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These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate; none of the 
comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the
Administration, or the Board of Regents.

 
Minutes

 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs

Tuesday, March 27, 2007
2:30 – 4:15

238A Morrill Hall
 
Present:           
 
Geoffrey Sirc (chair), Dann Chapman, Vladimir Cherkassky, Janet Ericksen, Erin George, Kathryn Hanna, Morris
Kleiner, Theodor Litman, Steven McLoon, John Novak, Luis Ramos-Garcia, Roderick Squires, Oriol Valls, Timothy
Wiedmann, Virginia Zuiker
 
Absent:
 
Arlene Carney, Carol Carrier, Tom Clayton, A. Saari Csallany, Kelly Risbey, Larry Wallace,
 
Guests:
 
Jackie Singer (Director of Retirement Benefits), Dean Fred Morrison; Professors Frank Miller and Gayle Graham
Yates; Professor Richard McCormick (Senate Committee on Educational Policy), David Langley (Center for Teaching
and Learning Services)
 
Other:
 
Barry Melcher (Employee Benefits, ex officio member of Retirement Benefits Subcommittee), Carol Siegel (member,
Retirement Benefits Subcommittee); Lindsey Dickinson (Human Resources)
 
[In these minutes: 
(1) tuition benefits for dependents of employees; (2) termination of contributions to TIAA; (3) U of M Retirees
Association issues; (4) report on student evaluation of teaching and new questions]
 
 
1.         Tuition Benefits for Dependents
 
           
Professor Sirc convened the meeting at 2:35 and began by reading a short letter from President Bruininks to Professors
Chomsky and Lanyon about the Faculty Senate statement on tuition benefits.
 
           
"So that I could gain a deeper understanding of this proposal from a faculty perspective, I asked to meet with the Senate
Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) on February 27, 2007.  We had a very good discussion and the committee 
presented a number of persuasive arguments in support of the tuition benefit proposal.  While I remain convinced that 
the University needs to focus on the core benefits that affect the greatest number of employees, such as health care and
retirement, I recognize the merits of your argument. 
Consequently, I have since met with Carol Carrier, Vice President for Human Resources, and asked to explore the costs
and benefits of alternative proposals that could in part support your recommendations, and to consult with relevant
employee groups in looking at these various alternatives. 
I expect to make a final decision in this matter in early fall, 2007."
2.         Termination of TIAA Contributions

 
Professor Sirc welcomed Jackie Singer, Director of Retirement Benefits, and Interim Dean Fred Morrison to
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the meeting to present information about the decision to termination contributions to TIAA as part of the Faculty
Retirement Plan.
 

Ms. Singer explained that issues associated with TIAA rose to the attention of the Retirement Subcommittee
about two years ago, and have been discussed repeatedly since then.  Last spring and summer the Retirement
Subcommittee asked that the Retirement Fiduciary Committee review the situation.  At that time, the Retirement
Fiduciary Committee voted unanimously to recommend to the Trustee that the University cease future funding (both
contributions and transfers) to TIAA-CREF. Various faculty members and administrators had meetings and calls with
TIAA, consulted with the leadership of the various employee groups, and monitored the situation through last fall in the
hope that it would improve.  It did not, and they met with a TIAA vice-president before making the decision
recommendation to terminate future participation.  Ultimately, the decision was made by the Plan Trustee, Mr.
Pfutzenreuter.  He is under a legal obligation as trustee to make a decision based on the protection of the interests of the
employees—not necessarily upon their individual opinions.
 
            Ms. Singer has been repeatedly asked what the problems have been.  They fall into broad categories.  University
of Minnesota
employees have received over 5000 letters of apology or explanation from TIAA about individual record-keeping
issues.  Dean Morrison pointed out that the University has about 3500 participants in TIAA, so there was more than one
significant bookkeeping error per employee in 24 months.  Professor Hanna, a member of the Retirement 
Subcommittee, reported that some end-of-year reports to employees showed withdrawals that had not been made.  Ms. 
Singer confirmed that there were about 300 such reports, one of which was over $1 million.
 
           
Another problem is that it takes TIAA twice as long to post contributions as any other vendor; none of the University’s
other retirement vendors have a problem posting contributions. 
 
