
requirements or call us at (800) 722-6876 for more information.

0 2010 Scantron Corporation. All righls reserved, Scantron and the Scantron logo are registered trademarks. -I- R 0 Na
Blackiboard Is a reqistered lrademark of Blackboard Inc, PN 277+133-005 S C 1'5\ N
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2. CollegeNet:

Innovation, Efficiency, Balan

Online Course Evaluations A Hitl

ONLINE COURSE EVALUATION

New Systern Wins Raves from Students, Faculty, and Administratfion

Tnside
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon

Products: UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

WhatDo=YousThink?®
Web-based Course Evaluation System

Evalualion Response Rates
The number of completed evaluations more than doubled in the
inital rollout of the new system.

Why Move to a Web-based System?

+ Saves time and effort

+ Easy reporting capability

¢ Easy access for students, faculty, and administracors

* User-friendly

+ Cost effective

+ Ensures compliance with important stare laws and
university policies

The Savings:

Elimination of paper printing, scanning costs, and labor - a first
year savings of over $200,000 and that’s fefore factoring in the
addidenal teaching and learning time returned vo the classroom.

© Photos provided Business Profile
by Universiyy of The University of Oregon, located in Eugene,
Oregon.

to become a world class university; serving

over 20,000 students in its under-graduate

U of O is a public research university and a

member of the elite Association of American

Universites. It has a faculey of over 1,700

and offers a broad choice of studies in areas

was founded in 1876. The school has grown

from an inidal graduating class of five people

and graduate departments and its Law School.

such as architecture, art, business, education,
journalism, law, liberal arts, music, and
dance, the University of Oregon is truly a

well-rounded Institution.

The Problem

The university's Scantron® paper-based
evaluation system had 2 number of known
limitatdons. Its equipment and technology
were outdated, and the process was labor
intensive. Reams of paper forms had w be
printed, distibuted, collected, and processed
manually. Once the forms were processed, it
was difficult for deans, department heads,
and faculty to access clear reports containing
the correct subset of information. Perhaps
most importantly, not all students had easy
access to the evaluation system. Because the
Scantron forms were distributed, filled our,
and collecred during 2 single class meeting—
often 2 review session—students who chose
not to areend thar session were excluded from

the evaluation process.

Tha Solufion
With the introduction of the What<Dos
YouThink? system, evaluations became

available to each student via a personalized

secure web p -

page that ) y P‘ © MQ U
displayed \l l,-'/
only his or

her courses

and evaluation

forms. Evaluations could be completed at
the student’s convenience, 24 hours a day,
eliminating lost teaching time. Faculty
members and adminiscrators could view

completed evaluation data on the web.
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Innovation, Efficiency, Balande

And by offering early access to their grades when

students completed all their evaluations, the university

SdW [ESPONSe [Ales Soar.

The Benefits

With the WhatDo=YouThink? web-based course
evaluation system, all evaluations are now completed
by students online, at their own pace, and with a
much higher rate of completion. Responses are truly
anonymous, and since data is hosted at CollegeNET,
nothing can compromise that anonymity. In addiden,

the new systern closes a serious loophole from paper-

based days when a student was able to sign another
student’s name on an evaluation. Faculty members
can now securely access their evaluation feedback
online and immediately after the course evaluation
period ends, with no processing delays. Other stake-
holders, such as university administrators, can easily
access wider evaluation results. Security features in
WharsDosYous Think? allow the university vo comply
with both state law and U of O% own University
Senate policies. And of course, the cost savings are
notable. In i first year using WhawDosYous Think?
the university realized a savings of over $200,000.

Want to Know More?

To discuss the many ways WhatDoYousThink?
and CollegeNET’s other products can save you
time and money and improve efficiency; contact

sales@collegenet.com.

CollegeMET, Inc, 805 3W Broadway, Suite 1600, Portland, OR 97205 » 503.973.5200 * corp.collegenet.com
© 2010, CollegeNET, Inc. All rights reserved. Specifications are subject to change without notice. CN-F-190 1210

CollegeNET and What-DoYourThirk? are the registered irademarks ov intdemarks of CollegeNET Ine.,
All pther compary and product names may be tradewmarks of the vespective companiss with which they ans associated.
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What Do You Think? - What It Does

Products WhyChoose Us  Success Sorles  Customer Resourcas News & Ewnts  Conimct Us

J?}‘ What-Do+YousThink?

Faculty & Course Evaluation

What i Does Cvarvin
Our figdble wab-hesed courss swlugtion ayeiem leis eludenis Ml out ewaluation farms onling whila prosdding your Bcully
and usgre and secure acceas ¥ eualuation nep ulis, The syiem Is accansad Wa the web, soife What [t Doss
always to and school p
How You Beneik

With the What-Do=Yorr-Think?® svaluation system students can:
* Access a parsanal wab page that pressnts evelualions for only tha courses they'ns cumantiy anrolled In

* Ba of the

Success Slories

ity of ther p
& Complsts papsisss svaluations anyime, day or night &
« Sow svaluations [n progress and retum & compleds thein later

a Reoaive smail notification when svaluafion periods open and close, and when svaluation meulis am availabls

& CGatsaryscescs to grades when tey've compledsd e evaluations, if you decide to offer this featurs = X
Did You Know?

