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The history of discussions at General Faculties Council (GFC) regarding Student Ratings of 
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Principles are of significance for this report: 1.) that there should be regular and systematic 
evaluation and 2.) that it is acknowledged that "students are an essential source of insight into 
the effectiveness of educators."  The Operating Principles directed the VP(A) to work with 
Deans to develop a systematic set of procedures for administering student teaching evaluations 
and directed Deans to develop written plans for evaluating teaching in their Faculties.  To 
facilitate this process the VP(A) sent a proposal to all Deans (August 24, 1994) describing a set 
of five principles upon which the process of evaluation would be based: 
 1. evaluation of teaching effectiveness will be multi-faceted;  
 2.  evaluation of teaching effectiveness will be used to foster excellence in teaching;  
 3. 
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The result was an Instrument composed of fifteen questions which was tested by the 
Department of Chemistry and by several classes in the Faculty of Education throughout 
1995.  Arrangements were made to increase the number of pilot Faculties for 1995/96 when 
the Students' Union brought forward a proposal to make the ratings public.  Further pilots were 
halted until this issue was resolved. The GFC Executive Committee at its 434th meeting (1996-
10-01) directed the Appointment, Promotion and Dismissal Committee (APD) to review the 
issue of student ratings of instruction including the possibility of a universal instrument and the 
release of the results of ratings.  The APD Committee reported to the GFC Executive Committee 
at its 437th meeting (1997-01-07) that consensus could not be reached and recommended that 
the issues be debated on the GFC floor.  The Executive Committee recommended that GFC 
approve a universal instrument for student ratings of instruction and release of the results of 
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used in this course helped me to learn."  The Report recommended collapsing item #9 with 
item #10 since responses indicated that the two items overlapped.  The Report also 
recommended dropping the phrase "considering class size" on the grounds that answers are 
normally given with class size in mind (see Appendix #2, COE Phase 1 Report, Summary of 
Recommendations).  The COE Report on the first phase along with the suggested revisions was 
presented to APC for discussion and advice on September 16, 1997.  The Task Force reported to 
APC that there would likely be further minor revisions to the items based on the feedback from 
the second phase of testing. 
Phase 2 was carried out by COE in two parts.  To ensure a representative sample of Faculties, 
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submissions indicated that with minor editing many of the items would be applicable to courses 
using non-traditional forms of delivery.  It was also clear that it would be useful to add a N/A 
column to the items to allow for responses for items which could not be edited sufficiently to 
make them useful for non-traditional forms of delivery. 
In addition to seeking advice concerning non-traditional forms of course delivery, the Task 
Force also sought advice from the University's Legal Counsel and the Office of the Privacy 
Commissioner, with respect to potential legal issues arising from the Freedom of Information 
and Privacy Act.  The Task Force has received some advice from the University's Legal Counsel 
but very little from the Office of the Privacy Commissioner.   To our knowledge the only ruling 
available on the use of student ratings instrument is the one issued for Simon Fraser 
University. 
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The Task Force was faced with two possibilities with respect to the form of the Ratings 
Instrument and generating  results from the Ratings Instrument, that is, using forms that could 
be optically scanned or using plain forms.  In the latter case data entry would be 
necessary.  According to cost estimates provided by UCS, the most efficient and cost effective 
method is to use forms which can be scanned optically.  The annual cost estimates provided 
include time and costs associated with the development and handling of the forms, reporting 
and annual maintenance costs for the system.  The estimated time related to departmental 
administration has been separated to indicate departmental labour requirements.  The actual 
impact on units will depend on the administration of the Universal Student Ratings Instrument 
in conjunction with revised Faculty instruments.  This may reduce incremental effects, whether 
in terms of support staff time, or casual labour costs.  In-class administration by student 
volunteers could drastically reduce the financial impact on units and impact on support 
staff.  The cost estimates also include the development of a reporting and publication system as 
a one-time cost (see Appendix #8).  
  