            One question she also receives is about why other institutions have not withdrawn from TIAA.  She said she did 
not know; but speculated that perhaps other institutions may not have a benefits services team or may not have multiple
vendors, which may be useful to provide service benchmarks by which to judge vendors. 
 
            Dean Morrison reported that TIAA is changing from a focus on higher education to seeking a full market share. 
They have pulled out of small research institutions because they are not large enough, so the number of institutions
participating in TIAA programs is actually down. 
Representatives from TIAA-CREF have said the company will not operate in a market where it cannot make a profit,
Ms. Singer added.
 
            Professor Valls asked how many TIAA participants made a choice.  Not many, Professor Morrison said, except
those who were watching closely.  He said he sees this step as the canary in the coal mine.  He recalled that the New 
York Stock Exchange had to close at one point in order to get its bookkeeping right, and brokerage firms with bad
bookkeeping practices no longer exist.  This is a problem with a firm that does not do a good job at bookkeeping.  The
University has a responsibility to its employees because most people do not watch their statements that carefully. 
There was a minimal groundswell to drop TIAA; people do not respond until there is a real problem, but the people
responsible for identifying problems must do so.
 
           
TIAA has the largest asset base of any of the vendors offered as alternatives, Professor Kleiner commented; is there any
fund that is considered as financially safe, i.e., Vanguard and Fidelity?  Or are the others as highly rated?  Professor 
Morrison said that they are safe.  Ms. Singer said they are just as highly rated.  They are adding six funds to the Faculty
Retirement Plan that provide similar investment strategies to the TIAA funds; most of them are Vanguard funds.  There 
are also 300 funds to choose from in the Optional Retirement Plan.  They are also drafting an RFP for another general
account to replace the TIAA Traditional Annuity product.  Ms. Singer said she is very comfortable with the
performance and ratings of the funds being added to the plan.
 
            Professor Ericksen said she has received the most complaints about the process:  participants were not told, it 
was a done deal, and there was no faculty input.  She said she did not know how to answer these claims.  She should 
not have to, Ms. Singer said; her office can do that. 
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Professor Hanna said that the faculty on the Retirement Benefits Subcommittee had done an excellent job of
representing faculty interests; there were a lot of questions and the decision was not made lightly.  She concluded that 
this was the right decision; if her bank had record-keeping problems as bad as those of TIAA, she would switch banks
in a flash.  There are other good investment options, she said.  There was a lot of discussion in the Subcommittee, and 
she noted that she had urged Committee members to read the minutes of the Subcommittee.
 
            Professor Valls said that he had had a lot of people angry and yelling at him about this.  He said the decision is a
disaster. 
He has told people this Committee has never discussed the subject; there is nothing in the minutes, and no decline in
TIAA-CREF’s financial ratings  
The University should send an email to people reporting that there have been problems, that other actions are being
considered, and only THEN drop TIAA. 
People are furious about this because the option was dropped without warning.
 
            The decision had nothing to do with the financial strength of TIAA, Ms. Singer said.  They acknowledge its
high ratings.  The decision was made on the basis of record-keeping and service problems, and it had to be made at the 
fiduciary level, which means the central officers of the University.  Why not a popular vote on the decision?  Those 
with fiduciary responsibility felt they had enough information that they had to take action.  By law, those with fiduciary
responsibility must make the decision.  It cannot be delegated to the plan participants.
 
            A number of faculty are pretty upset about this, Professor McLoon said.  Given the problems with TIAA,
however, it is clear the University should not be using them. That being the case, there is no point in delaying the
action.  He said he saw the merit of Professor Valls's point, but that would not change the decision.
 
            Professor Kleiner said that one benefit of TIAA is portability; if one moves temporarily or permanently, the 
contributions move as well.  What is the effect of the decision on people who move?  Further, is there a chance that
TIAA-CREF might engage in any retribution with faculty because the University no longer allows contributions to its
programs?  Ms. Singer said there is a difference between a retirement plan and a vendor.  For those who move, the
University can certify that they participated in the plan; the decision should not hurt those who move.  Professor
Morrison observed that federal law requires portability.  This is also one of TIAA's problems:  they had a high error 
rate in portability transfers.
 
           
Professor Hanna reported that the Retirement Benefits Subcommittee looked at the comparable options carefully and
also pushed to get a second vendor for a general account.  It is the latter that is the only piece that will not be completed 
by July 1; the mutual funds that map to similar TIAA funds will be available before that.
 

