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[In these minutes: (1) Committee Business] 
 
 Professor McCormick convened the meeting at 1:05 pm. He introduced David Langley, 
Director, Center for Teaching/Learning Services.  Mr. Langley said that he was interested in various 
issues that the committee may be dealing with, and he thanked the committee for letting him observe 
the proceedings. 
 
1.  Committee Business 
 
 Professor McCormick began the discussion by referring to Dr. Raoul Arreola's workshop 
the previous week which was sponsored by Teaching/Learning Services.  He asked Professor 
Cardwell, who attended the session, to report on it.  Professor Cardwell said that the morning session 
was for Senate members and its focus was evaluating teaching. Dr. Arreola had presented a 
background on what constituted excellent teaching, and Professor Cardwell pointed out that Dr. 
Arreola had stressed that expertise is insufficient for teaching excellence.  Dr. Arreola had discussed 
traits and characteristics of excellent teaching, and noted in the areas of performance skills there were 
two primary points:  the instructor speaks clearly and is organized when presenting material.  
Professor Cardwell went on to explicate and highlight aspects of Dr. Arreola's presentation.  He noted 
that questions were raised regarding those who may not be trained educators but learned in certain 
disciplines, and how teaching skills may be acquired.  Dr. Arreola also discussed evaluations vs. 
ratings, making a clear distinction between the two.  He stressed that that students cannot evaluate a 
course. They can offer a perspective on teaching characteristics but they cannot speak to the skills of 
excellence.  There also need to be multiple measures of assessment. 
 Professor Cardwell also said that Dr. Arreola spoke about developing rating forms.  He 
suggested areas where only student information was used, and that peers should provide instructional 
design feedback.  It was the role of the department head to provide peer review and feedback as to 
what constitutes good course management.  Professor Cardwell also cited Dr. Arreola's view of the 
design of the survey instrument, saying that he had suggested 3-6 questions to form a cluster of points 
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to be addressed.  He also said that Dr. Arreola was emphatic that the design of the instrument be 
specifically for rating and not used for evaluation of teaching progress, as it was not sufficiently 
diagnostic.  To Professor Neuhauser's query, Professor Cardwell reiterated that Dr. Arreola said that 
the comments in the teaching evaluation were for teaching improvement and for faculty only.  Dr. 
Arreola was quite adamant that the context of the comments were unknown and couldn't be assessed 
fairly and accurately.  Professor Leger asked if Dr. Arreola took SCFA's or SCEP's position regarding 
the issue, and Professor Cardwell replied SCFA.  Professor Neuhauser expressed her concern that 
mentor's would not be able to help someone improve their teaching if they weren't allowed to see the 
comments. 
 Professor Cardwell said that Dr. Arreola also said that in terms of the questions, each item 
should be a single statement, and not a compound statement.  Another point regarding the rating form 
was that it was a seven point form: Dr. Arreola said that it should be four points so that a respondent 
couldn't waffle, and four choices would make for a balanced rating system.  Mr. Langley confirmed 
Dr. Arreola's position, saying there should be no mid-range.  The committee discussed the scale used, 
and Professor McCormick pointed out that it may be good to not have an opportunity for indifference 
on the scale.  Dr. Swan and Professor Siliciano said that indifference was a legitimate option, as there 
are some things people are simply indifferent to.  Professor Cardwell said that Dr. Arreola's point was 
that, given a choice, students stay in the median value range more frequently.  Mr. Ling added that, as 
a student, one gravitates toward the middle when looking at rating forms.  Professor Cardwell said 
that if a cluster of questions is used, then a median value could be arrived at.  Dr. Swan asked how 
many questions there should be.  Mr. Langley said four or five, depending on the clarity of questions.   
 Professor Siliciano expressed concern about Dr. Arreola's stance that students are unable to 
evaluate teachers, and asked if anyone had pressed him on the issue.  Professor Cardwell said that 
there had been much discussion and many questions raised, and that Dr. Arreola's arguments were 
very well reasoned and supported by data.  Mr. Feneis asked if it wasn't relative as students have 
different ways they learn best, and Professor McCormick said that to his understanding a student 
wouldn't necessarily know the instructors knowledge base in an evaluation.  Professor Siliciano said 
he felt there was ability on the students' part to assess this, and Professor Neuhauser said she too felt 
students could evaluate this.  Professor McCormick pointed out that students could tell what may be 
wrong, but wondered how they could provide a diagnostic.  Dr. Swan said that in the student release 
questions there were comparative questions.  Professor McCormick said that in a SCFA meeting, 
those opposed to the system were adamant that it wasn't up to the students to evaluate and that there 
was more to teaching than how one came out in the numbers.  Mr. Ling noted that it was important to 
include multiple sources for the evaluations but pointed out that students were best able to say if they 
might have been poorly served. Students should be considered part of the contribution, and Mr. 
Langley concurred.  Professor McCormick referred to written comments on the evaluations only 
being given to faculty members.  He referred to the discussion at the December senate meeting 
regarding the issue, and he said that Professor Naomi Scheman's comments had swayed him.  Though 
there had been many objections from women faculty that the written comments often provided 
evidence of sexism and thus disadvantaged female faculty, Professor Scheman claimed that the 
written comments were necessary to understand the numbers.  In other words, the written comments 
gave a context for numbers that might reflect bias.  In general, Professor McCormick concluded, 
more information was better than less information.  Dr. Swan said that another concern was a fear that 
“one negative comment can sink a case,” and Professor McCormick acknowledged that the process 
can be abused.  Dr. Swan that it also inhibits experimentation in teaching, and that for people to 
experiment there needs to be room for failure. Professor Siliciano said that he was concerned about 
peer review taking over, in that peers may frown on experimentation or have other biases about the 
instructor's methods.  Professor McCormick said that another argument raised in the December 
Senate meeting was that in supervising teaching assistants (TAs), the written comments on TAs 
would be needed to help them develop.  Professor Neuhauser pointed out that the evaluations are not 
meant to be punitive but to help people develop their teaching skills.  Professor Curley agreed with 



