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" ... it is not a matter'?[ whetl1cr we c'llaluate tead1inJ!. but mtl1er a question '![how we do it. What ends do we lw11e in 
mind and w/10 con trols the process? If academics fa il to take responsi&ilityj(,r c11aluation '![ tead1in,rz, it is dear th at oth ers 
will be eaJ?,CY to do son (Christopher Kmtpper 2001 "Broadening O ur Approach to Teaching Evaluation ", in 
Fresh Approaches to the Evaluation of Teaching: and Learning:, ed . C . Knapper and P . C ranto n, pp 3- 9. 
New Directions in Teaching an d Learning 88. J ossey-Bass, San Francisco) 

Ihckg:round 

One o f the major themes of the 2010-201 3 Academic Plan is "teaching and learning in a research 
university", and th e plan contains a number of initi atives to ensure we focus o n providing the best learning 

opportuniti es fo r students. 

Clearly, instructors play a crucial role in the qu ality of teaching and learning. For many years Simon Fraser 
University has required that instructors b e evaluated in vari o us ways, and that fo r continuing employees 
these evaluations should be part of the evidence assessed during salary review, contract ren ewal, tenure, 
and promotion. For limited term employees, the same instrum ents can be used for salary review and 
reappointment decisions. Much of the literature o n student evaluations suggests that th ese sho uld be used 
in conj unction with o th er forms of evalu ation for th e purposes of assessment of instructors. 

However, co urse and instructor evaluatio ns should not be used solely for evaluation of empl oyees . O th er 

important purposes include: 
a) evaluation of most effec tive teaching and learnin g methods 

b) evaluation of inn ovatio n in teaching and learning 

c) com parison of student assessment of learning o utcomes w ith the intended objectives of a 

co urse or progran1 

d) self- refl ection by instructors 

In 2008 the Senate Committee o n University Teaching (SCUTL) prepared a report "Evaluatin g How We 
Evaluate " that exarnined the processes used to evaluate instru ctors and courses. T he Senate Committee on 
Agenda and R.ules suggested that the recommendatio ns be considered within the Task Force on Teaching 
and Learning's (TFTL) work. In the TFTL's environm ental scan, the same iss ues w ere found as by 
SCUTL, and SCUTL's reco mm endation s were then incorporated into the TFT L's report. T h e SCUTL 
report was presented to Senate for info rmation in December 20 10, and the VPA made a comm itm ent to 
begin a rev iew of the evaluati on process and, if appropriate, initiate changes . 
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T he SCUTL repo rt (2008) fo cused largely o n how SFU has evaluated teaching ski lls o f instructors and the 
content and structure of co urses. It also review ed so m e of the current li teratu re o n evaluatio n , and looked 
at som e o pti o ns for improvem ent. Its o verall recommendatio ns w ere: 

• D evelop more effective fo rms that can be used to evaluate courses and instructors 

• C reate best-practice gui delin es for academi c uni ts on ho w to evaluate teaching and courses, and 

h o w to use information collec ted 

• E n han ce the University's suppo rt and pro fessional develo pm ent oppo rtunities fo r instru ctors 

T he TFTL devoted o ne o f fo ur w o rkin g gro ups to the evaluati o n and recognitio n o f teaching and 
lea rn ing . T h e T FTL report (20 1 0) recomm ended that SFU, " Increase aw areness of policy provisio ns that 
address th e impo rtance accorded to teaching and learn ing, pro m o te a consistent in terpretatio n of policy 
provisions, and implement further ini ti atives that valu e th e teaching m issio n o f the Un iversity." O ne of the 
sub-recommendations suggested devel o ping a co herent system to evaluate teaching and learning 
effectiveness and to do so , woul d requ ire develo ping and o ffering new course and inst ructor eval uatio n 
fo rms as well as related support fo r instructo rs and departm ents and a more com prehensive approach to 
evaluate teachin g and learn ing effective ness . 