Ms. Siegel said that other vendors need to know the potential amount of the funds to be invested in order for
the University to get the best rate.  Vendors cannot anticipate benefits without knowing the business potential for them. 
If a vendor comes into the University with other providers, who will then be discontinued, there is a distortion in the
rate given the University as the vendor bid the contract based on less potential. 

 
           
Professor Valls said that those unhappy with TIAA could change and those who do not see the record-keeping
problems as a big deal, who don't care about them, and who like the portability, could stay with TIAA.  It is the latter 
group that is affected.  What the University has done is make 100% of those people unhappy.  Those who thought the
problems were serious have left TIAA or would do so soon; the rest will be unhappy.  The decision should be reversed
or people should be given more time to choose alternative investments.  Professor Morrison pointed out that there will
be three months to make choices.  That is not enough time, Professor Valls said.  The University is making the switch 
quickly and does not care if it inconveniences 3500 people who do not have the time to pay attention to these issues.  It 
is not a situation of convenience or inconvenience, Ms. Singer said, it is a matter of a lack of confidence in the
record-keeping ability of the vendor. 
The University has vendors with better record-keeping and better or equal performance.  The change was not made for 
reasons of comfort. 
Mr. Chapman reported that he heard Mr. Pfutzenreuter say the University would not make the decision solely on the
basis of convenience, even though Employee Benefits has had to field many calls about TIAA problems.  It was also 
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the position of Employee Benefits that the decision should not be made on the basis of convenience. 
 
            Can the decision be reversed, Professor Valls asked?  It cannot, Ms. Singer said.  Then why are they wasting the
time of the Committee, he asked? 
The discussion was scheduled in order to provide information to the faculty and staff, Professor Sirc said.  He thanked 
Ms. Singer and Dean Morrison for their presentation.
 
3.         University of Minnesota Retirees Association
 
           
Professor Sirc next welcomed Professors Frank Miller and Gayle Graham Yates to the meeting; Professor Miller is
President and Professor Graham Yates is President-elect of the Retirees Association (UMRA).   Professor Sirc noted 
the handout that had been provided to Committee members in advance of the meeting.
 
           
Professor Miller thanked the Committee for the opportunity to make a presentation and began by noting that UMRA is
independent of the University, was established in 1978, represents faculty, P&A staff, and civil service staff, and has
about 500 members, a number of whom live outside the Twin Cities.  They have a program of activities and try to
represent the interests of ALL retired employees, and try to be mindful that they should organize themselves in a way
so retirees can make more contributions to teaching, research, and service. 
 
           
There has been uneven implementation of existing policies, Professor Miller said; his goal is equal opportunity for
retirees (e.g., to have their name in the directory, or not, as they choose). 
 
           
Professor Graham Yates then outlined the six-point program to enhance recognition of retirees that UMRA was
bringing to the Committee. 
She began by noting that "the Faculty Retirees’ Bill of Rights was adopted by the Senate on April 16, 1998, and the
Regents included most of it in their Policy on Faculty Emeriti (July 14, 2000).  The UMRA web site prominently
displays these policies, which are much appreciated by the retired faculty."  She observed that the term in the policy
(emeriti) is not gender-inclusive and that they are using the term retiree(s) rather than emeritus/a/i/ae.
     
The handout also noted that "the Resolution points out that in addition to pension and health plans, “many emeriti[/ae] wi
      
"The Regents Policy document further elaborates that 'the University shall provide the following privileges and services to
1) email accounts;
2) library privileges;
3) listing in the University directory;
4) some faculty discounts offered by the University as identified in the administrative procedures’ and
5) other services of a cost and nature similar to those listed above and as identified in the administrative procedures."  The
 
"In addition, a November 2004 report sponsored by President Robert Bruininks and Senior Vice President for Administra
1) health care benefits (98%)
2) Intellectual stimulation
3) emeritus status (80%)
4) library privileges (majority)
5) office access (majority)
6) part-time teaching opportunities (majority)
7) parking privileges (majority)
8) faculty association (40%)
9) institutional volunteer roles (33%)
10) institutional fundraising roles (21%)
 
"Some of these--emeritus/a status, library, office, teaching and office use possibilities and parking privileges--are availabl
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             The proposal from UMRA is as follows.
 
