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SUBJECT:  Student Opinion Surveys  
 

Student Opinion Surveys were discussed during the September AAC meeting (See AAC 
Agenda Item 6.N, September 2007).  It was noted that this summer, there were questions asked 
during the legislative roundtables about how we gather student input on faculty members and 
then this is used to determine if the faculty member needs assistance/development.  These 
questions focused specifically on the use of written comments submitted by students since it is in 
this way that comments/concerns about bias can be voiced.   
 

The campuses agreed to submit brief summaries about the procedures used to incorporate 
the survey results in to the evaluation process.  To date, materials have been received from USD, 
SDSU and DSU.   
 

The system Chief Academic Officer met with members of the Student Federation prior to 
the October Board meeting to discuss this topic.  In general, the students did not understand how 
the surveys play into the evaluation process.  The students also stated some concerns with the 
way the survey is administered in some classes.  While they noted that there are a set of 
directions that are used, they felt that the surveys would be more effective if they were 
completed at the beginning of the class period.  Students also expressed frustration with the fact 
that some questions simply did not apply to the course they were evaluating.  It may be valuable 
to meet with student leadership to discuss these concerns and other issues the students might 
raise.   
 

The preparation of a summary which can be used should this become an issue during 
session will be discussed.    
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  

Discussion.
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Teaching Evaluations at USD 
 

Teaching evaluations are a vital component of evaluating faculty.  
 
The general process works this way. Every course is evaluated in every semester, other than 
those with five or fewer students, where we would incur costs for results with no statistical 
reliability.  Evaluations consist of a nationally normed instrument called IDEA, developed by 
Kansas State University and used all around the nation. Evaluations occur during the end of a 
semester, and include anonymous student written comments that are typed up by secretaries, and 
given to faculty to help guide their future teaching.  
 
Each January/February, departmental chairs use the teaching evaluation scores on the IDEA 
form, student comments, any chair or peer observation of teaching, and other evidence (quality 
of syllabi, total courses taught, total students taught, new course preparations, Honors teaching, 
and so forth) to assign a faculty member a multiplier ranging from 0 – 3.   
 
 0 = fell short of expectations 
 1 = met expectations 
 2/3 = exceeded expectations (permits additional discretion) 
  
The multiplier is combined with a percentage time allocation for the faculty member to calculate 
the pay raise for teaching. Typically, 70% of a faculty member’s time is teaching, with the 
remainder for research and service.     
 
Faculty falling short of expectations receive a zero score and zero compensation increase in the 
area of teaching. At least five USD full-time faculty fell into that category last year.  
 
Faculty meeting expectations receive a small salary increase in the area of teaching.  
 
Faculty exceeding expectations receive a more sizable increase, tied to whether they received a 2 
or 3. Those who receive a 3 – assuming satisfactory performance in research and service – may 
be nominated by chairs for Distinguished Performance funding.  This is merit money already 
carved out of the standard 3% salary pool that state employees receive each year.  The dollar 
amount for Distinguished Performance is determined at the dean level or above, giving the 
administration full discretion.  
 
Typically, the tenured and tenure-track faculty are not the low scorers on teaching evaluations, 
which is logical since they have passed many stages of scrutiny during the hiring and 
tenure/promotion processes.  (Graduate students and adjunct faculty are disproportionately 
represented in lower teaching evaluations). At USD, the tenure-track/tenured faculty who happen 
to fall into the bottom 20% of the overall campus teaching evaluations are notified by their dean. 
Faculty may be referred to the Center for Teaching and Learning (which is aimed at improving 
instruction), or they may be placed on a work improvement plan.  
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After reviewing the summary, the following follow-up question was asked:  
 (Quick question.  Are the student comments reviewed by anyone other than the faculty and can 
these play into the evaluation processes?)  Here is a portion of the e-mailed response. 
 
The chairs see them. Copies also come to the dean’s office for personnel files, but they aren’t 
much examined because most of the comments aren’t much – something simple like “great 
class” or “learned a lot” or “didn’t like the textbook.” There is very little specific or pejorative 
commentary.  
 
One downside of the IDEA form in my mind is that it is too long. Students quit after answering 
all 40+ questions. I much preferred it at UMaine and Oklahoma, where the form was more like 
20 questions (like the abbreviated IDEA form that is available, that we do not use). Students 
finished the 20 questions, and the bottom of the form had space to write, and so the students 
wrote a lot more. As a result, some of the comments got past the more simple comments 
instructors get here. Just a nugget to think about if/when a reevaluation of the current form is 
ever considered. 
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South Dakota State University 

October 2007 
Summary of SOS process and use  

 
1. The current agreement between the Board of Regents and the Council of Higher Education 

requires that every faculty member be evaluated annually.  The major purposes of the 
evaluation are to determine the level of performance relative to established standards, to 
assess progress toward promotion and/or tenure, and to inform annual salary decisions. 
(Section XI. 2-1).  In regard to student opinion surveys and their relationship to 
evaluations, the agreement states that “the evaluation…will include student opinion 
surveys…if the faculty unit member’s duties include teaching.” (Section XI: 11.2.2).  