As well , em bedded in its fi nal recommendatio ns to the V PA arc a numb er of relevant items: 

• T he University sho uld evaluate instructo rs, courses and programs regularly fo r learning 

effecti veness 

• T here should be m o re co nsistent recogni tio n of good/effective teaching, with a reward system to 

match 

• Instructo rs should he enco uraged to experi m en t w ith new m ethods, and evaluatio n m ethods 

sho uld nuke allowance fo r experimen ts that do not succeed 

• Th e sch olarship of teachi ng and learni ng sh o uld be recognized as a valid research contributi o n 

Taken together, th ese two reports clea rl y indi cate the need fo r ac tio n around the evaluation o f teachin g 
and learning, and the use to w hi ch th ose evaluatio ns are put. T he fac t that th e University is also seeking 
accred ita tion thro ugh the N o rthwest Commissio n o n Colleges and U ni versities is ano ther reason fo r re
th inking o ur evaluation m ethods . NWCCU em phasizes the need to evaluate learn ing and program 
o utcomes, and this will require a shi ft in how we approach program des ign and how instructo rs im plement 
programs and p rogram compo nents. Such changes w ill he refl ected in course and instructor evaluatio ns. 

It is impo rtant to recogni ze that th e desire to re-consider evaluation o f instructo rs and co urses docs no t 
arise fi·o m sign ificant dissatisfaction on the part of students o r academi c admin istrato rs abo ut the quali ty of 
instructio n or curricul um. H o w ever, w e no w have mu ch better info rmatio n o n what consti tutes effec ti ve 
prac tice , w hen compared with o ur state of kn owledge 30 years ago w hen th e basic stru ctu re of o ur 
eva luatio n process was developed. Dearing this in m ind , any develo pment o f new evalu atio n m ethods m ust 
include inpu t fro m instructors, and we have to be carefu l to ensure that new fo rm s o f evaluatio n do no t 
c reate new workload for instructors and academ ic departm ents, ~tnd th <t t they do not stifl e creati vity. 

Process 

T h e V PA requests: (1) that Senate approve th e fo llowing terms of reference fo r a proj ect to be led by 
SCU T L, and (2) that Senate requests SCU T L to report to Senate by March 20 12 . 

1. SCU T L will serve as an o versigh t co m m ittee fo r a proj ec t to be fun ded by th e VPA. 

2 . SCU TL will o versee the preparation of a report for Senate that includes: 

a) m strum cnt(s) and processes that coll ect student input o n th e effectiveness o f individ ual 

instructo rs 
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h) instrument(s) and processes that collect student input on the value of an individual course to 

their program of study 

c) a range of instruments for different types of educational settings (e.g. large classes, seminars, 

field work, graduate programs etc.) commonly experienced at SFU 

d) for all instruments, recommendations to ensure that efficient methods of data collection and 

storage are used, and to ensure that privacy of instructors is maintained 

e) for all instruments, "core" questions that would he common to all evaluations, as well as an 

opportunity for academic departments to customize some questions, either for a program or 

for individual courses. 

3. SCUTL will prepare a second document that provides a set of guidelines for best practices in the 

following areas: 

a) methods for evaluation of instructors and courses that can he used in the development of 

department-specific guidelines, as required by policies A 11.05 and A12.01 and by the TSSU 

collective agreement; 

h) the use of evaluations by students as a component of a broader set of evaluative processes 

c) processes to ensure that innovation and experimentation in teaching (either by individual 

instructors or by programs) is not deterred by fear of negative evaluations 

d) preparation by instructors of teaching dossiers/portfolios that respond to or reflect on teaching 

evaluations. 

4. VPA will provide a budget to hire or second a project manager/researcher/writer with expertise in 

teaching evaluation in post-secondary education and evaluation who will develop the instruments 

and other documents, and who will report to the Director of the Teaching and Learning Centre, 

who is also secretary to SCUTL. 

5. SCUTL is expected to ensure consultation with academic administrators, faculty members and 

other instructors, SFUFA and TSSU, experts in teaching and learning, and students. 

6. SCUTL is expected to consult with SFU academic units about practices that have been effective, 

and to undertake research on effective practices that have been developed by other institutions. 

7. SCUTL should advise Senate on opportunities and problems that would he encountered if the 

University changed to electronic methods for soliciting student feedback. 

8. SCUTL will provide a status update in November 2011 and report hack to Senate by March 2012. 
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