Instruetors eanc
= View and print svalustion results and reporis for e courses they ieach

= Accese historical swalustion dats fom pastisms
# View quantistive evalustion resuls of courses mughtby other Instrucions, If perm itted
= Export reports In PDF or Excal format 4

Academic Adminkstrators cac
* View and print evaluation resulls for apadic achoola, deparimenta, inatruciors, coursss — and, of course, for your snlie
Inaitution

s Export avaluation rasults for further analyele In PDF snd Excel format &

Your Bystam Adminisirators can:
* Add and maintain systam usere and sstevalusion kame

& Craats and hroadcat custam, imed rolaied emals and 0 students and Inslnicions
* Track parlicipetion and raspanss levels In regl ime
+ BExportsvelustion dete end perfiorm XML raw dsta dumpa for further Instituional analysls

Request More information

Wa'd be happyts diacuss wur coures sveluaion goals arvd explor how the What-Da=YousThink? online sourse svalualon
ayetam can halp you mwset them.

or sall us at 5039725200

Privecy Polloy | Contaat Lk | Tarme of Uss B2 CollegelET, Ino.

oorp.colloganetcom/preductsiwdyt_whathiml

"
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3. ConnectEdu: CourseEval

Web-Based Course Hfissessmzient

Faculty, chairs, deans, directors and provosts are guided by
student evaluations of courses and teachers --
Each of them can use CoursEval™ for their analysis

Students submit surveys Tor all courses anytime and anywhere
Fast and sophisti reports with meaningful comparisons

Customizable survey form:
Anonymo 1d non-anony
Securely stor ata ¢

Thorough training and support
Affordable hosting option

Academic Management Systems (7
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Engaging students, faculty, and administrators...

" Survey

Resu

Dear Br. Beschain,

CoursEval™ provides an attractive and highly
flexible email message manager to allow
communication with students and faculty.
Better messages build student and faculty
response rates and interest. Messages can
be scheduled automatically at preset times
to maximize response rates.

Courin
LE

MIH 1R
MTH 32
MIH 45

ey
1
nH
s

Flease
reparts

Managing and launching CoursEval™...

Wie are pleased to snnounce the availab®ty of the SEME
courss avaluation rasulte, Plaass use tha lngin infermation
mMessage to access your reports st our Survey Site.

“four performance was assessed in the follawing courses;

feal frae to cortact me if you have any questions abaut the

Customized messages
and reminders to
LS

Its Available

ETER TEAR
im thie

Laqin Infarmation

Caures ung. "'m"‘l‘n User Mamea rdeschain
ey eimiTis Password: ka-1%

Urear Azeta DRI

Exgrertianrs iy Asiteact Aightin L]

Hf ehicking the butnon sbeve
dass nat take yaute the
Surewy Site, wetar the UL
fsand a¢ the bacress of this
massage into peer brawser's

CoursEval™ offers a wide array of built-in ~ LEusE¥eL

s
Akt inbsnanky.
[y

features and options to manage surveys

WELCOME

and reports. Reports and logs are used as

effective management tools to increase

the response rates. The on-campus
manager can measure participation by

How Te Get Started?

day, course, student, department, and

' | hats Hew?

survey. Anonymity is protected. Training
manual, documentation, and help screens

guide the user.

Pt 1 o e T o s Gt 62 410

CoursEval™ is licensed annually and priced by enrollment.

Cost includes installation, training, support, and updates.

MyCoursEval is a portal
interface that connects with
course management systems
to display personalized

Personalized messagesto
- students appear on course

messages within the
interface.

PO
O | g
L (Poe—
B0 | g, crne st

Click hege to review svalustions.

The fulbwarsan b o list of your svabestioes

Tt
a iy G

o
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CoursEval™ reporting...

Courskval™ features timely analytical reports that provide anonymous data compiled from
student surveys. Output conforms to campus policies.

Multiple reporting options are available. In addition to available formats, survey data is easily
exported to create special reports. Results are safely stored for further analysis.

PRSI i Repordeninaton |
Student ratings and statistics for their courses T - : ’“.M e
Written comments that are detailed and legible u l:;“:‘_:

o | =

Comparisons with departmental courses
Comparisons among sections of a single course ||

Administrators can view: e S
Reports for all course sections o} i}
Detailed evaluations of all faculty
summaries of courses, faculty and departments
Summaries of schools and campuses

i e e
e DN | DS
1

i v | Ty

4. Detailed results

s v 1 i e 128 50
fgmnim jontom
e e

Universities can evaluate:
Courses offered by all schools on a campus
Courses offered on multiple campuses
Courses taught at remote sites
Distance-learning courses
Team-taught courses
All course types (lec, sem, lab, rec)
Clinical rotations, co-ops, field placements

5.Legible written -
i ‘comments '

CoursEval™ can also be used for:
Faculty evaluating students
Faculty evaluating faculty
A campus group evaluating itself
Self-Assessment
Surveys of non-course activities

oty - Summary Reports for Chairs, =
SID Deans Provostsand Others

For more information and a customized demo of CoursEval™
contact ‘sales’ at (716) 204-0464
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Faculty, chairs, deans, directors and provosts are guided by
student evaluations of courses and teachers --
Each of them can use CoursEval™ for their analysis

Students submit surveys for all courses anytime and anywhere
Fast and sophisticated reports with meaningful comparisons
Customiz :

Anonyn

Multiple levels of
Thorough training

Academic Management Systems |

[ 1L




F. Faculty Survey

FacultyEval Page 1 of1

. UNIVERSITY of M
SAN FRANCGISCO \ 3

Welcome to this survey requesting your input concerning a potential new student-to -faculty evaluation
system that could potentially replace the current SUMMA. At any time you may exit the survey and
return by re-entering your randem identification number. Once completed your responses cannot be
changed. Your confidentiality and anonymity are assured.

Thank you,

Bill Murry
Director of Institutional Assessment
wmurry@usfca.edu

5486

e ]

file:///C: /Users/wmurry/ AppData/Local/Temp/tmp3E4 5. html 5/30/2012
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FacultyEval

RN

UNIVERSITY of M
SAN FRANCISCO \ ™

Pagelof 1

What is your gender?

