Norfolk State University’s Faculty Evaluation Process     

Recommendations of the Faculty Evaluation Focus Committee 


Norfolk State University has the responsibility of providing its faculty with a fair, consistent, timely, and reasonably uniform evaluation process, but this has yet to be accomplished. The University faculty have the right to expect strong leadership on this issue that is important to their very careers. It is equally important that the actual implementation of the evaluation process follow carefully the published guidelines as concerns the calendar and specific instructions, and that the faculty be informed of this process in a timely manner.  In the most recent overhaul of the evaluation process (2003-2004), the published document called for School compliance committees to monitor the overall process and suggest adjustments.  Unfortunately, it was years later before any of these committees were put in place.  Equally problematic has been the student instruments for evaluating the faculty.  It has been rare for both sets of documents to be available by the period of formal evaluation, and this has caused prejudice to many faculty. 
The University did not pursue the previous evaluation episode with any publicized effort to solicit feedback from the faculty.   This is puzzling since it was frequently announced by University administrators and Evaluation Committee leaders that, because of the intricacies of the new system, the 2003-04 evaluation would be an experimental process followed by an effort to identify problems and discuss improvements.  In fact, the University-wide September 27, 2003 Faculty Evaluation Workshop was the last meaningful attempt to critically consider this process.  The result of all this has been frustration and demoralization among the faculty.  We are hopeful that these recommendations will initiate a process that will, for the foreseeable future, bring about an evaluation process that is fair and acceptable.
A consideration of evaluation procedures used by some of our peer universities reveals that (1) there is no single model followed by most of these universities; (2) thus far, none of these institutions rely on computer calculations and weighting; (3) in general, department chairs or chair/peer committees have the major responsibility for evaluations; (4) everywhere a student component is taken into account in some fashion; (5)  all schools employ the categories of teaching, scholarship, and service (sometimes university, professional, and community service are combined); and (6) portfolios or extensive faculty self-narratives are universally popular and significant.  Furthermore, with their respective evaluation procedures there seems to be a comfort level at our peer universities that has yet to be reached at Norfolk State.  The NSU faculty and staff need to thoroughly consider why this continues to be the situation.  
Chaired by Professor Ron Jones, the Tenure and Promotions Committee has labored during the 2008 summer to establish criteria and guidelines for faculty advancement.  These standards are not essentially different from what has been stated for decades in various incarnations of the Faculty Handbook and in the handbooks of our peer institutions.  What is different is the mandate from the Board of Visitors, the President, and the Provost to abide by these standards.  We offer the following comments and recommendations as a partial step toward bringing attention to this issue which is vital to the faculty.  During the Fall 2008 semester we expect to present our recommendations to the University community for discussion and feedback.

General Recommendations

1.  There was a real need to revisit the student evaluation document so that it would reflect more accurately the dynamics of what transpires, or should transpire, in the faculty-student relationship.  The previous SIR document was inadequate in this respect.  The Educational Testing Service SIR II document was eliminated in favor of an in-house instrument, and plans have be made to have the evaluations done online for both regular and online courses.   (See Suggested Instrument below)

Many faculty were unhappy with the Educational Testing Service SIR II student evaluation instrument.  As much national research on student evaluations reveals, they are often little more than popularity contests with higher evaluation scores given to those teachers who mete out the highest grades.  Like most such evaluation instruments, this instrument assumed students’ basic college-level preparation, college-level literacy, interest in the subject matter, regular attendance, and active participation in the course.  But with our non-traditional and often unprepared students, these are not justified assumptions.  Students who have had little or no exposure to the discipline were asked to evaluate “the instructor’s command of the subject matter” and the “overall quality of the textbook(s).”   