"1.  That the University develop a system-wide process of proactively inviting all employees to contribute their skills afte
 
"2.  That we find ways to ensure the broader implementation of the Regents’ Policy concerning 'listing in directories; and,
 
"3. That retirees’ achievements and honors be noted more systematically in college and University publications, and possi
 
"4. That beginning the fall of 2007, if possible, the University host an annual reception honoring all retirees (faculty, profe
twelve months, with the University president and some members of Board of Regents present.
 
"5. That the University be urged to engage its retired faculty and staff members more in public events and opportunities sp
 
"6. That SCFA begin discussions about the possibility of establishing a University-supported Retirement Center.  (Note: W
                                                                                                                                                                                       q
"There are numerous models around the country for relationships of retirees groups with the universities. Some retirees’ a
 
               Professor Kleiner asked if anyone had looked at what is offered to retirees at Wisconsin.  Professor Graham Yat
 
               Professor Garcia said he was concerned about junior faculty developing professional relationships with older fac
 
               Ms. George said the goal should include other employees who have expertise as well.
 
               The Wisconsin report is interesting, Professor Sirc said, because it mentions lecture series, seminar series, book 
 
               Professor McLoon said he did not understand point #1. It has two parts, Professor Miller said.  It calls for invitin
 
               This is an umbrella statement, Professor Graham Yates said.  There should be a designated office or individual a
 
               What recourse do retirees have if they ask to be included in the directory and are not, Professor Hanna asked?  Is
 
               Professor Valls said that oversight so all are included is impossible.  The University has a lot of web sites, some 
 
               What is next, Professor Graham Yates asked?  This is not the best way to do this, Professor Wiedmann opined.  
 

Professor Cherkassky said the proposal would benefit if it could include a list of three or four activities where
people could help the University.  One example he has thought of bears on the push for interdisciplinarity activities. 
The University establishes interdisciplinary centers; and these centers are intended to provide seed funding for
interdisciplinary research. 
As often happens when the distribution of money is involved, such centers quickly become dominated by one
department. Retirees (who do not have vested financial interests) could be helpful in evaluation of these centers, and
making decisions regarding allocation of seed funds.
 
               Professor Sirc thanked Professors Graham Yates and Miller for joining the meeting.  They said they would retur
 
4.            New Student Evaluation Questions
 
               Professor Sirc next welcomed Dr. David Langley, Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning and chair of
 
               Dr. Langley began by reporting that this was a vocal group, because there was much to be said, and they engage
 
"Step 1: Outline the strengths and limitations of the current SET form(s).

A critical examination of the SET form yields the following conclusions:
A. Strengths:
           
1. The form is designed with a set of “core” items (items required across all rating forms at the University), a sound
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approach advocated by experts in teaching evaluation (Arreola, 2006). 
           
2. The form includes space for additional (optional) questions as well as written comments, expanding the assessment
beyond the four core statements.
"B. Limitations:
           
1. The form lacks coherence, i.e., a guiding conceptual framework that rationalizes how teaching and learning relate to
one another. 
           
2. A large number of alternative forms exist, a sign of discontent with the goals or intent of the standard SET form.
           
3. The student’s responsibility for learning is not strongly emphasized. The core statements and many optional
statements place direct attention on the pedagogical acts of the instructor but not on the student learning that should
result from these acts. 
           
4. Core item 1 (“How would you rate the instructor’s overall teaching ability?”) is a common example of a global item
seen on other rating forms. The advantage of these items simultaneously points to their major disadvantage. While the
score of one global item can result in an efficient evaluation for personnel committees, the item tends to be relied upon
as a single proxy measure of instructional performance. In addition, the general focus of this item makes it difficult to
determine what “overall teaching ability” means to different students. Finally, there is little to no diagnostic value for a
teacher who scores medium to low on this item compared to items that measure specific aspects of teaching (Arreola,
2006).
           
5. Core item 2 (“How would you rate the instructor’s knowledge of the subject matter?”) is a question that is more
appropriate for peer (faculty) assessment (Arreola, 2006; Eder, 2006).
           
