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LRE Students and Instructor Course Evaluations:

J Resubmission of SCUTL report and request for action

l DATE November 17, 2010

Dear Members of the Senate Community on Agenda and Rules:

The issue of course and instructor [C&I] evaluations at SFU has been longstanding. In early
2009, SCUTL completed a report, “Evaluating How We Evaluate” and submitted this to
SCAR in March 2009 with a request for advice on how to proceed. SCAR’s response was that
sending the report to Senate would be premature. Given the timing of the request, it was
suggested that the recommendations in the report could be incorporated in the Task Force on
Teaching and Learning which had yet to report to Senate.

The Task Force on Teaching and Learning (TFTL) incorporated our recommendations at a
conceptual level in its final recommendations. These were accepted by Dr. Jon Driver, VPA,
earlier this year. However, activity on the issue of C&I evaluations has yet to commence. In
the September 2010 SCUTL meeting, Dr. Driver attended and discussed this issue and
advised us to forward the issue of C&I evaulations to Senate for review and approval. Dr.
Driver expressed a willingness to support action to improve the process and the instrumernts
used for C&I evaluations at SFU pending Senate approval and direction.

As noted in the TFTL’s information gathering in 2008/9, the C&I evaluation was an
important issue to many respondents. Departments have also been requesting changes to the
generic form with the addition of specific questions, different options depending on the type
of course, and options in its administration (e.g. online). Lacking institutional directions or
alternatives, some departments have created their own evaluations. Furthermore, at the
institutional level, both the 2010-13 academic plan and the TFTL recommendations
emphasize diversifying students’ learning experiences. This however, would require a range
of options in C&l evaluations which do not presently exist.

Therefore, we respectfully request that Senate review our attached report and approve action
on the development of new course and instructor evaluations at SFU. Senate approval would
then allow the VPA, in conjunction with SCUTL, to establish a course evaluation project
which would include input by a broad range of stakeholders at SFU.

Thank vou for your attention to this matter. We look forward to your response.
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Executive Summary

The Senate Committee on University Teaching and Learning (SCUTL) has been engaged
in a process of reviewing the university’s current practices and tools related to student
evaluations of courses and instructors. This process has been wide-ranging and pursued at great
length through a variety of avenues.

SCUTL has reviewed the history of evaluations at SFU and the various incamations that
the instruments and methods take across the university. The committee has engaged in wide-
ranging consultation with experts in the field of evaluation and higher education, and has
engaged students, faculty, staff, and administrators in their discussions. Overall, the committee
recognizes the potential for valuable information, critiques, and suggestions to be collected
through student evaluations of courses and instructors at SFU, but feels that the current
instruments and methods of conducting evaluations do not encourage a full utilization of this
potential.

As such, SCUTL has prepared and presents this report on student evaluations of courses
and instructors at SFU. The committee recommends that evaluation methods and implements
should be renewed, allowing the university community to make the best use of the information
that can potentially be collected. While the committee recognizes the constraints that current
fiscal realities place on the operations of the university, it also feels that reviewing and renewing
evaluation practices and procedures could be a strategic investment in assuring the quality of
education at SFU, by engaging students, staff, and faculty in assessing our educational
endeavours and thereby identifying points of strength and areas of potential improvement.

Broadly, the Senate Committee on University Teaching and Learning recommends the
following, which are discussed in-depth later in the report, along with subsidiary
recommendations:

« SFU should develop or obtain new course and instructor evaluation forms that can be offered
to the university community.

« SFU should develop a best-practices guide for conducting student evaluations of courses and
teaching.

« SFU should develop a best-practices guide for using the information collected through student
evaluations for administrative and operational purposes.

« SFU should develop and ensure support for responding to student evaluations of courses and
instructors.

/
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Introduction

UNDERSTANDING WHAT WE DO AND HOW WE CAN DO IT BETTER

As part of its terms of reference, the Senate Committee on Teaching and Learning
(SCUTL) is charged with *“...provid[ing] advice and guidance on the development and upgrading
of teaching evaluation instruments in use in the University” (SFU 2007).

SCUTL has been engaged in reviewing the evaluation instruments in use at SFU for some
time. A history of activities at SCUTL is presented in the second part of this report, but it is
important to note the significant amount of effort that has been placed into reviewing current
evaluation instruments and practices. The committee feels strongly that there is a potential for
valuable and useful information to be collected through student evaluations of courses and
instructors at SFU but that current forms and practices are hindering these well-intentioned
efforts. SCUTL feels that evaluations can be useful and that ours can be done better.

This self-examination is particularly pertinent in light of changing delivery
systems/course methodology at SFU. For example, we need to be able measure the impacts of
current changes to class sizes, removal of tutorials from certain courses, etc. in order reliably to
assess the consequences of these changes.

This report will discuss the current practices of student evaluation of courses and
instructors at SFU (Part I), will discuss a variety of perspectives, the history of evaluations at the
university, and a brief review of leading academic literature on the subject (Part II), and will
present a number of recommendations with detailed suggestions on how current practices can be
improved, for the benefit of the entire university community (Part III).

The committee realizes that this subject can potentially be a contentious matter, but
stresses that with proper consultation and engagement of all university stakeholder groups, the
value in student evaluation of courses and instructors can be recognized and utilized to ensure
- that the university is achieving its goals of engaging all of its communities in providing the best
education that it can possibly provide. The committee will remain seized of this matter and is
willing to provide resource and assistance in any actions that arise out of this report.

The committee wishes to acknowledge the efforts of a number of people who have
provided invaluable assistance. Acknowledgements are given to Chris Groeneboer, Amrit
Mundy, Maria Davis, Gary Poole, Ted Kirkpatrick, and others who have provided advice or
assistance during this process. A special thanks goes to the 2007-2008 members of SCUTL:
Paul Neufeld (Faculty of Education and Chair), Janet McCracken (Faculty of Applied Sciences),
Nicky Didicher (Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences), Stephen Spector (Faculty of Business
Administration), Timothy Beischlag (Faculty of Health Sciences), Chris Kennedy (Faculty of
Science), Kevin Harding (undergraduate student), Joe Qranful (graduate student), David
Kaufman (Director, Learning and Instructional Development), Elaine Fairey (Director, Student
Learning Commons), and Nancy Johnston (Senior Director, Student Learning and Retention).

/
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I — Practice

STUDENT EVALUATION OF COURSE AND INSTRUCTORS AT SFU

At the end of each semester, most SFU students are asked to fill in one or two bubble
sheets evaluating the instructors who have taught or interacted with them. The forms are
relatively simple; they collect simple demographic information with regard to the students, ask
the students why they took the course, and then they delve into a complex matrix of evaluative
criteria on the instructor and the course.

In order to understand better how departments and academic units across the university
are using evaluations, a survey was developed and administered to academic units who have a
staff person on the SFU Departmental Assistant contact list. Of the fifty-nine units on this list,
seven were eliminated because they are units or sub-units that do not directly conduct
evaluations, such as a Special Arrangements office or a Surrey campus office, leaving a sample
size of fifty-two units to which the survey was administered. All units but one responded,
providing a very high (98.1%) response rate (Groeneboer 2008, 4).