2. Completed Student Opinion Surveys (SOS) forms are sent to the IDEA Center, 
Manhattan, KS for processing, analysis and report preparation.  Data for courses 
surveyed via e-IDEA are also submitted to the IDEA Center. 

3. IDEA prepares and sends two reports for each course.  Upon return of forms and reports 
to SDSU, the Academic Evaluation and Assessment (AEA) Office distributes 1 copy of 
each report to the faculty member teaching the course. The second copy and all 
completed IDEA Student Rating of Instruction forms for each course are returned to the 
appropriate department head for summary.  The completed IDEA Student Ratings of 
Instruction are returned to the department head so that student comments, if any, can be 
reviewed and summarized.   

4. After department heads receive the SOS results and reports, they summarize the written 
student comments in narrative form.  A numerical summary is provided in the report 
provided from IDEA. If the department head uses written student comments, the 
department head must explain why the comments are reliable, considering the number of 
responses in relation to the total number of students surveyed. (COHE/BOR agreement, 
page 43)  

5. Department heads share the summary reports with faculty members within twenty 
working days after the start of the next semester. (COHE/BOR agreement, page 43) 

6. If serious deficiencies in performance emerge, the department head will notify the faculty 
unit members within twenty (20) working days after the start of the subsequent academic 
term and shall investigate such deficiencies by other evaluative means (interviews with 
students, classroom observations, review of course materials, etc.). A written report of the 
investigation is attached to the evaluation document. (COHE/BOR agreement, page 44) 

7. According to COHE/BOR agreement (2005-2008), “student opinion surveys will be used 
as part of the evaluation of faculty unit members” and “student opinion surveys will not 
be used as the controlling criterion for personnel actions.” 

8. In general, based on the COHE/BOR agreement, the SOS results are one source of data 
used to inform evaluation and salary decisions. The information on the SOS are 
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reviewed, summarized and shared between the faculty unit member, department head, 
dean and others as needed and appropriate to foster continuous improvement.  

In addition: 
9. To date, one program (Plant Science) has requested and piloted the Group Summary 

Report option that is prepared by IDEA.  This program found the report to be helpful, and 
this fall another program (HPER) is requesting the group summary report. 

10. Academic Evaluation and Assessment and IDEA Team faculty members have presented 
numerous workshops for faculty and administrators on selecting objectives and 
interpreting reports. Additionally, this summer members of the IDEA Team attended the 
IDEA User’s Group meeting in St. Paul.  As a result of that meeting, the IDEA Teaching 
Improvement Partnerships (TIPs) is being formed and will work through the Teaching 
and Learning Center.  While still under development the IDEA TIPs Team consists of 
faculty who are members of the IDEA TEAM and/or who attended the St. Paul gathering.  
They will work with other faculty to interpret reports and to link them to teaching and 
learning resources.   

 
After reviewing the summary, the following follow-up question was asked:  
 (There’s one point I still have a question about.  It is noted that written student comments may 
be summarized/included.  Are there guidelines or expectations? )  Here is the e-mailed response. 
 
Department heads follow the guidelines on use of student comments as set forth in the 
BOR/COHE agreement. Otherwise I am not aware of any other guidelines used. 
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Dakota State University 

 
At DSU, the faculty and Deans receive customized statistical reports which are generated from 
the IDEA Student Rating of Instructions data each term.  The reports include the averages and 
the standard deviations for the student responses to the questions for each college, the entire 
University and the IDEA system.  Additional reports facilitate comparison of the ranking of the 
averages for each question.  The Deans and faculty review this information on an annual basis 
and a summary report is included in the faculty’s annual performance document as one means of 
demonstrating teaching excellence.   
 
 
 
After reviewing the summary, the following follow-up question was asked:  
(Quick question.  Are the student comments reviewed by anyone other than the faculty and can 
these play into the evaluation processes? )  Here is the e-mailed response. 
 
Generally, the written comments are only provided to the faculty member.  However, a dean can 
request access to the comments.  The request comes to me and is approved to me, if there’s a 
rationale for the request (e.g., the dean has received student complaints about the faculty member 
in a specific class and is concerned that other students in other classes have the same concerns).  
In cases where the SOS student comments corroborate student complaints (or confirm what the 
dean has already noticed in their classroom visit), the comments and the visit and the complaints 
are likely to affect the faculty member’s teaching evaluation.  Since we don’t have department 
chairs, the dean is the individual who receives the student complaints, visits the classroom to 
observe teaching, requests / receives the SOS student comments and writes the annual 
evaluation/assigns the 0-3 score. 
 
 
 
 


	RECOMMENDED ACTION