6. Core item 3 (“How would you rate the instructor’s respect and concern for students?”) conflates two constructs
(respect and concern) within a single item.
            7. The seven point scale does not have verbal markers on each item, reducing the reliability of the overall scale.
            8. The current form is not connected with a systematic process for instructional improvement. 
 
"Step 2: Outline appropriate options to meet the goals of the review.

The committee considered the following options:
1. Retain the current SET form or provide minor adjustments in wording  
Rejected.
It is widely acknowledged that the current form needs major adjustments (e.g., different items) that are consistent with
solid research and good practice. The previous section also rationalizes the committee’s decision to reject this option. 
2. Obtain a commercial instrument
Rejected. 
New ongoing costs to the University and the strictly “teacher-centered” orientation of most instruments were important
considerations in rejecting this option.
3. Adopt best practices used by other universities  
Partially accepted. 
Universities tend to adopt commercial forms or construct their own approaches. Methods that are central to good
practice were reviewed but are better accommodated under Option 4.  
4. Construct a new form based on scholarly literature and the unique needs of the University
Accepted. 
 A new form was built based on a scholarly review of the literature and the flexibility needed to address the wide range
of instructional formats at the university. 
 
"Step 3: Establish criteria to generate a new instrument.
Based in part on recommendations from Arreola (2006), an effective student rating form should:
1.   acknowledge the joint responsibility of teachers and students for student learning
2.   address teaching practices known to promote student engagement with the content
3.   reflect a conceptual framework of teaching and learning
4.   be connected to larger issues in higher education and with current initiatives on campus
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5.   focus on both summative and formative aspects of teaching
6.   be flexible/adaptable to allow for appropriate use by diverse courses
7.   use language that is specific, direct, short, and understandable for the reader
8.   include a strong diagnostic feedback element to address instructional improvement
9.   apply to both classroom and online environments if possible
 
"Step 4: Delineate the essential differences between teacher-centered and learning-centered rating forms.

Numerous calls have been made to re-examine traditional approaches to teaching in higher education settings
(Bain, 2004; Barr & Tagg, 1995; Bok, 2006; Fink, 2003). Barr and Tagg’s classic article called for a shift from the
belief that a college is an institution that “exists to provide instruction” to an institution that “exists to produce learning”
(p. 13). Specific to student rating of instruction, Bok (2006) indicated that professors seldom receive clear evidence on
how much students believe they have learned in a course. Instead, student rating forms usually focus on whether the
instructor was knowledgeable, accessible, or other teacher characteristics.

Appropriate changes in the wording of a rating statement, however, can help students examine their role as 
learners
at the end of the semester. Table 1 compares the basic differences between teacher-centered statements and
learning-centered statements. Because student learning is a joint responsibility of the student and the instructor, the core
items reflect both types of statements. 
 
"Step 5: Adopt a conceptual framework to categorize rating items.
The committee examined eight frameworks that bear on the relationship between teaching and learning. The conceptual
framework chosen reflects the proposed University of Minnesota Undergraduate Learning Outcomes (2007; see Table
2). These outcomes indicate that upon reception of a bachelor’s degree, students
1.  have  mastered a body of knowledge and mode of inquiry
2.  have the ability to locate and evaluate information critically
3.  can identify, define, and solve problems
4.  have the ability to communicate effectively
5.  understand diverse philosophies and cultures in a global society
6.  understand the role of creativity, innovation, discovery, and expression across the disciplines
7.  have acquired skills for effective citizenship and life-long learning

 
Rationale for the Framework

A well-publicized report from the U. S. Department of Education (2006) contends that the majority of U.S.
colleges and universities have not been held accountable for measuring student learning outcomes. A unique approach
to respond to this charge is to use the University’s Undergraduate Learning Outcomes as a tool for assessing
instructional performance. In essence, the seven outcomes can serve as categories for aligning student rating statements.
Two valued ends are simultaneously achieved through this approach: a) instructional performance is deliberately tied to
student learning, and b) rating scores represent one form of a systematic, campus-wide assessment of student learning
outcomes. 

Learning outcomes for graduate students have not been developed at most U. S. universities. As presently
conceived, however, the proposed rating system can accommodate the goals of most graduate education coursework. In
particular, outcomes 1-4 and 6 are highly relevant to the structure of most graduate courses.
 
"Step 6: Determine the scope of statements that are appropriate for student assessment in the rating form.