And why should our university have to farm out this process?  With SIR II the items under “instructional design” and “content expertise” are vague and difficult to apply, and they have little relevance to college-level pedagogy.  In practice the faculty member is rated in the most perfunctory manner.  Given the parameters of time and numbers of faculty, it would be difficult to do much else.  For example, in “content expertise,” how does the faculty member demonstrate to the peer committee a knowledge of the discipline?  Is the faculty member given a test in the field?  One could check with the person’s graduate school, or read the person’s publications, if they exist.  But normally a university establishes this competence upon hiring the individual.  If the faculty member does not have such knowledge, why is the person at NSU?   Does one realistically expect this situation to change?  And how can a peer committee or chair know in each course whether each department member has “competence with course content that is relevant and thorough?”
Under “instructional design,” what is meant by appropriate instructional materials and target student population?  If one uses popular college texts and primary documents, but many of the students cannot read at the college level (which is an endemic problem at NSU), or refuse to do so, or are uninterested in the subject matter, are the readings thereby inappropriate?  How then would one define “the target student population?”   These items create a flawed evaluation.  And yet the faculty member’s career advancement is based considerably on this. 
2.   The student evaluation component should be put online so that evaluations will be available for faculty in a timely fashion and in order to improve the integrity of the procedure.  The evaluations initially will be reviewed by department chairs, peer review committees, and deans; at no point will the identity of the student be made available to his/her teacher.  Over the years there has been little monitoring of this process; students openly collaborate when completing the evaluations if the instructor leaves the room, and often the instructors compromise the situation by not leaving the room.

3.   We recommend the reinstitution of the 100-point scale divided among the categories with minimum/maximum allocation of points within each category as follows:  

Each category would have a minimum-to-maximum range based on a 100-point scale:  teaching (40-55), scholarship (20-40), professional service (10-20), and university service (10-20).   The department peer evaluation committee and the chair would review the point spreads within each category claimed by the faculty member (according to the ranges), based on documentation and guidelines, and would either agree with or modify the faculty member’s self-appraisal.   Points awarded for teaching would be based on a combination of factors:  student instrument, course assignments, portfolio narrative, course design, etc.  Re scholarship and grantsmanship, points would continue to reflect the nature and quality of the accomplishment, venue, audience, etc.  

Eligibility for pay increases would be according to the formula:

90-100      full amount

80-89        75% maximum amount

70-79        50% maximum amount

60-69        25% maximum amount

00-59        no increase

4.  In the current evaluation process, departments are assigned the role of designating which of the listed items within each category the faculty members of that department must satisfy.  The chair or a department committee will select several items, the faculty member can choose a few more, and the remaining items within that category are thereby discounted.  For example, there are 13 items in Category II.  Half of these could be eliminated even though achievement in all these areas contributes to “scholarly activity.”  The faculty member who has accomplishments in 8 or 9 of these areas loses points.  Furthermore, this focus conflicts with the more broadly-stated requirements for promotion and tenure in the Faculty Handbook.  Similarly, the instructor who is outstanding in 1-3 items within the category will lose ground in the category average because of lesser performances on the remaining items.  Again, in the “scholarly activity” category, one could be superior in the publications area but falter overall for lack of grants.  This hardly seems fair.  If all the listed items constitute areas of acceptable performance within a category, then the faculty member should be given credit for solid accomplishment and quantity of accomplishment in any category items.
Some departments have been using “the supervision of research projects” to apply to the supervision of undergraduate student papers, which is a teaching responsibility and should be included in that category.  This is not an effort where the faculty member produces professional research.
Similarly another item currently allows credit for being a paid consultant, which in effect means scholarship points for having a part-time job.  Not only is this a questionable interpretation of scholarly activity, but it is one for which the portfolio requirement of a copy of the published work or grant proposal would be difficult to produce.
5.   Scholarship has long been listed as a major factor in hiring and promotion at NSU.  The Faculty Handbooks have made this clear.  Yet many faculty have accomplished little in this direction, whether because of other professional and personal responsibilities or a lack of interest in doing so.  For its part, University personnel have encouraged this underperformance by insisting that NSU is a “teaching university.”  On the other hand, NSU has faculty who, in addition to fulfilling teaching and University service obligations, have also been active in scholarship and grantsmanship.  Indeed this latter commitment is shared by all our peer institutions, and it is perhaps best stated by North Carolina Central University:  “The primary responsibility of every faculty member at NCCU is to be an effective teacher.  This implies that the faculty member is a competent scholar in his/her field and is able to impart the knowledge gained through that scholarship to students and to his/her professional peers.”   Simply put, without professional productivity, NSU’s credibility as a university will be questioned.