Of the fifty-one responses, four units did not have undergraduate sections, and graduate
programs do not appear to conduct evaluations as often as undergraduate programs. Removing
these four units from the sample, all of the remaining forty-seven units reported that they
evaluated “all courses each term” (Groeneboer 2008, 8). Drawing from this, it is reasonable to
assume that student evaluations of courses and instructors are a nearly universal practice at SFU.
A MIX OF FORMS

However, it is not safe to assume the same level of universality for the forms and
instruments used across the university. As Figure 1 below indicates, while most (66%) units use

the standard blue and green evaluation bubble forms so familiar to most of the SFU community,
some (23% and 11%) use either a combination of the standard forms and departmental forms or

FIGURE 1 - TYPES OF FORMS (n=47)

departmental forms only, respectively (Groeneboer 2008).

The varied use of forms is a preliminary indicator of some of the concerns that have
arisen with regard to the current SFU evaluation forms. While two-thirds of departments do use
the standard green and blue forms, others have supplemented these forms with their own, or
entirely replaced them, in order to capture more useful data. According to the canvassing report

/
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prepared by Chris Groeneboer, some departments use their own forms “because they wanted
more space for comments[,]”” or because “a couple of extra questions are added.” This raises
some questions as to the efficacy of current instruments.

DISTRIBUTION METHODS
The ways in which the evaluations themselves are conducted are also not universal across
the university. As illustrated below in Figure 2, while a majority of units (55%) use the

FIGURE 2 - METHODS OF DISTRIBUTION (n=47)

“standard procedure” for conducting evaluations, the rest use a variety of methods.

The “standard procedure” is one that most members of the community are familiar with.
Evaluation forms are handed out, a brief explanation is given, and the instructor leaves the room.
A student volunteer is asked to collect the forms and return them to the department at the end of
class.

Some departments use a slight variation on this standard procedure as departmental staff
or teaching assistants conduct the evaluations instead of student volunteers. A significant
proportion of departments said that they had set procedures for conducting evaluations but did
not specify the exact methodology. One department reported using email surveys and one
department reported using online surveys. In addition to this is the course evaluation employed
by the Centre for Online and Distance Education (CODE). CODE administratively supervises
distance education courses and uses an online form for evaluations primarily, while giving
students the option to request a paper form for evaluations if they so desire (Groeneboer 2008).

Again, this variety of distribution methods foreshadows concerns with current evaluation
implementation—there does not appear to be a “best practices” model employed or
communicated, raising a number of additional concerns with current practices.

USES OF DATA COLLECTED

How units actually use the data collected through evaluations is likely to be just as varied
as how the evaluations are conducted. While the survey administered did not directly ask units
how they used the data, comments and open-ended responses received can be used to gauge this
to a certain degree.

It is generally understood that units use instructor, course, and TA evaluations to some
degree with regard to human resources requirements. Generally, instructor evaluations are used

{
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by departmental tenure and promotion committees (TPCs), teaching appointment review
committees (TARCs), and appointment committees. To what extent different departments use
the data collected is largely unknown; however, it is generally understood that evaluations are
“only a part” of the human resources processes, which may also include discussion of teaching
portfolios and other materials. Teaching assistants also have the results used during HR
procedures such as hiring, with such use governed by the collective agreement between the
TSSU and SFU.

Open-ended responses from the various departments also highlighted other specific
usage-related information that is valuable. A number of units reported that the open-ended
comments on evaluation forms represent the most valuable data collected. Some departments
place a summary of course evaluation data into personnel files. Some departments asserted that
they “really follow up” if there are negative comments for instructor or TA (Groeneboer 2008).
This seems to imply a systemic assumption that no actions are taken to improve teaching or
course quality in response to negative student evaluations.

Again, the varied usage of the data collected, at least as far as can be inferred from
comments, shows the beginnings of a number of concerns that were further discussed during
SCUTL’s review of evaluations. There is no best-practices guide for usage of data, nor does
there appear to be an overarching university policy that directly governs the usage. TPCs and
other such bodies do not currently have guidance in interpreting or following up on the
information they receive via student evaluations.

IS THIS WORKING?
This brings us to the central question that SCUTL has been pondering for some time: are
current methods of student evaluations of courses and instructors working?

As hinted at above, there are a number of concemns with the current practices around
student evaluation of courses and instructors. While there does seem to be a widespread
agreement on the value of undergraduate evaluation of courses and instructors, given that 100%
of respondents indicated that undergraduate programs were being evaluated, the same cannot be
said of graduate programs. Due to small class sizes and concerns over confidentiality, not all
graduate sections are evaluated. This raises questions as to whether or not graduate courses
should be evaluated, and if so, how.

Additionally, concerns emerge over the current evaluation practices. While two-thirds of
units use the standard green and blue SFU evaluation forms, a large number either supplement
these with their own, additional forms or use other instruments entirely. This would seem to
indicate a disconnect between what information departments are looking for in evaluations and
what they are currently receiving. Similarly, a majority of units reported following what has
become standard procedure in conducting evaluations, but just less than half report following a
variation of this. There is no best-practices guide on conducting evaluations aside from requiring
that the person being evaluated leaves the room. This opens the current practice up to questions
of efficacy and fairness as different units use different methods, all of which can potentially have
an impact on the results.

evaluating how we evaluate — senate committee on university teaching and learning



The forms themselves are areas of significant concem. The questions asked are often
irrelevant to actual teaching and learning in the courses evaluated. Some courses use teaching
methods (such as team teaching) different from that which is assumed in the instruments,
creating problems for evaluation. Additionally, faculty have serious (and well grounded)
concerns over the amount of additional data that can be collected during evaluations, with
concerns raised over additional sheets of complaints or concerns being attached to evaluation
forms instead of being pursued through formal avenues in departments and units. Many
departments have expressed an opinion that the comments section of the form is the most
valuable, and have expressed a desire to see that portion preserved. Many of the individuals
involved in discussions at SCUTL expressed concerns over the questions asked other than the
open-ended portions, with regard both to their design and their wording. No information is
available as to the author(s) of the questions on these forms or the validity of the questions, and
the forms have not been updated in at least twenty-nine years.

One of the largest areas of concern that emerges is in regard to how the data are used.
Both of the major constituencies involved in evaluations (students and instructors) seem to have
the most concerns here. While the perspectives of students and faculty will be explored later in
this report, the concerns over utilization can be explored here. Given that there do not appear to
be university-wide best practices for using the data, or even common ways of using the data
collected through evaluations, there is a good deal of confusion as to how the data are actually
used. Faculty are generally aware as to the fact that the data actually are used, but they are not in
agreement as to what extent data are used. Students are generally surprised to learn that any
weight is ever applied to the consideration of the data collected, with many assuming that the
evaluations are simply exercises in futility. Departments, faculty, and students all expressed a
desire for useful data from evaluations that could be used towards improving teaching and
learning at SFU.

Overall, the members of SCUTL believe that evaluations can indeed be valuable.
However, members also agree that improvements must be made.
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[I — Perspectives

AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

In order to understand the rationale, recommendations, and substance of this report better,
a variety of perspectives must be considered, including an historical perspective on evaluations at
the university and the activities at SCUTL that give rise to this report.

History of evaluations at Simon Fraser University

Formal and official evaluations did not exist in any recognizable form when SFU opened
its doors to its charter students in 1965. Indeed, university-sponsored evaluations did not start
until the 1970s, and it was not until much later that university policies were established that
required nearly-universal student evaluation of instructors and courses and universal survey
forms (Johnston 2005, 143).