' Female
© ude
o Prefer not to say

Given the “typical” number of credit hours you teach in a single academic year (not counting summer or

inter session) what level of student do you primarily teach?

ol Undergraduate

' Greduste (Masters or Doctorate)
 Baoth equally

Do not teach

For how many years have you taught at USF (either continuously or intermittently)?
" This iz my first year

15

[SaE ]

[SIETET

w15

What is your employment status as a USF faculty member?

 Full-time
 Ppart-time

If you answered full-time in the previous question, please indicate your current position.

© Term facul ty

Assistant professor

~
" assciate pofessor
© Full professar

r

Mot Applicable

If you answered part-time in the previous question, please indicate your position.

 psp
' Nan-psp
Mot Applicable

[ Back [l Net Jflextsuney]

file:///C:/Users/iwmurry/AppData/T.ocal/Temp/tmpFSD 1.htm]

5/30/2012
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FacultyEval Pagel of 1

UNIVERSIT
SAN FRANC

In what school are you primarily associated with?

s College of Arts and Sciences
" school of Business and Professional Studies
 schaal of Mursing

" School of Law
r

School of Education

In what program are you primarily associated with (please write in your response below)?

-

Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system we should retain with regards to
the type or form of questions that are asked?

[{a]

“fes, retain in its entirety

“fes, but with minor changes (you will hawe an opportunity to elaborate [ ater in the aurvey)
Mot Sure

TN

Indifferent

Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the teaching effectiveness of the
faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe this should continue to be our primary focus for considering
a new evaluation system?

' Ha

“fes, it should be onl y focused on the effectiveness of the faculty in the teaching environment

r
s “fes, but with som e additiond foci (expl ained later in this survey)
" Not sure

r

Indifferent

The committee is considering moving to a total on-line survey system for the mode of the survey. Do
you believe this to be a viable approach if, over the current SUMMA system, it can guarantee a quicker
turn-around in the faculty feedback report?

' Ma, rat atall

s “fes, if we can get feedback sooner
" Not sure

' Indifferent

file:///C: fUsers/wmurry/AppData/Local/ Temp/tmp28F 7. html 5/30/2012
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FacultyEval Pagel of 2

, UNIVERSITY of M
SAN FRANCISCO \ *

The following are the final questions for which you are asked to give us your thoughts in an open-ended

format. Please do not mention the courses you currently teach or any other factors that could possibly
identify you or any other individual. Please limit your responses to your own perceptions.

Teaching evaluations are used for a variety of purposes, including re-hiring, promotion and tenure
decisions, as well as improving the effectiveness of teaching in our classes. To best serve these

purposes, what teaching related factors should be considered for inclusion in the ideal student-to-
faculty evaluation of our teaching?

What aspects of the current student's evaluation system (i.e., SUMMA) should be retained in a new
system of teaching evaluation?

If we adopt an online evaluation system, what changes should be made from the way we currently
evaluate teaching?

file:///C:/Users/wmurry/ AppData/Local/Temp/tmp8 C1 E.html 5/30/2012
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FacultyEval Page2of 2

If you would like to share some additional comments regarding a new student-to-faculty evaluation
system please feel free to do so below.

file:///C:/Users/wmurry/ AppData/Local/Temp/tmp8 C1 E.html 5/30/2012
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FacultyEval Page 1 of1

 UNIVERSITY of
SAN FRANCISCO \ &

Thank you very much for your respomses! If you would like to share some additional thoughts about a
new student evaluation system in private with one of the task group members please feel free to email
Ed Munnich (emunnich@usfca.edu) or Michael Webber fwebberm@usfca.edu), co-chairs of the
committee. If you are having specific problems with the survey interface please contact Bill Murry at
¥5486 or wmurry®@usfca.edu.

file:///C: /Users/wmurry/ AppData/Local/Temp/tmp3FC 6.html 5/30/2012

[ 80




G. Faculty Survey Results

Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System
Table of faculty survey frequencies

Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system we
should retain with regards to the type or form of questions that are

asked?

The committee is considering moving to a
total online survey system for the mode of the
survey. Do you believe this to be a viable
approach if, over the current SUMMA system,
it can guarantee a quicker turn-around in the
faculty feedback report?

Yes, retain in its

Yes, but with minor
changes (you will

Yes, if we can get

No entirety have an opportunity No, not at all feedback sooner
to elaborate later in
the survey)
- S B - S 23 - S =5 - S =5 - ) 3
@] (@] @] @] (@]
_ Female 49 62.8% | 58.3% 5 6.4% | 27.8% | 24 | 30.8% | 585% | 21 | 28.0% | 63.6% | 54 72.0% | 45.4%
What is your gender?
Male 35 53.8% | 41.7% | 13 | 20.0% | 72.2% | 17 | 26.2% | 41.5% | 12 | 15.6% | 36.4% | 65 84.4% | 54.6%
ggi”e?]gczsf Artsand 1 49 | 56.3% | 55.7% | 16 | 18.4% | 84.2% | 22 | 25.3% | 53.7% | 26 | 26.5% | 74.3% | 72 | 73.5% | 59.0%
School of Business
In what school are you | and Professional 19 65.5% | 21.6% | 2 6.9% | 105% | 8| 27.6% | 195% | 5| 15.6% | 14.3% | 27 84.4% | 22.1%
primarily associated Studies
ith? ;
with? School of Nursing 7 53.8% 8.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 6 | 46.2% 14.6% 2 14.3% 57% | 12 85.7% 9.8%
School of Law 2 100.0% 2.3% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 100.0% 1.6%
School of Education 11 64.7% | 12.5% 1 5.9% 5.3% 51| 29.4% | 12.2% 2| 18.2% 5.7% 9 81.8% 7.4%
Sl die " IpIEE Undergraduate 57 | 582% | 65.5% | 16 | 16.3% | 84.2% | 25 | 25.5% | 61.0% | 25 | 21.9% | 71.4% | 89 | 78.1% | 73.6%
number of credit
hours you teach in a
single academic year ggi‘:giffeg'v'as‘ers " | 24| 649% | 276% | 1| 27%| 53% | 12| 324% | 29.3% | 7| 21.9% | 20.0% | 25 | 78.1% | 20.7%
(not counting summer
or inter-session) what
level of student do Both equally 6 50.0% 6.9% 2| 16.7% | 105% | 4| 33.3% 9.8% 3| 30.0% 8.6% 7 70.0% 5.8%
you primarily teach?