       Many faculty justifiably feel that, given the overwhelming demands placed on the faculty in the areas of teaching, advising, and University service, it is unrealistic and unfair to expect much scholarly activity.  Moreover, faculty in the humanities and social sciences rarely receive government and private grants to support research in the quantity and amount that is typical of those in the technical and scientific fields.  Without practical University support in terms of regular sabbaticals and reduced loads, faculty in the non-scientific areas will continue to lag behind in comparisons with the scholarly output of other faculty groups.   On average, where resources are available to a department, the concept of a 3-3 course load will be supported if this is achievable based on that department’s faculty and curriculum offerings. 
6. Evaluations would be initiated by elected departmental committees of tenured senior faculty, who would then forward their reports to the chair for review.  If there are irreconciliable differences, both evaluations will be forwarded to the dean along with the faculty member’s response.  Grievances would be submitted to the school compliance committee for hearing.  At each stage, the faculty member should be informed of the results and permitted to submit a response.  
No evaluation process in operation at any university is totally free of subjective elements.  What we are seeking is an open and straightforward process with published standards and criteria, one that allows faculty response and requires several stages of review.   Within each school, and somewhat among schools, clear guidelines would be established delineating point values for such items as published books, refereed articles, scholarly presentations, and the like.  As it has been for some time, tangible documentation for each submission would be required.  External references shall be required for all promotion and tenure evaluations.
7.   There has been some discussion as to whether faculty who are not applying for tenure or promotion should have to prepare a complete portfolio every year.  We recommend that an online template for faculty accomplishments be set up in each department.  The faculty member periodically would add his/her accomplishments along with an ongoing statement (which could be modified if desired) of teaching style, methodology, etc., plus copies of syllabi for each course.  This way, evaluators at each stage could simply consult the online material that would already be properly arranged.  The faculty would only have to add new materials from the preceding year.   This production would be simpler and less onerous to the faculty member.  Of course, those faculty applying for tenure or promotion would have to provide more complete portfolios.

8.  A faculty member who receives an unsatisfactory annual evaluation will be subject to departmental/school intervention.  Failure of the faculty member to improve during the subsequent year may result in a termination process.

9.   Administrators at all levels and faculty must be obligated to follow the stated guidelines.  Faculty members must be informed about the results of their evaluations so they will have the opportunity to respond.  School compliance committees (elected) shall be responsible for guaranteeing that these procedures are followed and that general fairness and uniformity exist in each school and among schools.  During each evaluation cycle, the compliance committees would randomly choose several completed evaluations from each department for consideration.  If there are major discrepancies in the application of school and university standards in a given department, the compliance committee would further investigate that department’s procedures and would have the authority to redress the faulty situation. 

Additionally, the compliance committees will have the major responsibility of monitoring the fairness of evaluation criteria from department to department within each school; and periodically they will meet with their peers in other schools to insure equivalent criteria across the university.

10.    For many years serious complaints have been lodged by faculty in various units concerning alleged arbitrariness in the evaluation procedures.  These have included a failure to have the faculty member view and sign-off on the evaluation, absence or non-implementation of grievance mechanisms, manipulation by deans or department chairs, non-adherence to the Faculty Handbook, etc.   Obviously, if these violations have been occurring, they constitute a lack of professionalism and a major breach of ethics.  It is essential that the Board of Visitors, the University President, and the Provost make it clear that in the future none of this will be tolerated and that individuals in responsible positions will be held accountable for guaranteeing the integrity of the evaluation process.
11. The entire evaluation procedure needs to be synchronized with the new Faculty Handbook as concerns schedules and content.  
EVALUATION AND MERIT PAY GUIDELINES FOR TEACHING FACULTY
INTRODUCTION