Prior to this policy change, students organized unofficial “anti-calendars,” which were
published through the Simon Fraser Student Society (SFSS). Anti-calendars were published
compilations of results of surveys and included statistical summaries of student responses to a
variety of questions—with some questions very similar to those on the current course evaluation
forms. Anti-calendars also included biographies of instructors, various information about the
instructor’s teaching history at the institution, and recommendations from sample students in
regard to the course in question.

An SFSS student course questionnaire from 1974 (a reproduction of which is included as
Appendix A) asked students these questions, in addition to others:

+ “What would you tell another student if he asked whether or not he should take

this course?”

« “How well was the instructor prepared for his lectures?”

+ “How much freedom of choice in written assignments?”

+ “Was the lecturer successful in stimulating your interest in course material?”

« “What was the tutor’s attitude towards the subject of the course?”

+ “Any suggestions for the improvement of this course?”

A sampling of other SFU and SFSS course evaluation questionnaires, including those
administered by departmental student unions, indicates a wide variety of questions asked of
students when evaluating, including whether or not the course as taught met the student’s
expectations after reading the course outline (Simon Fraser Student Society 1974).

When published, anti-calendars included statistical breakdowns of the responses to the
questions posed in the questionnaires and open-ended commentaries from students. An example
of an anti-calendar, from an unknown source, is reproduced in Appendix B. It should be noted
that at SFU such questionnaires appear to have been solely conducted by the SFSS or its various
departmental student unions. Other universities (such as the University of Ottawa) conducted
joint course and instructor evaluations, with the student society and the university sharing efforts
and resources.

{
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However, solely student-led evaluations do not appear to have lasted much more than
fifteen years at Simon Fraser University. As Hugh Johnston notes in his SFU history book,
Radical Campus, “SFU faculty began conducting student evaluations themselves, partly in self-
defence and partly because they were, sometimes reluctantly, persuaded that they had a value”
(143).

Indeed, in about 1979, the university began to change its policies and procedures around
evaluations. In one report to the VP Academic, authors M. Gates and P.E. Kennedy made a
number of recommendations with regard to the “principles which should govern the evaluation
of teaching and the procedures which could be used” (1979, 1).

The Gates and Kennedy report made a number of suggestions, specifically that course
evaluations should be tools for career progress advancement. Notable were the suggestions to
limit severely the amount of input that students had in the evaluation processes, establishing
university-wide “general and flexible guidelines” for departments and units to follow in
evaluation, eliminating numerical ratings, and changing the namest/titles of course evaluations
implements from “course evaluations” to “students’ opinions.” (Gates and Kennedy 1979).
Particularly memorable is the recommendation that student input on course and instructor
evaluations be limited to four questions:

i) What do you consider to be the weakest features of this course?
ii) What do you consider to be the strongest features of this course?

iii) What do you consider to be the weakest features of this instructor as a
teacher?

iv) What do you consider to be the strongest features of this instructor as a
teacher?

(Gates and Kennedy 1979, 4)

Interestingly, these proposed questions appear nearly verbatim (the four questions have simply
been condensed into two) on the current form of SFU course and teaching evaluations (See
Appendix C). This would suggest that while the mechanical form of course evaluations may
have changed between 1979 and now (the Gates and Kennedy report makes reference to carbon
copies of comments) the questions posed and the kinds of data collected may not have been
reviewed or updated for as many as twenty-nine years.

In the meantime, the student-led evaluations at SFU seem to have disappeared. Many
reasons are cited, notable amongst them the costs of legal review of draft anti-calendars to avoid
charges of slander and libel. Very few, if any, departmental student unions still produce anti-
calendars. The only DSU in recent memory to have contemplated publishing one was the
Biology Student Union. The Sociology/Anthropology Student Union was puzzled as to what an
anti-calendar was, upon discovering that their constitution mandated an anti-calendar standing
committee. Alternatives to anti-calendars have appeared to fill this void, notably the
introduction of ratemyprofessors.com.
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SFU departments and units still overwhelmingly conduct student evaluations of courses
and instructors. Students do not display a large amount of confidence in the procedures, and do
not always complete them or give them a large amount of attention. A considerable amount of
discussion at SCUTL has centred around perceived deficiencies in current course evaluations,
and proposed alternatives.

Timeline of activities at SCUTL

In 2005, SCUTL decided to act on a request from the Simon Fraser University Faculty
Association to examine the issue of student evaluations, including perceived deficiencies in the
current system(s) and possibilities for updating them. Over a period of two years, a sub-
committee with help from an LIDC Research Assistant (Amrit Mundy) devoted time and energy
to investigating many issues connected to student evaluations. Their activities included

« a literature review to determine current thinking as to validity and
efficacy of student evaluations, and best practices in the field,

« a number of limited, informal surveys of students, faculty, and dept.
chairs to determine their concerns with and hopes for student evaluation
forms,

« interviews with administrators at Canadian academic institutions which
had recently been through the process of updating their student
evaluation forms, and

« examination of a number of different forms commercially available but
designed at reputable academic institutions.

In the summer of 2007, the SCUTL sub-committee prepared to pilot one of the two
commercially-available form sets which we felt best matched both the criteria which our faculty
and students had identified as important and pedagogical concerns which our literature review
had indicated to be important. However, both of our preferred form sets were American, and one
of the criteria SFU faculty had indicated was important to them was that forms be processed
locally, so we began negotiations to see if we could pilot one of them and process the results in
Canada.

SCUTL also determined, both from the literature review and from the interviews with
administrators at other institutions, that in order to make a major change in student evaluations it
was important that all three of the major stakeholders (faculty, administrators, students) have
significant input into the decision-making processes.

In early 2008, AVP Academic Bill Krane announced a new task force to review a number
of issues related to teaching and learning at SFU. Members of SCUTL feel that examining
student evaluation of courses and instructors should be included in the work undertaken by the
new task force. This report is intended to be a textual statement of our beliefs in regard to course
evaluations.

!
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STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES

Across the university, student evaluations are received with varying degrees of warmth,
interest, or tolerance. Each constituent group of the university community acknowledges the
value of student course evaluations—to a degree—and each wants course evaluations to be as
useful as possible. What differs between each group is how the group views course evaluations
and how each group feels that they should be used.

Students

In the heady times of SFU’s birth, students conducted their own course evaluations and
published them. They considered this to be a democratic form of participation in the university’s
governance. Over time, the university itself began conducting course evaluations, and student-
led evaluations have gradually disappeared.

On the whole, students informally surveyed indicated a great deal of support for an ideal
type of course evaluation in which their input was genuinely considered in times of course
revision or review or when faculty and instructors were undergoing performance evaluations.
However, students expressed a great deal of doubt with regard to current course evaluation
practices. Common responses were

« a feeling that course evaluations do not seem to go anywhere: students
fill them out and then never seem them or results again, so it seems to
them pointless to offer comments, and

« a desire to see some form of publicly accessible results of scores from
evaluations.

Further consultations with student leaders such as student senators and members of the Board of
Directors of the SFSS resulted in a few additional comments:

» course evaluation results should be available to Senate decision-making
committees such as SCUS and SCUP when reviewing course proposals,
program restructuring, or program proposals, and

« course and instructor evaluations should be available to external
reviewers.