  ( Top / Bottom of  Report ) 
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The purpose of evaluation of teaching at the University of Calgary is, and has been, to help 
foster excellence in teaching by providing information of both a formative nature (to identify 
areas of strength and areas in need of improvement), and a summative nature (for merit, 
promotion and tenure purposes).  Faculties and Units across campus have developed and used 
instruments tailored to their own needs.  New in this context is the decision by GFC at its 419th 
meeting to approve the use of a Universal Student Ratings Instrument.  It is the view of the Task 
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peers, interviews with students, and documented instances of achievement and/or problems in 
the classroom.  
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§ expected grade in the course 
  ( Top / Bottom of  Report ) 
CHKA#HP%
The Task Force has, throughout its deliberations operated on the assumption that this is to be a 
University Ratings Instrument, not a Students' Union Ratings Instrument.  The legal advice 
received by the Task Force indicates that the rating forms are tangible property capable of 
possession and that the University can retain rights to those sheets and the information on the 
sheets.  On the basis of the assumption stated above and the legal advice given, the Task Force 
offers the following recommendations. 
7.     The central administration of the University shall undertake the financing of the Universal 
Student Ratings of Instruction. 
8.     The central administration shall take responsibility for archiving the data from the Student 
Ratings of Instruction and the publication of the results for purposes of course selection. 
9.     The University of Calgary has copyright ownership of the form of the rating sheets and any 
data and reports compiled therefrom.  
  
  ( Top / Bottom of  Report ) 
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As indicated in the statements on purpose and expectations, the Task Force sees this Ratings 
Instrument as an addition to evaluation instruments and procedures already in use.  The Task 
Force was aware that there are a variety of procedures employed for the administration of 
existing evaluation instruments.  The Task Force took the view that the University should not 
insist on a single procedure for the administration of the Ratings Instrument, but that 
Faculties/Units can adapt their own procedures as long as they are consistent with the 
principles of the administration of this Instrument (see Recommendation #11).  The Task Force 
was also concerned to build in appropriate exemptions to respond to sensitivities surrounding 
the use of such instruments and the need to protect the confidentiality of student responses 
particularly with respect to the reporting of demographic information.  At the same time there 
was a concern to protect the idea of universality.  The exemptions are intended to strike a 
balance between the concern for universality and the concern to build in needed 
protection.  Accordingly, the Task Force offers the following recommendations with respect to 
administering the Instrument and reporting the results of the Instrument.  It should be noted 
that reporting in this context does not include the publication of the results for student use. 
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§ The Instrument shall be administered during regular class meetings where such are 
held.  Alternative arrangements may be made for courses which do not have regularly 
scheduled meetings. 

  
12.   Normally the Universal Student Ratings of Instruction Instrument shall be administered 
during the last quarter of the Instructor's involvement with the course. 
 At the discretion of the Head and course coordinator, in cases of multi-instructor courses it may 
be administered more than once during the term. 
13.    
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a. Once the response rates are known, and before the results are made known to the 
Instructor, the inst
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20.   The system shall have built in safeguards to restrict access to students registered at the 
University of Calgary. 
21.   If the results of the evaluation instrument are not reported they shall not be published. 
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The following recommendations relate to the form in which the data will be reported and 
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There is the possibility that the information from the Ratings Instrument will be useful for 
purposes of institutional analysis and research.  Such use should be subject to the normal 
controls pertaining to research involving human subjects. 
28.   With the written consent of the Vice-President (Academic) or Delegate the data from the 
Universal Student Ratings of Instruction Instrument may be accessed for research and 
institutional purposes.  Such use of the data will be subject to the code of ethics governing 
research on human subjects.  In cases where the data is used for these purposes it shall not be 
published except in group average form. 
  ( Top / Bottom of  Report ) 
$NGPINIKAJA$HK%
29.  The use of Universal Student Ratings of Instruction Instrument shall begin in the Fall Term, 
1998. 
30.   The publication system shall be put in place for the Fall Term,1998.  
8!A!#I%AI"A$KQ%H8%AOI%#JA$KQ"%$K"A#!NIKA%
University structures do change over time as do course delivery methods and instructional 
approaches.  Instruments of this nature should be re-evaluated periodically for reliability and 
utility in response to changing environments. 
31. The Universal Student Ratings Instrument shall be evaluated for its utility and reliability 
after the first three years of use, and periodically thereafter. 
32. The three-year evaluation shall include testing for the effects of including the ID number on 
the face sheet of the Instrument and the effects of the publication of the results for purposes of 
course selection. 
  ( Top / Bottom of  Report ) 
J#CO$S$KQ%
*33. The original Ratings Instruments completed by the students shall be retained for a period 
of one (1) year following the completion of the session within which it was administered. 
Aggregate (i.e., anonymous to Instructor) data may be kept in perpetuity electronically for 
institutional and research purposes. 
Individual electronic data will be kept and destroyed according to University policy regarding 
personnel files.  
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Sample Size 

below 20% or 8 
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 request 
by  instructor 

below 20% or  8 
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request 
by  instructor 
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respondents   
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by  instructor 

Extenuating 
circumstances advice from Head advice from Head advice from Head  