This document reflects the work of the President’s Focus Group on Faculty Evaluation. The group used the 1999 “Teaching Faculty Evaluation Instrument” as a template for its work and, drawing from the experiences of other universities both in our peer group and beyond, plus continual feedback from the NSU faculty, sought to address the problems and concerns of the present system. In addition to language and process clarifications, the major changes involve the student instrument and the scoring system. The guiding principle for this revised system is that merit pay should reward and encourage outstanding and professional achievement and productivity. The system is designed to provide a systematic and objective means of ensuring that salary raises are based on documented performance. Teaching faculty will be evaluated on the way they support the instructional process and thereby foster the University’s mission. The following sections will include specific details on the evaluation categories, portfolio submission, scoring procedures, merit-pay allocation, and process compliance.
EVALUATION CATEGORIES

The categories to be evaluated are (I) Teaching, (II) Scholarly Activity, (III) Professional
Development and Service, and (IV) University Service. These categories will be assessed by three rating sources: students, peers (departmental evaluation committees), and department heads/deans.  Within those ranges established for each category, the faculty member will allocate her/his points, with the total not exceeding 100 points.  The ratings from each source will be placed on a specifically designed rating summary form. Students will complete the online Student Evaluation Instrument (see below) for their input regarding faculty performance and course experience. The peers and the department head/dean will use faculty submitted portfolios for their assessment and rating of the faculty. The procedures for scoring and obtaining an overall rating are outlined in the procedures section.
Faculty will be rated using a 100-point scale. The descriptors associated with the ratings are:

OP = Outstanding Performance =  (90-100)
PL = Professional Level Performance =  (80-89)

S   = Satisfactory Performance = (70-79)
IR = Improvement Required = (60-69)
UN = Unsatisfactory =  (0-59)
For merit pay purposes, these are defined below:

EP = Exemplary Performance
This rating is given to those individuals who, during the rating period, consistently exceeded the institution’s standards of professional performance. Individuals receiving this rating stand as exemplars of the highest levels of professional academic performance within the institution, making significant contributions to their department, college, academic field, and society.

PL = Professional Level Performance
This rating is given to those individuals who, during the rating period, consistently met the institution’s standards of professional performance. The individuals receiving this rating constitute those good and valued professionals on whom the continued successful achievement of the institution’s mission, goals, and objectives depends.

S = Satisfactory Performance
This rating is given to those individuals whose performance have been acceptable according to university standards, but not particularly distinguished.
IR = Improvement Required
This rating is given to those individuals who, during the rating period, did not consistently meet the institution’s standards of professional performance. This rating must be given with 1) specific feedback as to which standards of professional performance were not met, 2) suggestions for improvement, and 3) a written commitment to assist the individual in accessing resources required for improvement. Improvement in performance is required with the next evaluation period.

UN = Unsatisfactory (Unacceptable)
This rating is given to those individuals who, during the rating period, did not meet the
institution’s standards of professional performance. This rating represents performance that is not acceptable and/or is inconsistent with the conditions for continued employment with the institution. Failure to meet these standards in any one of the following ways will result in a rating of “Unsatisfactory”:
1. Received an “IR” rating the previous rating period but did not make the improvements
required.
2. Consistently violated one or more of the institution’s standards of professional
performance.