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System
Table of faculty survey frequencies

Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the teaching effectiveness
of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe this should continue to be our primary focus
for considering a new evaluation system?
Yes, it should be <_)n|y Yes, but with some additional
focused on the effectiveness . . . .
No ) ) foci (explained later in this
of the faculty in the teaching
1 survey)
environment
Row N Col N Row N Col N Col N
Count % % Count % % Count Row N % %
) Female 7 8.1% 43.8% 28 32.6% 44.4% 51 59.3% 57.3%
What is your gender?
Male 9 11.0% 56.3% 35 42.7% 55.6% 38 46.3% 42.7%
College of Arts and o o o o o o
Sciences 12 10.7% 66.7% 41 36.6% 63.1% 59 52.7% 64.1%
School of Business and
: : 3 10.0% 16.7% 14 46.7% 21.5% 13 43.3% 14.1%
In what school are you primarily Professional Studies
associated with? School of Nursing 1 6.3% 5.6% 7| 438% | 10.8% 8 50.0% 8.7%
School of Law 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 3 100.0% 3.3%
School of Education 2 14.3% 11.1% 3 21.4% 4.6% 9 64.3% 9.8%
. o .. | Undergraduate 13 10.4% 72.2% 47 37.6% 72.3% 65 52.0% 71.4%
Given the "typical" number of credit
hours you teach in a single
academic year (not counting g‘gacfgiteeg'\"aswrs or 4| 100% | 22.2% 15| 375% | 23.1% 21 525% | 23.1%
summer or inter-session) what level
R e 1] 111% |  56% 3| 333% | 4.6% 5 55.6% |  5.5%

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.

82




Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System
Table of faculty survey frequencies

Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system
we should retain with regards to the type or form of questions that

The committee is considering moving to a total
online survey system for the mode of the survey.
Do you believe this to be a viable approach if,
over the current SUMMA system, it can
guarantee a quicker turn-around in the faculty

are asked? feedback report?
Yes, but with minor
Yes, retain in its ST [ W'!I Yes, if we can get
No . have an opportunity No, not at all
entirety - feedback sooner
to elaborate later in
the survey)
- X X - =S X - X X - =S N - X S
s 02| 2 13| ] 2 /3] 2|z |z3] %2 A - =
O Dc:> 8 O ch 8 O ch 8 O ch 8 O ch 8
;Qf'fr 5 [y 2| 400% | 23% | 1| 200%| 53%| 2| 400% | 49%| o 0.0% | 0.0% | 20| 100.0% | 16.4%
For how many years have | 1-5 30 | 56.6% | 34.1% | 7| 13.2% | 36.8% | 16 | 30.2% | 39.0% | 14 | 26.9% | 40.0% | 38 73.1% | 31.1%
you taught at USF (either
continuously or 6-10 23| 65.7% | 26.1% | 3| 86% | 158% | 9| 257% | 22.0% | 8| 22.2% | 22.9% | 28 77.8% | 23.0%
intermittently)?
11-15 9| 500% | 102% | 5| 27.8% | 263% | 4| 222% | 9.8% 357% | 143% | 9 64.3% | 7.4%
Greater Than 15 | 24 | 64.9% | 27.3% | 3| 8.1% | 15.8% | 10 | 27.0% | 24.4% 229% | 22.9% | 27 77.1% | 22.1%
What is youbg?fploylment Full-time 52 | 61.2% | 59.8% | 11 | 12.9% | 57.9% | 22 | 25.9% | 53.7% | 24 | 28.2% | 68.6% | 61 71.8% | 50.4%
status as a acu ty
member? Part-time 35 | 56.5% | 40.2% | 8| 12.9% | 42.1% | 19 | 30.6% | 46.3% | 11 | 155% | 31.4% | 60 84.5% | 49.6%
Term faculty 5| 41.7% | 96% | 3| 25.0% | 27.3% | 4| 333% | 17.4% | 5| 33.3% | 21.7% | 10 66.7% | 15.9%
:L{?]‘; E?vaivgﬂidqfﬁé's'ﬁ?f Sf;';;igtr 21| 67.7% | 404% | 2| 65% | 182% | 8| 258% | 348% | 6| 26.1% | 26.1% | 17 73.9% | 27.0%
E’Lﬁ?gﬁt'gg'sciﬁfnyour Qfosf‘;‘;féf 12| 57.1% | 231% | 6| 286% | 545% | 3| 143% | 13.0% | 7| 31.8% | 30.4% | 15 68.20 | 23.8%
Full professor 14| 63.6% | 269% | 0| 00%| 00%| 8| 36.4% | 348% | 5| 192% | 21.7% | 21 80.8% | 33.3%
I'L)ﬁ’]‘é S?:\\;Ygaquﬂfstut:)mne PSP 17 | 68.0% | 58.6% | 3| 12.0% | 60.0% | 5| 20.0% | 50.0% | 3| 16.7% | 60.0% | 15 83.3% | 38.5%
g'oesa}fiir']”d'cate your Non-PSP 12| 63.2% | 41.4% | 2| 105% | 40.0% | 5| 26.3% | 50.0% | 2 7.7% | 40.0% | 24 92.3% | 61.5%