In 2007, the Student Forum of the SFSS voted unanimously to express support for
revising current evaluation forms to make them more useful and suggested the publication of
some form of the results.

Graduate students have a considerably different experience with evaluations than do
undergraduate students. First, they are often evaluated as teaching assistants in addition to
offering evaluations of their instructors. Second, with the small class sizes of graduate classes,
the principle of anonymity is not as guaranteed as it is with large undergraduate lectures. Third,
the relationships between graduate students and their instructors who may also be supervisors
can be difficult to negotiate. Some graduate students expressed concerns with current practices
in regard to the use of teaching assistant evaluations. According to one student, some
departments offer large lecture courses with TA support that do not have tutorials, yet they still

{
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use TA evaluation forms geared toward leadership in tutorials (see Appendix D). Concern was
expressed as to the value of the evaluations received from students who were evaluating a TA
with whom they may have had no contact, and concern was additionally expressed about the
weight of these evaluations in employee files.

Overall, students expressed support in principle for evaluations, but expressed a desire to
ensure that they were meaningful and conducted in valuable ways.

Instructors

Given that a request from the Simon Fraser University Faculty Association was one
impetus to SCUTL to be evaluating how we evaluate, it would appear that faculty have a desire
to revise the current system. They also have a distinct perspective on student evaluations. It
should be noted, however, that an in-depth survey of faculty was not conducted, and as such, no
claims of representativeness are made with regard to the concerns discussed herein.

Many concerns raised by instructors have to do with the usage of the data collected and
with the construction of the green and blue SFU forms that are predominantly used for course
and instructor evaluation. Some concems are as follows:

« questions asked on the green and blue forms seemed to be poorly
constructed, with good and bad poles of scales being inconsistent—for
example, questions 5 and 6 are centre-weighted while the rest are left-
weighted (see appendix C)

« the various bodies and persons that receive the results do not necessarily
have a best-practices guide on how to use the data collected

« any public disclosure of data collected (as has been suggested by
students) may be a violation of privacy

« academic freedom and innovative teaching methods may be
compromised if results are overly weighted in TPC and other
assessments

« there is a possibility of grade inflation if instructors desire high student
evaluations.

Faculty also have a considerable number of constructive criticisms:

« evaluations should be processed locally to provide for quick turn-around
times (note: the current forms are processed at UBC)

« evaluations should not conducted by a private or commercial enterprise
as this raises questions of privacy

« evaluations must be conducted, processed, and stored in Canada due to
concerns around privacy engendered by the Patriot Act

« evaluation questions should be validated by experts in the field in the
field of psycho-educational measurement.

Additionally, faculty expressed concerns over the impacts of teaching evaluations on the
practice of teaching. Concerns were expressed over the interplay between popularity and
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effective teaching, and the effects that this has on teaching and learning in classes. Concerns
were expressed that popularity may have a higher influence on outcomes of evaluations than
would effective teaching. During discussions, SCUTL acknowledged the tensions experienced
by faculty through course evaluations.

LITERATURE FROM THE FIELD
The following text is taken from a brief report prepared by former SCUTL chair Ted
Kirkpatrick. The committee appreciates his work on the report.

The literature on student evaluations of teaching is vast. The IDEA Center (at Kansas
State University, see http://www.theideacenter.org/category/idea-center/about-us) claims over
2000 articles have been published on the topic. To provide good entry points into this literature,
this report highlights several articles and special issues. Most of these articles are reviews or
even formal meta-analyses of prior work. In addition to these review articles, I list several other
articles that make specific points of particular note.

Overviews

IDEA (n.d.) summarizes the literature in a single page. No citations are provided, but the
conclusion summarizes the consensus of most experts:

Student ratings can be valuable indicators of teaching effectiveness, and
they can help guide improvement efforts. But they are most useful when
they are a part of a more comprehensive program which includes
additional evaluation tools and a systematic program for faculty
development.

Two more IDEA reports provide excellent summaries. Cashin (1989) developed a
framework for evaluating college teaching. He expanded the definition of teaching to include
seven areas:

*  Subject matter mastery

* Curriculum development

* Course design

» Delivery of instruction

» Assessment of instruction

* Availability to students

* Administrative requirements (book orders, grades, etc. completed and

on time) .
Then he listed eight sources of data for evaluating these areas:
o Self
+ Files

* Peers—faculty members knowledgeable about the subject matter

+ Colleagues—faculty members not knowledgeable about the subject
matter

+ Chair/dean—the faculty member's immediate academic supervisor
* Administrators—who do not have direct supervisory relationship
* Instructional consultants

/
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*  Others

He developed a table (Table I, p. 3) with the seven areas as rows and the eight sources as
columns, suggesting which sources of data might be useful in evaluating which areas. He
concluded that student evaluations are of most utility in evaluating the latter four areas (delivery,
assessment, availability, and administrative requirements) and of little to no use in evaluating the
first three areas (subject matter, curriculum development, and course design). Specific examples
are given by IDEA (n.d.), that students cannot judge “the appropriateness of the instructor's
objectives, the relevance of assignments or readings, the degree to which subject matter content
was balanced and up-to-date, or the degree to which grading standards were unduly lax or
severe."

In a later report, Cashin (1996) provided 20 guidelines for successful evaluation of the
complete faculty contribution, including teaching, research, and service components, as
applicable. He argued,

As one reads the different authors, one is struck by the high degree of
agreement among them. I would suggest that among those knowledgeable
of the literature and experienced in the field, there is 80 to 90 percent
agreement about the general principles that should guide effective faculty
evaluation. The answers to the important questions are known, although
not necessarily on every campus.
These three articles are short and reflect the contemporary consensus, despite their age.
Validity concerns
A large literature exists on the validity of student evaluations, under what circumstances
they are valid, and what constructs they measure. A Current Issues section of American
Psychologist (Greenwald, 1997) presented competing viewpoints (d'Apollonia & Abrami, 1997,
Greenwald & Gillmore, 1997; Marsh & Roche, 1997; McKeachie, 1997).
Each of the four articles provided different answers to four validity questions:
1. Conceptual structure: Are ratings conceptually unidimensional or multidimensional?

2. Convergent validity: How well are ratings measures correlated with other indicators
of effective teaching?

3. Discriminant validity: Are ratings influenced by variables unrelated to effective
teaching?

4. Consequential validity: Are ratings results used in a fashion that is beneficial to the
educational system?

The key point, from my perspective, is in Greenwald's (1997) originating question:

My interest in student ratings had a sudden onset. In 1989, I received the
highest student rating evaluations I had ever received for teaching an
undergraduate honors seminar. The sudden interest came, not then, but a
year later, when I received my lowest ever evaluations. The two ratings
were separated by eight deciles according to the university's norms—about
2.5 standard deviations apart. But these two ratings were for the same

/
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course, taught in the same fashion, with a syllabus that was only slightly
changed. (p. 1182)

McKeachie (1997) replied,

Had I been consulting with him about the ratings, I would have said
something like this:

“Tony, classes differ. Effective teaching is not just a matter of finding a
method that works well and using it consistently. Rather, teaching is an
interactive process between the students and the teacher. Good teaching
involves building bridges between what is in your head and what is in the
students' heads. What works for one student or for one class may not
work for others. Next time, get some ratings early in the term, and if
things are not going well, let's talk about varying your strategies.”

I think this puts the validity debate in perspective.