that in theory, but that it ends up being punitive.  Professor Cardwell said that there was discussion in 
Dr. Arreola's session regarding on-line vs. paper versions of the evaluations, and he said that Dr. 
Arreola did not like on-line evaluations because of the low return rate, as well the loss of anonymity.  
Dr. Arreola felt that 80% participation or higher was a good return.  Professor Curley asked, in light 
of this information, what the scope of the charge would be for the subcommittee formed with SCFA.  
Professor McCormick said that it would reconsider the four mandated questions in light of current 
research.  He acknowledged that if the four questions are reconsidered, that calls into question the 
scale again and opens up other issues, but it's only the beginning in looking at the process.  However, 
the changes would proceed through the Senate.  Dr. Swan said that there should be technical expertise 
in evaluations represented on the subcommittee.   
 Professor Cardwell said that considering the session with Dr. Arreola, they needed to look 
at what they had, and that a cluster of questions was needed that have reliability indices, so there can 
be confidence in the message the statistics were providing.  Dr. Swan noted that the University was 
not the only institution with this undertaking and that there might be information to be had from other 
institutions.  The committee discussed collecting various data.  Professor McCormick agreed that the 
charge to the subcommittee should be broad, and said that at the Senate meeting the follow day he 
would be informing the Senate not just about the latest changes in the policy, but also about the 
commitment of SCEP and SCFA to form a joint sub-committee to do a thorough reconsideration of 
the questions based on the kind of research Dr. Arreola had presented.  
 Dr. Swan presented information about the student release questions, and said that pieces are 
in place with the pilot.  Professor McCormick added that by the end of the semester, they should be in 
a position to change the student release questions and that SCEP has final approval.  Professor Swan 
said he wasn't sure what the time frame was for questions and analyzing, and that it may not be until 
fall.  Professor Cardwell said that Dr. Arreola had also discussed when to give evaluations to students 
to complete.  It is preferable to do evaluations over the last four weeks as opposed to the last week, 
and the distribution of evaluations should be staggered as well, as giving out all evaluations in the last 
week creates a negative reaction to the process.  Professor McCormick said that was something to 
consider but that he felt that it was difficult to evaluate a course until the end of it.  Professor 
Neuhauser said students were generally only evaluating four courses and this was not an undue 
hardship, although, as Dr. Swan pointed out, some students make up their mind in the first week of 
the course.  Mr. Langley pointed out that the idea was that not all evaluations be given out on the last 
day of classes, making for a great deal of difficulty.   
 Professor McCormick continued on to the issue of the senate policy against giving exams 
the last week of classes instead of during exams weeks.  A faculty member had asked if non-
cumulative exams were permitted in the last week of class without giving a final, saying that the 
policy appeared to be silent on the issue.  Professor McCormick said he was presenting it to the 
committee for its thoughts.  Professor Neuhauser said she thought it was perfectly legitimate to give 
non-cumulative exams and that it was up to the instructor.  Professor Cardwell said that in his 
interpretation, it is a legitimate exam if covering the appropriate material.  Mr. Feneis said that it 
could cause a problem with students, depending on the materials covered, and that the final week of 
classes was already hectic.  Mr. Ling noted that when there was a non-cumulative and final exam in 
the same week, it was a little strange. The committee discussed the scheduling of exams.  Professor 
Swan said that hopefully the non-cumulative exams given in a course would fall into some regular 
pattern and that a noncumulative exam covering weeks 4 through 15 was inappropriate.  Professor 
McCormick concluded from the committee's discussion that SCEP did not need to create any new 
policy about non-cumulative exams in the last week of classes.   
 Professor McCormick moved to the final discussion point, and referred to a student who 
wished to be excused from an exam because of a lacrosse match.  Professor McCormick referred to 
the policy that creates an exception for students taking exams who are competing at an NCAA level.  
The lacrosse team is a club.  Professors Cardwell and Curley said that club exceptions needed to be 
approved by SCEP, and that they had been approved in the past when presented to SCEP.  Dr. Swan 



said he thought there was language in the policy regarding progression to championships.  The 
committee discussed the policy and SCEP's role in determining the issue.  Professor Cardwell stated 
that the lacrosse team must apply for exemption.   
 
 Professor McCormick adjourned the meeting at 2:15 pm.  
 
         --Mary Jo Pehl 
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