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion.
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System
Table of faculty survey frequencies

Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the
teaching effectiveness of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe
this should continue to be our primary focus for considering a new
evaluation system?
Yes, it should be only Yes butwithisome
focused on the o .
; additional foci
No effectiveness of the ; . .
. . (explained later in this
faculty in the teaching
. survey)
environment
Row Col N Row Col N Row N | Col N
Count N % % Count N % % Count % %
This is my first year 0 0.0% | 0.0% 6 | 35.3% 9.2% 11| 64.7% | 12.0%
For how many years have 1-5 6 11.8% | 33.3% 17 33.3% | 26.2% 28 54.9% | 30.4%
you taught at USF (either ] N o o N o o
continuously or 6-10 2 4.4% | 11.1% 12 | 26.7% | 18.5% 31 68.9% | 33.7%
intermittently)? 11-15 2| 91% | 11.1% 9 | 40.9% | 13.8% 11 | 50.0% | 12.0%
Greater Than 15 8 | 20.0% | 44.4% 21 | 52.5% | 32.3% 11 27.5% | 12.0%
What is your employment | Fyll-time 10 | 10.1% | 55.6% 38 | 38.4% | 58.5% 51 | 51.5% | 56.0%
status as a USF faculty -
member? Part-time 8 | 10.7% | 44.4% 27 | 36.0% | 41.5% 40 53.3% | 44.0%
Term faculty 0| 0.0% | 0.0% 33.3% | 13.5% 10 | 66.7% | 18.9%
If you answered full-time -
in the previous question, | Assistant professor 3 | 10.3% | 30.0% 20.7% | 16.2% 20 | 69.0% | 37.7%
please indicate your Associate professor 1| 3.8% | 10.0% 12 | 46.2% | 32.4% 13 | 50.0% | 24.5%
current position.
Full professor 6 | 20.0% | 60.0% 14 | 46.7% | 37.8% 10 | 33.3% | 18.9%
If you answered part-time | pgp 3| 12.5% | 50.0% 9 | 37.5% | 47.4% 12 | 50.0% | 48.0%
in the previous question,
g'oes"’}fiir']”d'cate your Non-PSP 3 | 11.5% | 50.0% 10 | 38.5% | 52.6% 13 | 50.0% | 52.0%

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger
column proportion.
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System
Figure of faculty responses to open-ended questions by construct
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Note: The larger the circles and the thicker the connectors the stronger the construct agreement and relationship respectively.
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H. Construct Matrix

The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

Comparison Matrix

Joint Committee Online Teaching Evaluations

Thislisting of 28 instructional dim ensions firstappeared in Feldman (1989b) ina Importance Importance
slightly different version. For each of the instructional dim ensions, examples of Shown by Shown by
evaluation item s that would be classified into it are given. For refinements and Correlation with | Correlation USF SUMMA Duquesne University SF State The iDEA Center [Long Form)
modifications to this list of dim ensions and attendant coding schem e, see d’Apollonia, Student with Overall
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d’Apollonia and Rosenfield (1994). Achievement Evaluations
USF Faculty Construct of Faculty Instructional D eli very
No. 1 Teacher’s Stimulation of Interest in the Course and its Subject Matter : (2) .38 (4) .20 (1)
(10} The instructor used methods
a.  “the instructor puts material across in an interesting way”
that help students learn.
. . . ) o {7) Encourages student
b the instructor gets students interested in the subject .. -
participation.
¢ "itwas easy to remain attentive"
(5) The instructor helped me
consider alternative perspectives on . L.
A persp {132} Introduced stimulating ideas
d.  “the teacher stimulated intellectual curiosity” the topics presented. .
R R about the subject.
(16) The instructor stimulated my
thinking.
No. 2 Teacher’s Enthusiasm {for Subject or for Teaching} : (13) .27 [11) .46 (8]
. . ) . ) (8) The instructor was enthusiastic
a. the instructor shows interest and enthusiasm in the subject” .
about teaching.
b.  “the instructor seems to enjoy teaching’ {11) Is enthusiasticin teaching.
C. “the teacher communicates a genuine desire to teach students”
d.  "the instructor never showed boredom forteaching this class”
e.  “the instructor shows energy and excitement”
No. 3 Teacher's Knowledge of Subject Matter: (12) .34 (9) .48 (9)
(9) Has command of the subject,
a. “the instructor has a good command of the subject material’ including new developmentsin the
field.
{9} Has command of the subject,
b.  “the teacher hasa thorough knowledge, basic and current, of the subject’ including new developments in the
field.
c.  “theinstructor has good knowledge about or beyond the textbook”
d.  "the instructor knows the answers to questions students ask”
e, “the teacher keeps lecture material updated”
No.5 Teacher's Prep eration Organization of the Course: (4) .57 (1) .41 (8)
(9) The instructor seems to be well  |{25) The instructor was well
a. "the teacher was well prepared for each day’s lecture”
praparad. prepared for dass.
b.  “the presentation of the material is well organized’
{11) The course appears to have . .
c. the overall development of the course had good continuity” (1) Crganizes the course effectively.
been carefully planned.
d.  "the instructor planned the activities of each class period in detail”
No. 6 Clarity and Understandableness : (1) .56 (2) .25(2)
. . o {8) The instructor is teaching the (22) The instructor's explanations  |{10) Presents class material ina {10) Explained course material
a.  ‘"the instructor made clear explanations . N i ;
course material or skills clearly. were clear. clear and organized way. dearly and condisely.
21) The instructor relates
b.  theinstructor interprets abstract ideas and theories clearly” 21} . .
underlying theory to practice.
c “the instructor makes good use of examples and illustrations to get across difficult (2) The instructors use of examples
points” helped toget points across in class.
{4} Makes the course material
d.  “the teacher effectively synthesizes and summarizes the material” meaning ful and shows significance
of the subject.
e “the teacher answers students’ questions in a way that helps students to understand”

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance” to "Low Importance or No Importance."