Olivares (2003) offered another widely-cited critique of the validity of student ratings.
His arguments strike me as attacks on a straw figure. He lists four requirements for student
ratings to be valid objective measures (p. 236). Not surprisingly, he can assemble counter-
examples to every one of these requirements, and therefore student ratings lack psychometric
validity. However, his conclusion acknowledges that student ratings may still have use:

Considering the foregoing analysis what can be concluded regarding the
utility of numerical student ratings of teachers? It depends on the purpose
of SRTs. Armstrong (1998) suggested, “there is no evidence that the use
of teacher ratings improves learning in the long run” (p. 1223). Nor is
there evidence to show that SRTs improves teacher quality (Feldman,
1983; Ryan et al., 1980). If, however, SRTs are intended to serve as a
convenient method to evaluate teachers using students’ opinions of their
satisfaction with the course or teacher, then SRTs can be considered to
have practical utility.

Thus, a lack of validity does not mean that SRTs are not useful; rather, it
just suggests that SRTs are not measuring what they intended to measure
and therefore inferences regarding teacher effectiveness or student
learning should be constrained.

Much of the debate concerning validity of student ratings centers around differing
definitions of “what they are intended to measure.” I would argue for McKeachie’s (1997) more
pragmatic emphasis, that student ratings are best viewed as subjective responses and can provide
useful information when viewed in that light. As Mike Theall (2006) wrote in an online
discussion forum

Ratings are intended to present students’ opinions and they are doing just
that.... Pseudo-psychometric issues ... are far less important than emphasis
on appropriate interpretation and use of those data....

/
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Appropriate use of students’ opinions requires that they are embedded in a
comprehensive process for evaluating faculty performance; that they are
considered in light of other evidence; that context and other factors are
considered in interpreting the data; and that evaluation is accompanied by
administrative support in as many forms as are necessary to insure
effective teaching and learning.

I consider that the best conclusion to the debate over validity of student evaluations.
Course evaluations as predictors of learning

A recent study by Weinberg, Fleisher, and Hashimoto (2007) took a new approach to
assessing the value of course evaluations. As economists, Weinberg et al. took an economic
value viewpoint. Their paper argues that course evaluations are ultimately intended to help the
university fulfil its role of increasing the nation’s human capital. After several pages of dense
economic theory (which I am unqualified to evaluate), they present a model relating student
evaluations of teaching in a first course in economics to expected performance in a second
course building on the first. Co-varying for many other factors (including grades received,
ethnicity, and others), they assess how well students’ assessment of the first course’s
effectiveness predicts their grade in the second course. They conclude,

When both current and future course grades are included in the same
regression (column 3), the effect of current grade clearly dominates, and
the coefficient [for teaching effectiveness as a predictor of] future grade is
small and insignificant. (p. 15)

This study is the first one of any size that considers teaching evaluations in terms of grades in
later courses. It appears well-designed, and its message that teaching evaluations do not measure
learning of knowledge that will be useful in future courses should be taken into consideration.

[end of embedded report by Ted Kirkpatrick]
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III — Recommendations

A VARIETY OF OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Senate Committee on University Teaching and Learning spent a considerable
amount of time assessing the various forms of evaluation implements used at institutions across
the province, the country, and in other locations. Careful examination of the variety of options
available across the spectrum has lead the members of SCUTL to develop a number of
recommendations for proceeding.

Summary of recommendations

The recommendations that SCUTL makes can be summarized into changing current
implements, updating current practices, and ensuring that support exists to work with the
information collected through evaluations. Below is a four-point summation of the
recommendations that SCUTL makes; each point will be expanded on below. There are sub-
recommendations and detailed suggestions that accompany each wider recommendation. In
broad terms, SCUTL recommends the following:

1. SFU should develop or obtain new course and instructor evaluation
forms that can be offered to the university community.

2. SFU should develop a best-practices guide for conducting student
evaluations of courses and teaching.

3. SFU should develop a best-practices guide for using the information
collected through student evaluations for administrative and
operational purposes.

4. SFU should develop and ensure support for responding to student
evaluations of courses and instructors.

DESIGNING A SOLUTION THAT WORKS FOR SFU

Much discussion at SCUTL centred on perceived deficiencies of the current course and
instructor evaluation forms that SFU uses (see Appendix C, but recall that different departments
and units supplement these or use other forms) and discussion around how the various forms
could be improved to ensure that adequate information was being collected and that the questions
asked are as fair and as useful as possible. This gives rise to the first set of recommendations, all
of which deal with improving the implements that we use for student evaluations of courses and
instructors.

Recommendations
1. Develop or obtain new course and instructor evaluation forms that can
be offered to the university community.

The committee felt strongly that a revision or replacement of the current evaluation forms
must be conducted. This opinion was arrived at through a considerable amount of discussion of
current implements, usages, and methods of evaluation. SCUTL felt that new forms could either
be 1/ developed locally, 2/ modified from currently existing forms, or 3/ obtained from

evaluating how we evaluate — senate committee on university teaching and learning



— 17

commercial suppliers. However, members also felt that the forms should be processed locally,
due both to time constraints and privacy concerns.
1.1.  Options similar to those used at UBC (a common core module
plus unit-specific questions) or the University of Washington
(different forms for various units/kinds of courses) should be
considered, balancing the need for university-wide assessment
and unit-specific information.

The committee felt that a “one-size-fits-all” solution would not work at SFU, given both
the recommendations in the literature (which recommends different methods of evaluation for
different disciplines or methods of teaching) and the desires of various units to use solutions that
fit their needs best. Current practice supports this, with a third of units that conduct evaluations
either supplementing SFU forms with their own or using their own exclusively. However, the
committee balanced this with university-wide operational needs. The University of British
Columbia uses a specific method that approaches a best-case median of this dilemma, with a
common core set of questions that are asked of students across the university and a number of
questions that can be specified by the various units. This sort of evaluation instrument would
allow not only for discipline-specific questions, but also allow units to tailor evaluations for
different methods of delivery such as field schools, wet labs, practicum courses, seminars, etc.
This would likely satisfy the majority of units at SFU, allowing them to continue asking the
questions that they currently are (and continuing to use any amassed data) while providing an
institution-wide refresh of evaluation implements.

1.2. Distinction in the form should be made between evaluation of
the course as a course and the instructor as a teacher.

The committee felt that one of the problems that currently exists with the SFU evaluation
procedures is a fuzzy boundary between evaluating the instructor as an instructor and the course
as a course: the section called “general” seems to be where the course evaluation happens, but it
could have a clearer title. The section called “course grading” may apply either to the course or
the instructor, depending on the circumstances of delivery. Other instruments make a very clear
distinction between course and instructor evaluation, with some going so far as to have separate
forms for these purposes. While the committee recognized that courses are often developed by
individual instructors, it also recognized the value in evaluating courses against student
expectations and desires. SCUTL also discussed the utility of evaluating programs or streams,
and opportunities for this. Some members believed that a clearer division between evaluation of
the instructor and evaluation of the course could provide an ability for institutional use of the
comments or data collected.

1.3. Consideration should be given to the unique environment of
graduate courses and instruction when developing new forms
and practices.