Arreola (2006), Eder
(2006), and Theall (personal communication) suggest that students can be considered reliable and first hand judges of
the following: 

Teacher/student relationships (including rapport, respect for students, etc)1.
Creation of a supportive classroom environment and the management of that environment2.
Instructional delivery variables (e.g., usefulness of feedback, clarity of language)3.
Issues on the level of student engagement (e.g., amount of effort expended, time spent on studying, workload,
and difficulty)

4.

Congruence between assessment measures (tests) and what was taught in the course5.
Level of access to the instructor6.
Extent to which the syllabus served as a reliable guide for the course7.
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In contrast, faculty peers are considered reliable judges of:

Content expertise of the faculty member1.
Relationship of the course to the overall curriculum or program2.
Course design issues such as3.

Appropriateness and currency of the contentA.
Appropriateness of course objectives B.
Appropriateness of teaching methodology in relation to course goalsC.
Overall organization and logic behind the course structureD.

The guidelines listed above were used to derive appropriate statements for the proposed rating form.
 
"Step 7: Account for additional parameters to meet Senate policy on teaching.

The current Senate policy on the evaluation of teaching outlines the three-fold purpose of the form: (1) to 
improve instruction, (2) to provide information for (a) salary and promotion decisions based on merit and (b) faculty
tenure decisions, and (3) to assist students in course selection. The proposed forms (early-semester and
end-of-semester) focus on meeting these three purposes. Instructional improvement is primarily examined on the early
semester assessment. Because the six core items are meant to be universal across courses, these items seem most
appropriate for comparisons that are important for personnel committees. Finally, course selection items are addressed
through the recommended student release questions.
 
Step 8: Determine core items that are appropriate across different instructional formats and establish their
research basis.

Our goals for item selection focused on resolving two questions: 1) What items are most likely to be universal
across different instructional formats? 2) Is there a research basis to connect each item to principles of effective
teaching and learning? Both criteria provided strong constraints on the pool of potential items.
After extensive deliberation among committee members representing diverse 
disciplines, six items were chosen:
1. This instructor was well-prepared for class.
2. This instructor explained the subject matter clearly. 
3. I was able to effectively use teacher feedback to improve my class performance.
4. This instructor treated me with respect. 
5. I have a deeper understanding of the subject matter as a result of this course.
6. My interest in the subject matter was stimulated by this course.
 

A learning-centered and teacher-centered focus is evident in the stems for these items. Table 3 provides the
research support for placing these items on the end of semester rating form and connects the items to the focus and
intent of three undergraduate learning outcomes. 

One important limitation of using a minimal number of core items is that while each item measures a specific
characteristic (e.g., clarity), the reliability of an item to measure that characteristic usually requires a minimum of three
items and appropriate factor loadings through factor analysis (Arreola, 2006). Thus, the reliability of the form would be
strengthened with a larger number of core items associated with a given characteristic of teaching.

Finally, all end-of-semester forms also include space for written comments from the students. Two written
options are listed in the Table: a) I learned best when the instructor (fill in the blank), and b) To succeed in this class,
my recommendations for students would be (fill in the blank).  The first statement provides a valuable,
learning-focused response to the instructor, while the second comment provides additional information for future
course development. Instructors are not restricted to the two questions provided and are welcome to add their
course-specific questions. 
 
"Step 9: Develop a balanced and defensible measurement scale.

The current SET form has a seven level scale with verbal markers at the beginning, middle, and end. The length
of the scale and the lack of markers for each number in the scale impact the reliability of the responses.

A good measurement scale is balanced, i.e., parallel values above and below the center point  (Arreola, 2006).  
Many different terms are possible for the scale, but a common approach is to examine the level of agreement or
disagreement with an item. Scales with four, five, or six levels were considered. The terms chosen and associated point
values were Strongly Agree (6), Agree (5), Somewhat Agree (4), Somewhat Disagree (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly
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Disagree (1). A final option (not applicable) is also available. The six point scale is expected to appropriately
discriminate between qualitatively different levels of teaching expertise as rated by students. Each point has a verbal
marker, in contrast to the current SET form. 