The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

Comparizon Matrix

Joint Committee Online Teaching Evaluations

Thiz listing of 28 instructional dimensions first appeared in Faldman (1989b) in a Importance Importancs
slightly diff erent vers on. For each of the instruct onal dim ensions, examples of Shown by Shown by
evaluation item s that would be classified into it are given. For refinem ents and Corralation with | Carralation USF SUMM A Dugquesne University SF State The iDEA Center [Long Form)
modifications to this list of dim ensions and attendant coding scheme, see d'Apollonia, Studant with Ovarall
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d'Apollonia and Rosenfield (1996). Achievemant Evaluations
No. 7 Teacher's Elocutionary Skillz : (11) L35 (7.5) .49 (10)
A "the instructor has a good vacal dalivery” {1} The clerity and sudibility of the
unstructors speech are excellent
b, “the teacher speaks distinetly, Muently and without hesitation”
= “the teacher varied the speech and tone of his or her voice”
d.  “the teacher haz the ability to speak distinetly and be clearly heard” u“{’ the Ill'_v'lluL'lU.l clearly
articulated material.
v “the instructor changed pitch, volume, or quality of spovch”
No. 0 Teacher's Seasitivity to, and Concern with, Class Level and Progress : (0) .30 [10]) .40 (5]
a. "the teacher was skilled in obzerving student reactions”
b, “the awiare whon students failed to keep up in o
[21] The assgnments were
challenging at an appropriate level
. . tor the coursa,
o the instructor teaches near the clase level {18} The course material was
prasantad at an appropriate laval of
understanding,
. (32) The instructor was concarnad . . .
d. “the teacher takes an active perzanal interest in the progress ofthe clazz and showsa {10) The instructar seams o care . {1} Cisplayed a personal interastin
desire for students to learn”® about my learning. with whether or ”f)L the students students and their learning.
learned the material.
Construc of Instructional Desi
of Course Objectives and Requirements : (7) .25 {7.5] .45(7]
N (15) Course chjactivas have baean {17) The ohjactivas of the course (2) Dafines tha coursa ohjactives,
a. “the purposzesz and peliclez afthe courze were made clear to the student” . . 4 o
expressad dearly. were well explained, learning activities, requirements,
) ) {2} 1.h|.=r1:quinurr|<.'nL:suF the course {4) The instructor made it clear how {2} D?ﬁrluu{h_c_cwu,c{.fbjcclivuu,
b, “the instructor gave a clear idea of the student requirements® (projects, papers, exams, etc.) weara learning activities, requirements,
axplainad adaquataly. students would be assessed. and grading policias claarly.
=3 “the teacher clearly defined student rezpon sibill inthe course®
{12) Gave tast, prajects, atc. that
udents which tapics are maost im partant and what they can expect an . .
coverad the most important points
of the course.
(24) The assignments were healpful
[ “the instructar gave cloar s enes” ng a better understanding
= ob jectives,
N-:]‘;Jm Nature and Value of the Course Matertal (fncluding ftx Usefulness and Relevance) : 17 [18) 70 [18)
= (4) Demaonstratad the importanca
and ggnificance of the subject
4. “the teacher has the ability to apply material to real life” matter.
(11) Related course material to real
life si tuations.
{27) This course is practical and
k. "the instructar makes the course practical® usaftul ta thase studants for wham it
was spacifically plannad.
o “the warthwhile and infarmative material in lectu 't duplicate the tes®
d.  “"the course has excellent cantent”
(19) The instructer helped me to
o “the class considers what we are learning worth learning” understand the relevance of this
Sourss.

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance” to "Low Importance or No Importance."
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The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

Comparison Matrix

Joint Committee Online Teaching Evaluations

This listing of 20 insouctonal dimensions firstappeared in Feldman (1%0%b) ina Impeortance Importance
slightly different version. For each of the instructional dimensions, examples of Shown by Shown by
evaluation item s that would he dassified into it are given. For refinem ents and Correlation with Correlation USF SURMMA Duguesn e University SF State The IDEA Canter [Lang Farm)
modifications to this list of dim ensions and attendant coding schem e, see d"Apollonia, Student with Owerall
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d'Apollonia and Rosenfield (19%6). Achlavamant Evaluations
No. 11 Nature and Usefulness of Suppl tary Materlals and Teaching Alds : (22) -.11(17) 72(14.5)
{21) The assignments weara
challerging atan repriate lavel
(2] The contents of the 2ssignments reine #Rprop ) . .
a. “the hamewark assignments and supplementary readings wem helpful in understanding . . for the course. {2} Effectively uses assignments to
. contribute to my understanding of . .
the course th biect. {24) The assignmeants weara halpful |anhanca laarning.
e subjec . . .
L in acquiring a better understanding
af course chjectives.
b, “the teacher made good uze af teaching aidz such az films and other audio-visual
materials®
{14} Invalved studentsin "hands on']
“the instructor provided a variety of activi ;
. P . . . projects such as resaarch, case
(elides, films, projections, drawings) and cutside resource persans - s
studies, or "real life" activities.
No. 12 Perceived Qutcome or Impect of Instraction : (3) el .28 (3]
{9} The instructor was helpfuloin {14} Contributes to knowledge of
advancing my knowledge or skills,  [subject.
“the course hi
. . {1} The instructor helped me to
£ “apart from your personal feelings about the teacher, has he/she been instrumental in {18} In this course, | am learning understand the material in this
increasing knowledge of the course's subject marter” much. ” - .
coursa.
USF Faculty Constiuct of E ent with Students
No. 13 Teacher's Fairness Impartiality of Evaluation of Students Quality of Examinations : 26 (12) 72 (14.5)
(15)
1(5) The methods being used for (&) Evaluation criteriais dearly
a. “grading in the course was fair” evalutaing my work (such as tests, presented and the instructor s fair
projects, etc.) are reascnable. in evaluating student work.
(&) Evaluation criteriais dearly
b, “the instructor has definite standards and iz impartial in grading” presented and the instructor s fair
lin evaluating student work,
(23) Examinations cover material or
r=3 “the examz reflect material emphasized in the course” . . .
skills emphasized in the course.
4. “rest questions were clear” {25} Examination questions are
|chrased clearly.
| 3 _coverage of subject matter on exams was comprehensive
No. 15 Neture Quality, and Frequency of Peedback from the Teacher to Students : (21) .22 (14.5) LB7(17)
17) The instructor provides useful
17 P () The instructor provided .
. . feedback on student progress N (5) Provides feadback on student
a. “the teacher gave zatizfactory feedback on graded material” - - constructive feedback on course
llidentifying strengths and . prograss.
assignments and exams.
weaknesses),
{7) Explained the reasons for
b, "eriticiem of papers was halpful to studenes® criticisms of srudents’ academic
performance.
o “the teachertald students when they had done a goad job”
{11) The instructor returned graded {17) Provided timely and frequent
d.  “the teacher is prompt in retuming tests and assignments® materials within the appropriate feedback an tests, reports, projects,
time frame. et tohelp studentsimprove.