Given that graduate courses often have small enrolments, graduate students reported a
concern over the anonymity when responding to course evaluations. The unique
supervisor/student relationship also factored heavily into this discussion. Some departments are
conducting graduate evaluations in unique ways, such as having the graduate chair of the
program interview classes. Whatever course of action with regard to student evaluations SFU

/
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settles on, consideration should be given to the unique nature of graduate instruction and courses
when developing new implements.

1.4. Create an electronic repository to allow for university-wide
access to forms and related resources.

Whichever way new implements are developed, the committee felt that sharing
information with regard to the instruments and practices was vital to ensure that the maximum
use of evaluations was being realized. Specifically, an online repository of information relating
to evaluations was suggested, to allow all members of the university community access to
combined and collected knowledge. Note: this would not be a repository of student ratings and
comments, but one which details the forms SFU supports and the best-practices guidelines for
conducting evaluations.

CREATING BEST-PRACTICES GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING EVALUATIONS

One of the most pervasive issues that continuously appeared in discussions at SCUTL
was the many methods by which various units conduct evaluations. Some members were
concerned about the variety of methods, and in discussions, other methods of conducting
evaluations were considered.

2. Develop a best-practices guide for conducting student evaluations of
courses and teaching.

SCUTL members strongly agreed that a best-practices guide should be developed and
made available to the university community. Such a best-practices guide should not be
mandatory policy, but set out ideal conditions and procedures through which evaluations should
be conducted. This guide should also outline acceptable levels and means of public
dissemination of results. A number of additional recommendations accompany the
recommendation for a best-practices guide.

2.1.  Students should be informed of the uses of the information
collected in a clear and coherent manner.

Currently, students are informed as to the uses of evaluations through a legalistic-
sounding disclaimer on the back of the current forms. While the student members of SCUTL
have become somewhat intimately familiar with practices around the use of data, the same
cannot be said of the student population. While most faculty and TAs know how data are used
during reviews or tenure and promotion committee meetings, most students feel that the
evaluations are simply exercises in futility. It is likely that a clear and coherent explanation of
the uses of the data collected would go a long way in assuaging the concerns of students.

2.2, Explain and make students aware of the opportunities that exist
for students to provide feedback outside of course evaluations.

A large amount of concern currently exists over the perception that student evaluations
are an opportunity for disgruntled undergraduates to exact revenge on their instructors.
However, this may very well be because students are not necessarily aware of the alternative
ways that they can voice complaints about courses and instructors. SCUTL feels that the student
evaluations are not an appropriate venue for initiating grievances/actions versus the instructor,
and, as part of the best-practices guide, the committee feels that students should be informed as
to the various opportunities that exist for them to pursue these outside of evaluations (such as

!
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bringing concerns to the department/unit Chair or to a departmental student union), in an attempt
to ensure that constructive responses are collected on evaluations.
2.3. Timing issues should be explored.

Currently, there is no university-wide recommendation on when to conduct evaluations,
aside from the fact that they should be conducted before final examinations. SCUTL does not
necessarily endorse this stipulation: one advantage of offering electronic evaluations after the
final examination would be that students could offer comments on the fairness of the exam and
of the grading of materials which they do not receive back until after the end of classes. In
general, the committee felt that timing issues should be considered when developing a best-
practices guide.

2.4. Explore moving to on-line evaluation implements or processing
evaluations locally.

While reviewing options for evaluation implements, the committee felt that consideration
should be given to moving to online surveys. Online surveys have a number of advantages over
paper surveys, given that they can be processed almost instantly, are secure, can guarantee
confidentiality, and are highly customizable. However, drawbacks were also identified,
especially in lower response rates (online evaluations through CODE receive a response rate of
approximately 20%). To improve these, completion of evaluations could be tied to grade release
(in a manner similar to library fines) or SFU could offer incentives, for example a lottery for
prizes such as ipods/laptops drawn from all completed evaluations.

2.5. Encourage instructors to engage in informal formative
evaluations throughout the semester.

During SCUTL discussions, innovative practices already in place at SFU were also
identified. Some faculty currently conduct informal evaluations at mid-term, which allows
students to provide immediate feedback and see results during the course. Consideration should
be given to encourage instructors who are willing to do this to continue to do so and share their
experiences with others. We also note that mid-term evaluations accompanied by a narrative
account of changes in methodology/content which the instructor institutes to respond to those
evaluations can be useful as part of a teaching dossier in faculty applications for promotion and
tenure.

Additionally, the committee discussed the possibility of creating an anonymous,
consistent, and university-wide communication mechanism for students to provide feedback
outside of course evaluations, with such feedback going to the instructor of the course.

INFORMING OUR UTILIZATION OF EVALUATIONS

Along with developing a best-practices guide on how to conduct evaluations, the
committee also recommends developing a best-practices guide on how to use the information
collected.

3. Develop a best-practices guide for using the information collected
through student evaluations for administrative and operational
purposes.

3.1. TPCs and TARCs should be informed about best practices for
interpreting data collected from evaluations.
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The committee felt that the committees that deal with instructor evaluations should be
informed about the best practices for interpreting data collected. Some specific suggestions
included suggesting criteria-based assessment when reviewing evaluations, along with looking at
the data collected in light of the full teaching portfolio. Other suggestions included a formalized
process for allowing faculty to enter responses to course evaluations to review committees, and
ensuring that evaluations are only a part of the overall assessment.

3.2. The persons and bodies responsible for hiring sessional
instructors and teaching assistants should be informed about
best practices for interpreting data from evaluations.

This suggestion follows from the suggestions for faculty and instructors, as the
committee felt that any HR related use of the information collected through evaluations should
be accompanied by an understanding of the best practices for interpreting the data.

3.3. Issues around tutorials, labs, and TAs must be considered when
considering evaluation results.

Some graduate students have reported that they have been evaluated as TAs even when
they have no direct contact hours with students. These students are performing marking and
related duties and attending office hours and lectures, but have no tutorials—and yet students are
asked to evaluate them. There are undoubtedly other considerations with more complicated
vectors, and these should be kept in mind when considering evaluation results.

3.4. Information from course evaluations should be shared with
decision-making bodies where appropriate and possible.

Various decision-making bodies approve course changes or program changes without
having access to even the meagre data currently collected that could be very useful. One
example is the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Studies (SCUS), which must approve course
edits or prerequisite deletions, amongst other changes. While current forms ask students if
prerequisites are necessary, such data are not presented to SCUS for consideration. The
committee felt that such data, where possible to be shared, should be shared in the interests of
informed decision making. This will be of particular significance in assessment of current
changes to formats for course delivery (changes to class sizes, removal of tutorials, etc.).
SUPPORTING TEACHING AND LEARNING

SCUTL felt that course evaluations have the potential ability to identify cases where
good teaching could be recognized or where opportunities for improvement could be identified.
As such, the committee felt strongly that all opportunities to support teaching and learning
should be clarified and promoted to all instructors at SFU. Additionally, the committee felt that
proactive engagement with all those engaged in teaching at SFU should be considered.

4.  Develop and ensure support for instructors in responding to student
evaluation.

The committee felt that current programs that are intended to support teaching and
learning need to be continued and that new programs and initiatives should be explored,
wherever possible.

4.1 Opportunities for supporting teaching and learning need to be clarified
and promoted as an opportunity for instructors.

/
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The committee recognized that a number of opportunities for instructional development
currently exist, but it felt that the opportunities are often not promoted to the fullest extent or are
not clarified as opportunities for instructors to participate in.