Based on this proposed scale, a final score report returned to instructors would involve (as a minimum) the
mean score on each of the six items listed under Step 8 and a seventh score (the mean of the core items). This seventh
score represents an appropriate reporting of “overall effectiveness” since it is based on data assumed to capture the
essential elements of instruction. If instructors add additional items for student ratings (see Step 12), we recommend
that the measure of overall effectiveness be constrained to the core items for consistency across the university.
 
"Step 10: Initiate development of a bank of statements that are aligned with the framework.

A bank of optional statements is under development for instructor use, and the statements are being specifically
aligned with the undergraduate learning outcomes. Different courses are likely to focus on specific learning outcomes,
and the bank will allow instructors to make item selections in relation to the goals of a particular course. Second, if
departments and colleges choose to aggregate results across courses, the university has a unique method to assess how
well undergraduate students are meeting the outcomes on a regular basis. 

It is strongly recommended that any new items should address the criteria outlined in Step 3 from this report. In
addition, since new items need to be incorporated into scoring and reporting programs, a review committee (including
representatives from the Office of Measurement Services and the Center for Teaching and Learning) can
help ensure minimal item duplication across 
different colleges and ensure that additional diagnostic information is developed to address the focus of these items.
 
"Step 11: Provide suggestions for student release statements.

Student release statements have been a staple in the modicum of rating forms at the University in the recent
past. Their purpose has been to assist students with course selection in subsequent semesters, though it is not known to
what degree students use this information judiciously. The current student release statements (recently revised but not
yet in practice) include 18 items associated with effort, difficulty, and many teacher characteristics.

Table 4 is a proposed and reduced set of student release statements that may assist students in course selection.
The statements focus on broad issues of student concern such as workload, grading, instructional standards, and
whether the course can be recommended to incoming students. We recommend that appropriate University factions
examine this reduced list in light of other information sources that students currently use to gauge course
appropriateness. For example, the Class Search function on One Stop (followed by clicking on the Course Guide)
allows the user to examine an extensive description of the course, percentage of class time in lecture or discussion,
reading and writing workload, percentage of grade associated with a particular assessment form, and exam format. The
proposed course release statements should serve to augment this website in addressing student questions about course
selection.

Current Senate policy prohibits the release of these statements unless faculty provide approval. While we
concur with this policy, we encourage faculty to strongly consider the usefulness of the four proposed statements for
students as well as the information value that can be gleaned for teacher development.
 
Step 12: Provide an (optional) early semester form focused on instructional development and early feedback.

Table 5 is an optional, early semester form that includes the six core items and five open-ended statements for
written commentary by students. The six core items have minor rewordings to reflect the current status of the course
within the semester. The focus of the early semester form is instructional development; inclusion of the six core items
provides an opportunity to examine progress in relation to the final semester form. In addition, the five open-ended
statements provide faculty with valuable insights into student learning issues that can be addressed in the remaining
weeks of the semester.

We strongly encourage faculty and instructional staff to use the early semester form in weeks 4-6 as opposed to
mid-semester (week 8). In particular, early feedback on the core items may well allow the instructor to adjust
instructional strategies to impact the ratings provided on the final semester form.  As indicated by current Senate policy,
results of the early semester form are confidential and are strictly meant for instructor use."

 
           
It is steps 8 and 9 that the subcommittee spent the most time on, Dr. Langley reported; there was much at stake and
these were the most problematic steps.   
They tried to address which items are most likely to be universal and whether there is a research basis behind them. 
There could have been more questions; a number of universities use 20-40 questions; some use 10-15 different forms. 
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            Of the six questions, three are learner-centered (#s 3, 5, 6) and the other three are teacher-centered.  There are 
also two open-ended questions:  "I learned best when the instructor:  " and "To succeed in this class, my
recommendations for students would be:  "  They are intended to be affirming statements.
 
            The measurement scale (step 9) was contentious, Dr. Langley said.  One can do them a number of ways:  4 
points, 5 points (with a neutral point in the middle), or 6 points.  The subcommittee opted for the 6-point scale with no 
exact middle point. 
The middle point, if it is an option, gets chosen a lot; this scale pushes people to be on one side or the other.
 
           
The students have concluded they wish to use the release statements they developed last year, even though a number of
items on their list are also now included in the core questions proposed by the subcommittee. 
 
           
The subcommittee also proposed an optional mid-semester (that should really be administered early in the semester)
form, with a number of written options for students. 
They highly recommend the mid-semester form for TAs, young instructional staff, and for anyone who wants to
improve his or her teaching.
 