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance"” to "Low Importance or No Importance."
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Joint Committee Online Teaching Evaluations

Thiz listing of 28 instructonal dim ensions firstappeared in Feldman (1989b) ina
dightly different version, For each of the instructional dim ensions, examples of
evaluation item s that would he dassified into it are given. For refinem ents and
modifications to this list of dimensions and attendant coding schem e, see d'Apollonia.
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d’apollonia and Rosenfield (1996).

Importance
Shown by
Carrelation with
Student
Achisvamant

Importance
Shown by
Correlation
with Overall
Evaluations

USF SURMPMA

Duguasna University

SF State

The I[DEA Canter [Lang Farm)

No. 16 Teacher's Encouragement of Questions and Dizcusgsion, and Openness to Opinlons

.36 (5.5 .60 (11
of Others: (9 (3:3) (i)
-, {15) The instructor created a
(7) Adequate cpportunities ara . N . .
o . N learning enviranment in which
a. “students felt freetoask g ! ar express opinions” provided by the instructor for me to .
. students falt comfortable asking
ask questions., .
guestions,
b.  the instructor stimulated ¢ disauzsions”
(=4 “the teacher encouraged students to express differencez of opinions and to evaluate each
ather's ideas”
d. “the instructor invited critic af his ar her awn id
_the teacherappeared receptive to new ideas and the viewpoints of sthers
.18 s O n and Respect for Stude i s acher: [16) .22 (14.5) .65 [12)
. {8) |5 sansitive and responsive to
a. “the instructor seems to have a genuine interest in and concern for students” P
students as individuals.
7) The instructor treated students
b, "the teacher tosk srudente ssriously” (7) The instructor treated studen
with respect.
e d good rapparnt with s
d. r friendly taward all studen
No. 19 Teacher's Avallability and Helpfulness : (14) .36 [5.9) .74 (18]
a. “the instructor was willing to help students having d ifficulty”
b. “the instructoris willing to give individual attention”
. “the teacher was available for cansu leation”
{20) Communication with the
instructor cutside of dasswas
20) Encouraged student-facul
; ) helpful. {12} Is available for discussion [ ) N - . o
d.  "the teacher was accessible to students cutzide of class” N . N N interaction cutside of class (office
{23) Assistance from the instructar  |outside class time, i " It il, ete.)
cutside of dass was readily available) A phona calls, e-mal, ek
if | saught help.
USF Faculty Construct of Student Leaming
No. 17 Intellectn el Chellenge end Encouragement of Independene Thoughe (by the 250113) 334

Teacher and the Course) : (10]

a. “thiz courze challenged students intellectually”

{132) The instructor challanged me
intellactually.

{12) Stimulates students 1o think

lindependently/critically.

{4} The instructor's presantation

{2) Found ways ta help students

b.  "the teacher encouraged students ta think out answers and fallow up ideas® aftan causzas mea to think in depth . N
. . answer their own guestions.
about this subject.
(18} Gave projects, tests, or
& “theteacher attom pts to stimulate creativity” assignments that required original
or creative thinking.
4. “the instructor raised challenging question s and problems”

Feldm en construcs that had no correlation with student achievem ent

No. 4 Teacher's Intellectual Expansiveness (and Intelligence) =

a. “the teacher iz well infarmed in all related fields"

b.  “the teacher haz rezpect for ather subject areas and indicaves their relationzhip to his or
her own subject of presentation”

e _the teacher exhibited a high degree of culrural attainment”

No. 14 Persanality Characteristics { *Prrsonality ) of the Teacher: (1)

@, “the twacher ha +of humar”

oo 5o

b, “the teacher was sincere and honest”

o “the teacher iz highly personable at all times In dress, velce, soclal grace, and manners”

d.  “the instructorwas free of personal peculiariciez®

" “the instructar is nat autacratic and daes not try to faroe us to accept his id el
interpretations”
f. “the teacher exhibits a casual, infarmal attinude”

“the instructar laughed at his own mistakes”

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance” to "Low Importance or No Importance."
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The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