4.2 Support should be available for all instructors, irrespective of the
evaluation results and without consideration of rank.

The committee felt that all instructors should have the opportunity to participate in
instructional development opportunities, irrespective of evaluation results, and without
consideration of their academic rank or status. The committee felt that this would provide all
individuals engaged in teaching at SFU with the opportunity to engage in informed self-
assessment, share their skills and abilities, and learn varied approaches to teaching across the
many disciplines and units at the university.

43 Opportunities and support should be provided for one-on-one
consultation with peers, peer mentors, peer networks, or
available specialists at SFU.

The committee recognized the potential value of peer networks and peer mentoring
programs in which faculty work together on sharing skills and suggestions. Additional value
was recognised in working with teaching specialists in support departments, faculty in other
departments, and a potential institutionalization of the peer mentorship program found in some
units.

CONCLUSION

SCUTL respectfully submits this report to the Senate of Simon Fraser University, asking
Senate to read it and to consider our recommendations. We feel that re-examining current
instruments and practices with regard to student evaluations is of particular significance to SFU
in light of ongoing changes in course delivery methods and formats and in light of SFU’s current
Task Force on Teaching and Learning.

{
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e} Irrelevant and dull.

The librasy resources relevant to the course are:
a) Tatally insufficient.

h} Sumcwhal insulficient.

D Ao cient,
c) Ex t

9. How much time spent each week reading for the enuree?

6 or 7 hours,
¢) Moye than 7 bours.

- —_—— —

10. The:moumolmwtonwﬁmnwrtm A

¥
3" B':“e"&ome. b

°’) Smncwbnl oo much.
¢) Far 100 much.
13. How much fresdom of choice in written assignments?
a) Far tao dittls,
mewh;aw Htle.
Somcwhzt too mmxch.
) Fer too much
12, Comments on your written work were:
a) Vaywm
c) Never cmmdm
d) Destructive.
¢) No comments at all.
SECTION C: EXAMINATIONS
13. The exams were oriented towand;
Lecturc matcrial.
:} Lectures and reading.
¢} Reading.
14, How ahm;n:’ha 'hl of cxam questions?
vﬂm* n'mn
:) raldvmmr.
; Usuall; qulte clear.
d) Very
5. How adcqualely did exems test your overall comprehension
of the course?

c
d

b; Not a:;‘l‘li.
Smnew)m t insdegqurately.
d) Adequately.
SECTION D: LECTURES
16, How well was the & prepared for kis 1 ?

Alwa
ai M well pﬂpnmd.
5 Inadcqualtye!l{zmm:ggt 5
e; Never prepered.
17 Thevkcmmt’s spmaking abiliey is:
a; ery good.
c) ‘;d:qustc.

¢) VYery poor,
18 The lectiver's ahmhty to explain is:
a) Very
& 89
< ante,
d} Pmog
e) Very poor.
19. Was the lecturer ful in
in the course material?
a) Verv successful.
b) uite success
Not very successful.
d Totally unsmsful.

ing your
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Sample Anti-Calendar (unknown source, SFSS
Archives)

BIOL 106: BIOLOGY
Ted Rabinson

Courta; 60U (08
S Member:  Auas. Prod. Robiasn, Sir Raving.  ***
ASSESSMENT Respones Guide
C  Tue A < ey opee
[ A - ayee
Dl U - uneeccies
¢ TIan = dringree
2 = 30 - ey dusgres
t Px B
4
L st
2 oew s
A |V D
i s
L L .4 Y
Informed of progress Alalsln,
LECTUAESS LECTURERS
availabibty .. ..., he Ay {0 |
Intwetting ®| 0
thpresamted E B}
Asconded most E: 5]
Anstadle kr conpitstion 219
Would kike 1o have this MChures sgnn N
TUTCRS & FTUTORIALS A D {$0
Aeievant & intereshing B o 900!
Welt arpanisectboresented A28 " .‘..H
Attenchd mati niw
Avaniabie for contullation £ 21}
Did nat monaookse class time 1K) i
Melplul & sympsthetic iR
Complemented iy 9
Wouks kke 10 hove That futor egein L1iwielelo
PAACTICALS & OEMONSTAATORS SAIA D |
Intesestng ninl e
Wok organised/peasented | 3 B 3
Altenced mass IR W)
Conp Wi
Helotuthympathetic EAL AN
WORKLOAD ISALA |U |O |8D!
Revatively light 0 |_"J ar, I a I 3
GENERAL SA‘A Ju |O |3D
Glad hovny dong course R '}
Prereq. cores, reiphsl 1iwlo!
Encouraged ionependent, Critical thought o
Refocences Tent vailable E
Rofwences/Tent usetd AL
Course raievant (0 my deyree 9 Q
Ascommend cowrse nie
Adeguste uie made of teaching l., wlolo
aosfeg AV.2
Opinion 1

BIOL 105 is a prerequisite. Arms & Camp — great text-
book {the best I've seen). The lecturer {Ted Robinson)
was excellent, f | were giving him a grads I'd give him an
“A". Maybe thers should ba one lecture and one tutorial
instesd of two lectures/week. This coursa is the best one |

have done all year. The subject was very interesting as
well.

Opinion 2
Read widely, it's not strictly necessary, but it's interesting
to do so. Keep up with the work and get help with prob-
lems as they arise. | enjoyed the casual atmosphere of the
pracs. and the helpfulness of the staff. In some of the mini
courses there was a discrepancy between the demon-
strations mantioned on tha tape and what was available in
the 1ab; Lab sessions need more tutors.

» - L 2

.

}$afa?ou(ﬂe

biogy' |

BIOL 205: INTHODUCTORY BIOCHEMISTRY
Dr Hiller

e Aotmg: ¢
ASSESSMENT Anponie Quide
: Ture - ey srm
" tuw U - eweront
2 Inn twermeien 0 - onagen
9 T i 30 - wrergy arepw
1 me
14
1 e
o
” A A
Fowty ssvssed L‘L.“.l 5 ‘0‘
Cloarly espianed .’!*.H, .99
Intorrmed of avoprss [Ta el
LECTURES & LECTURERS
Lortuwas’s clamed svsladitity .. ... . v SA'A IU 10 |8
ncorssiing _.“.’!.!.’_..E 3 |
Well argencsec/presentsd LI s I
Attonted most 3 0
Avpiladile fos consitaton 4
Woukd ke 10 nave IN3S lectarer agra

TUTORS & TUTORIALS
Rewgvent & Intevestiog
Wel orpenisecdtAxciented
Altended moci
Avalable for coruititon
Did nat moncpoee clss time
HNoboki! & sympothate

Mciuees
Woukt ke (O Rave (s (utor agewm

PRACTICALS & DEMONSTRATORS

—r—

P lof XKL sBEsaBEsF

EH
|
F3

3Bl
)

Reltecences/Text wavadle

Releronces/Test viebol

Courss refevant o my degrey

Recommend course

Adequate ute madte of treching
whil9e AV

=
@

‘'8 10 8"

Opinion

Read from the text book frequently. Don't fall far behind
in Prac. write ups, BIOL 210 or HSC Biology would be
handy in covering respiration and photosynthesis. Lecture
notes were good, lectures wers O.K., but certainly re-
quired dclarification from textbook. Rosemary Davy was
an axcellent tutor and went to lengths to make sure every-
one understcod the theory behind the experiments.
Hiller's summary of lectures at the and was good. Maybe
he could give them a bit slower so that notes could be
taken, and avoid standing in front of overhead projector
and casting shadow on screen. Another paint in favour of
the course was that the experiments covered work from
the lectures well.