            Professor McLoon asked what the process is from this point.  Professor McCormick said that if both committees
approve the questions and report, they go to the Faculty Consultative Committee for placement on the docket of the
Faculty Senate. 
He explained that SCEP reached a consensus to approve provisionally the report and asked that there be a pilot study of
the questions this spring. 
The results will be analyzed over the summer and brought back to both committees in the fall.  If the committees vote 
final approval, the questions would go to the Faculty Senate for adoption.  SCEP liked the questions and was very
grateful to the subcommittee (which worked rapidly on contentious issues).  The whole idea of rethinking the questions
arose when the Senate was asked to resolve the question about the disposition of written comments from students; most
of the discussion was directed not at the written comments but at how bad the current student-evaluation-form questions
are.
 
           
Professor McLoon said he agreed that the questions should be subject to a pilot test; they were a small subcommittee
and it would be beneficial to have more feedback as well as a joint meeting of the two committees when there are data
available. 
 
           
Professor Wiedmann said that this was the first time he had read anything about student evaluation of teaching and not
gotten upset; he said the questions were very good. 
He said, however, that he would prefer to see a mid-point on the scale.  Professor Cherkassky also agreed that these
were much better questions and said there was no need for a pilot.  He said he would also like to see a question about
the student's impression of the grading in the course (not if it was fair and reasonable, but how HARD is it?).  That 
would help in the evaluation of an instructor who teaches a difficult course.
 
            Professor Valls also said the questions were a significant improvement.  Are they evaluating the course or the
instructor, he asked?  
There are courses with multiple instructors; if students are given the form twice (e.g., for the TA and the Professor),
does a high ranking go to the TA or Professor or the course?  Every question has that problem.  Not all courses are 
lectures.  This is a difficult question to which there is no good answer, he said.  There must either be one form per
course or one form per instructor. 
 
           
Dr. Langley said it helped to have Professor McLoon on the subcommittee, someone used to multiple-instructor
courses.  With multiple-instructor courses, it appears necessary to have one form per instructor.  According to Senate 
policy, Professor McCormick pointed out, this form only applies to courses with one or two instructors.  Procedures for
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evaluating multi-instructor courses proposed by the colleges must be approved by SCEP.  The Academic Health Center
has a different system which it is bringing to SCEP for approval. 
 
           
When students are asked to fill out a form repeatedly, the percentage of those who respond drops, Professor Valls said. 
There is no right or wrong way, and even if the form is only for one- or two-instructor courses, it must still be worded
so that students know they are evaluating the course or the instructor.  Dr. Langley noted that three of the questions
refer to "this instructor." 
Professor Cherkassky said this department uses separate forms for lectures, labs, and discussions, so avoids mixing
different elements together. 
He added that a web-based evaluation was a disaster because it only attracted participation from the outliers in the
course; they abandoned it.  There are no issues about the paper evaluation.
 
            Professor McLoon said there is another problem:  there are a number of courses where the instructor has no
control over the content (e.g., the languages). 
He said he was concerned with course evaluations in those circumstances.  His recommendation is that the questions be
divided into two sets: 
those referring to the course (which would also be an evaluation of the instructor, in part, if that individual is solely
responsible for the course) and those evaluating the instructor.  For courses with multiple instructors, the part relevant
to the instructor could be duplicated for each instructor.  Separate the course and the instructor portions, he suggested.
 
            That is what the Academic Health Center
does, Professor McCormick said, through a web-based system they purchased.  In the AHC, students are REQUIRED 
to go to the website, but they may opt out of the evaluation.  Once they go to the site, however, almost all of them fill
out the form.  That system gets a better participation rate than the paper forms. 
 
           
If there is a pilot study of the questions, what will they compare the results to and how will they evaluate them,
Professor Hanna asked? 
Dr. Dohm said his office has managed the data for the past 16 years and they would need a sample of senior faculty in
order to look at response rates, level of evaluation (they would not want to see a drop in approval because of the change
in questions), and other types of analysis.  There are a number of parameters to compare the old and new forms. 
 
            The Committee endorsed the pilot study; Professor Sirc adjourned the meeting at 4:30.
 
                                                                        -- Gary Engstrand
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