Comparison Matrix

Joint C i Online Teaching Evaluations
slisting of 28 instructional dim ensions first appeared in Feldman (1989b) ina Impartance Importance
1y different version. For each of the instruoi onal dimensions, esamples of Shown by Shown by
evaluation item s that would he classified into it are given. For refinem ents and Corralation with Corralation USF SUMMA Duquasna University SF State The IDEA Canter (Loang Form)
modifications to this list of dimensions and attendant coding schem e, see d*Apollonia, Student with Owverall
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d'Apollonia and Rosenfield (1996). Achlavarmant Evaluations

No. 20 Teacher Motivates Students to Do Their Best High Standard of Performance
Required : (6)
a. "Instructar mativates students ta do their bast work®

b.  “the instructar zetz high standards of achievement for smudents®

(16) The instructor demaonstates 3
personal commitment to high
standards of profassicnal

COMp etence,

& “theteacher raizes the aspiration level of students”

{15) Inspired students to set and
achieve goals which really
challenged them,

No. 21 Teacher’s Encouragement of Self-Initiated Learning :

a. “Studentsz are encouraged towork independently”
b.  “students assume much respon zibility fartheir own leaming”
e "thegeneral approach used in the course gives em phasis to learning on the students’
awn”
{20) The instructor supervises and
d. “the her does not suppr el ividual initiative® helps in new experiencas without

taking cwvar.

No. 22 Teacher's Preductivity in Research Related Activities :

a. “The teachertalks about his own research”
b, “instructor displays high research accamplishments’
- “the instructar publishes material related ta his subject field®

No. 23 Difficulty of the Course (and Workload)—Description : (23)

{28) The pacing of cach class session

a. “the warklead and pace of the course was difficult” "
was appropriate. (Reversad)
b. I spent a great many hou tudying for this course”
= "theamaount of wark required for this course was very heavy”
d.  “thiscou roquired a lot af time®

&, _the instructor assigned very difficuls reading”

No. 24 Difficulty of the Course {and Workload)—Evaluation : (24)

a. “the content of this course is tea hard”

b. "the teacher's lactures and aral presentations are "over my head' ”

& “the instructar aften asked for mare than studenes could ger done”

d. “the instracto m pred to cover tao much ma aland presentod it too rapidly”

No. 25 Classroom Management: (17)

a. “the instructar cantrals ¢ disc

b, “thei

an ta prevent rambling and confusion®

ractor maintain

saam atmasphere canducive ta learm ing”

redunt :antent”

. are allowed to participate in deciding the cour

d. “the teacher did nat ‘'rule with an iron hand' "

No. 26 Fleasantness of Classroom Atmoesphere: (19)
a. “the class does not make me nervous”
b. "I falt camfortable in this class”

o “the inztructor created an atmosphere in which students inthe clazz zeemed friendly”

d.  "this was not one of those cl s wher

ather signs of humar”

tudonts Tailed ta laugh, joke, smile or show

& “the teacher iz always crit and arpuing with students”
S LI TR A, —

No. 27 Individualization of Teaching :

A, “instead of expecting every student to do the same thing, the instracar provides

different activities for different students”

b.  “my grade depends primarily upan my improvement aver my past performance”

& “inthiz class each student iz accepted on hiz ar her own merita”

d.  “my grade is Inflaenced by what Is best for me as a person as well as by how much | have
wd”
o “the instructar evaluated each student as an individual®

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance"” to "Low Importance or No Importance."
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Comparison Matrix
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This listing of 2 8 instructional dimensions firstappeared in Feldman (1989h) ina
slightly different version. For each of the instructional dimensions, examples of
evaluation item s that would be classified into it are given. For refinem ents and
modifications to thislist of dimensions and attendant coding schem e, see d’Apollonia,
Abrami and Rosenfield (1993) and Abrami, d’Apollonia and Rosenfield (1996).

Importance
Shown by
Correlation with
Student
Achievement

Importanca
Shown by
Correlation
with Overall
Evaluations

USF SUMMA

Duquesne University

SF State

The iDEA Center [Long Form)

No. 28 Teacher Pursued and for Met Course Qhjectives: (5)

a.  “the instructor accomplished what he or she set outto do”

{12) The pacing of the course was
appropriate foritsgoals and
chjectives.

b. "therewas close agreement between the announced objectives of the course and what
was actually taught’

¢ "course objectives stated agreed with those acually pursued”

{12) Course objectives are being
achisved,

Itemsin each comparison survey thathad no alignm ent with the Feldmen constructs

Iterm s for which there is no close match

(5) The instructor has adequate
means for evaluating my learning.
{13) Curing the term, | locked
forward to attending this class.
{14) Compared with other courses
on thislevel carrying an equal
amount of credit, the effort | put
into this course is as much asin
other courses.

(19) The out-of-class assignments
are challenging.

(22) Overall, I rate thisinstructor a
good teacher.

(24) The time allowed to complete
exams is adequate.

{26) The textbooks contribute tomy
understanding of the subject.

(27) Regular class attendance was
necessary for understanding the
colrse materfal.

{30) The instructor followed the
course schedule presented in the
syllabus and in class.

(26) The instructor encouraged
students to seek help outside of
class if needed.

(29) The instructor respondad to my
communicationsin a timely manner

(15) Rate the cverall teaching
effectiveness of the instructor.

(3) Scheduled course worlk (class
activities, tests, projects)inways
which encouraged students to stay
up-to-date in their wark.

{5) Formed "teams" or "discussion
groups" to fadlitate learning.

{B) Made it clear how each topic fit
into the course.

{8) Stimulated students to
intellectual effort beyond that
required by most courses.

(9) Encouraged students to use
multiple resources (e.s. databanks,
library holdings, outside experts) to
improve understanding.

(16) Asked students to share ideas
and experienceswith otherswhose
badkgrounds and viewpoints differ
from their own.

(18) Asked students to help each
other understand ideas or concepts,

* Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance"” to "Low Importance or No Importance."
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