» - ] L] .

BIOL 206 : GENETICS

Peter Johnston =t
3 11 seaisrer wors ove! sefesmne
0% 101 o8 Mive 118 buste pod
Assessment PLZATATI  wyn e pras b e

ST SEIVICE, Dot i, 5 W, Tt . New Tk
o . T
Examination — 60%

2 assignments & ssminar — 20%
2 problem tests 20%

/
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Appendix C
SFU Course and Instructor Evaluation - Current

: PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE u
- COURSE AND INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION

- FILL IN THE CIRCLES <R DONOTUSEINK @
- ERASE CHANGES COMPLETELY OR FELT PENS

=  BACKGROUND 1. What s your cumutative | 2. Why did you take this coursa?
wm Ploase answer the grada point average? Choase the single most importan! reason.
w Dostof sour sauy 3Sorover @ @  Hwas compulsory
=% The rasults are carefuily 300349 @ @ laminterested in the subjoct
- fgggﬁﬂg{:%"" ga.c"h"" 25029 @ ® Noaltemative course available
- :7.'1}'{3,',’.1;."27 gllg:ubn 2010249 @ @ Itiocked tike an easy credit
== members. below20 ® (® Othar reasons
== GENERAL
= 3. How often did you attend the lectures/seminara? aways Q@@ @® hardlyever
®w 4. Tho course prorequisites were essential (D@ @ @@ notessential
- S.ThéqovsranleveldamwnyforMGoumm tocsasy Q@P@D@® toodifficult
== g Theamount of work required for tha course was wolile O@@D® toomuch
®s 7, How valuable was the coursa content? very O@@@® rotvery
= 8. Tho course taxt or supplementary material was rolovant Q@@ @O®  iretovant
s . 9. | would rato this course as P00e®
= COURSE GRADING
== 10. The assignments and lecture/seminar matorial were wollrelated Q@@ @@ unwelated
== 11. Tha exams and assignments ware on the whole far Q@@@©E@ unfar
= 12. Tho marking schema was on the whola far Q@E@E@ unfalr
w= INSTRUCTOR AND LECTURES / SEMINARS
w8 13. How Informative wera the lectures/saminars? inlormative Q@@ @@  unintormative
W 14, Tho Instructor's organization and preparation were excelent D@OO®® poor
‘W8 15. Tha Instructor's abilily to communicate material was excsieont Q@O@®@ poor
“w® 16, The Instructor's interest in tha caurse content appeared to ba high QPOPOG tow
. ®m  17. The instructor's faedback on my work was adequate Q@@ @@ inadequats
%8 18. Questions dunng class were encouraged @@ @@ discouragod
- @ 19, Was tha Instructor reascnably sccessible for extra halp? avallable Q@ Q@@® never available
=W 20. Was the instructor responsive to suggestions or complaints? vey O@@@® notatan
= 21. Overah, the instructor's attitude towards students was excellent Q@@@® poor
=. 22,1 would rate the instructor's teaching abillty as 0060

=

Semester:

[nstructor's Name:

GENERAL COMMENTS
1. What do you considsr to be
the 8! and weakest
featuras of tha instructor, as
a teachsr?

2. What do you consider to be
tha sirangest and weakest
features of the course?

3. Any other commaonts of
suggsstions?

Plagse 4o Not write eutaiie IS eRCIONS Cre8. LUse 8 regutar s5eet 0f DECH 107 BRORIORS) COMMANtS.

sceanTRON CANADA FORM NO. 0-102913-SFU
Appendix D
SFU Teaching Assistant Evaluation - Current

PCI N9 - 89812

/
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- PLEASE SEE REVERSE SIDE
-
- TEACHING ASSISTANT EVALUATION
- FiLL IN THE CIRCLES DO NOT USE INK
- ERASE CHANGES COMPLETELY —_— OR FELT PENS o
-
- PROA@B® wng

C@OO® wmng

OR@P@DB® wiong

SAMPLE MARK

OPORO® rgn

Please the fotl gq 1 10 the best ol your ability.

Your assessment of the T.A."s teaching abilities will become part ol histher amployment record. Tiis
informalion will also pravide leedback to help your T A. refine and improve his/her teaching methods.

1. What da you censider to be the
strongest and weakest features of
tha TA.?

2. Can you offer any suggestions
for improving the T.A.’s style of
preseniation, individual
consultatian, marking. etc.?

—

Pinase 00 MOl G QLTI e unciosad 2763 LIS 3 eguiar sheol ol pupar Tor a0kbonal cummients

1. How olten did you atlend your tutanal {or lab)? aways O@QO@@E hardly aver
2. Tutorials (or labs} and lectures were coardingled (D@A@@@  not coordinated
3. Was the T.A. reasonably accessible for extra help? avalable O@@EE never available
4. Didthe T.A. keep to his/her scheduled oflice hours? aways Q@@ E hardly sver
5. Questons dunng tutorial (or lab) were encouraged (OE@@D@E discouraged
6. The T.As marking was far O@E@®E untar
7. The T.A’s interest in the course conlent appeared to b high O@DOE low
B. Was the T.A. punctual in slarting tutorials (of labs)? avays O@Q@Q@E hardly ever
9. 1 would rate the tutonal {of lab) as [010]616]6)
10, I would rate the T A.'s teaching abuiity as ®e0O®
IMPORTANT:
ﬁ Don't forget to specify your T.A.'s name.
Course: Semester: T.A's Name.
GENERAL COMMENTS

Appendix E

STRISTROM CANADA FORMND 0103087 8Fu “IpRyigitnts™ ™

SFU Forms — Statements of Use

PIXH '0%a%e
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Course and Instructor Evaluation form

Protection of Privacy Collection Notice

The information on this form is coilected under general authority of the University Act
(R.S.B.C. 1979, c.419) and SFU Academic Policies A11.02, A12.01, A12.02 or
A12.05. It is related directly to and needed by the University to operate its personnel
management and academic programs. The information will be used to evaluate the
qualifications and performance of faculty according to their assigned duties and
responsibilities; to decide on salary increases. promotion, contract renewal or tenure:;
and to evaluate an academic program. This evaluation form is completed
anonymously, however, please be advised thal any handwritten comments you
provide on this form will be available to the person being evaluated and university
administrators. If you have any questions about the collection and use of this
information piease conlact the administrative staff in the academic department
responsible for the course.

- - P —

Teaching Assistant Evaluation form

Protection of Privacy Collection Notice

The information on this form is collected under general authority of the University Act
(R.S.B.C. 1979, c.419), the SFU/TSSU Collective Agreement (Article 17) and/or SFU
Academic Policy A12.09. It is related direclly to and needed by the University to
operate its personnel management and academic programs. The information will be
used to evaluate the qualifications and performance of non-faculty teaching support
staff according to their assigned duties and responsibilities; to decide on
reappointment and to evaluate an academic program. This evaluation form is
completed anonymously, however, please be advised that any handwritten comments
you provide on this form will be available to the person being evaluated and university
administrators. If you have any questions about the collection and use of this
information please contact the administrative staff in the academic department
responsible for the course.
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