Category I: Teaching

“Excellence in teaching” is defined as a specifically designed interaction between the teacher and student so that higher-level learning occurs by the student that includes critical thinking and the application skills needed to be competitive in the workplace. As such, excellence in teaching requires faculty members to possess expertise not only within the content of their instruction, but also proficiency in instructional delivery, instructional design, student learning outcomes assessment, the design and effective use of instructional materials, and the appropriate and effective use of various forms of instructional technology.
To demonstrate “excellence in teaching,” a faculty member must show proficiency in the
following four teaching roles: a) Instructional Delivery Skills, b) Instructional Design
Skills, c) Content Expertise, and d) Course Management. These areas will be assessed on the evaluation instruments.
Definition of Teaching Roles
a. Instructional Delivery Skills are those human interactive skills and characteristics which
1) make for clear communication of information, concepts, and attitudes, and 2) promote or facilitate learning by creating an appropriate affective learning environment.
b. Instructional Design Skills are those technical skills in 1) designing, sequencing, and
presenting experiences which induce student learning, and 2) designing, developing, and
implementing tools and procedures for assessing student learning outcomes.
c. Content Expertise is that body of skills, competencies, and knowledge in a specific
subject area in which the faculty member has received advanced education, training, and
experience.
d. Course Management embraces those bureaucratic skills in operating and managing a
course, including, but not limited to, timely grading of examinations, timely completion of drop/add and incomplete grade forms, maintaining published office hours, arranging for and coordinating guest lectures, and generally making arrangements for facilities and
resources required in the teaching of a course

.
For merit pay purposes, the following premises should guide academic departments and
schools:
Each faculty member shall receive an annual performance review for teaching
effectiveness.
· Student instruments for rating faculty teaching performance must be distributed and
collected during the last three weeks of each semester. All classes, laboratories, and practicums must be rated by students.  The results should play a significant part in the total evaluation of a faculty member’s teaching performance.
· Teaching portfolios must be submitted by the date specified on the annual evaluation
Calendar (see Appendix D).
· Multiple instruments to assess teaching effectiveness should be used.
· The evaluation committee must review instructional materials as elements of a faculty
member’s annual portfolio. These documents include syllabi, examinations, and other
materials required by the school and departments.
· The appropriate use of instructional technology (as available) is to be fostered.

Category II: Scholarly Activity
“Scholarly activities” may be defined as those activities within a faculty member’s specified area of expertise that contribute to: the discovery of new knowledge; and/or the dissemination of knowledge within the professional community; and/or the development of personal professional skills and standing within the professional community.
“Scholarship” may include performance in research, presentations, and
publications. It may also include creative performances and exhibitions.  For merit pay purposes, the following premises should guide academic departments and schools.
· Published research or creative work includes refereed and non-refereed publications.
· Generally a refereed publication will be rated more highly than a non-refereed publication.
· Credit for journal articles and other publications can be awarded for either the year of publication or the year of acceptance, but not both.
· All authors on co-authored research articles, papers, books, and chapters in books receive full and equal credit.
· Research articles published in conference proceedings are included as scholarly activities.
· The value of a non-published, orally delivered, research report, paper, or creative work
presented at a professional meeting, i.e., a forum, workshop, or conference, will be less than that of a refereed journal article.
· Preparation of book and journal reviews will not have the value of scholarly articles.
· Lending “significant assistance” to the author of a funded grant involves suggesting some specific information, editing, or serving as a consultant. It can also include intricate
involvement in the planning phases of the grant.

“Grantsmanship” is defined as efforts to obtain grants (awards to the University or the faculty member for specific or general purposes). Consideration will be given in two areas: proposals submitted and proposals funded.
Evaluative factors for funded proposals will be developed by academic departments and will include the following:
· The scope and significance of grant(s), including the benefits to students, the grantee(s), the department/school, and the University. “Significance” embraces the idea of positive,
long-lasting impact.
· Renewal grants should be given the same consideration as the initial submission.
· The value of unfunded proposals submitted to funding agencies should be half that of
funded grants.

Category III: Professional Development and Service

“Professional Development” is defined as activities directed toward keeping abreast of events in one’s recognized area of expertise and in acquiring additional knowledge and skills designed to improve one’s teaching effectiveness and scholarly activities.
For merit pay purposes, academic departments and schools should consider the following
activities:
· Attending state/national honors programs, seminars, symposia, workshops, and
professional meetings.
· Studying toward a higher degree (e.g., Ph.D.), though a terminal degree should be required at the beginning of ones teaching position at Norfolk State.
 · Completing courses and other training programs.

“Professional Service” is defined as contributions of faculty members, within their recognized area of expertise, to professional organizations, services, and events at either the local, state, national, or international level, without pay.
For merit pay purposes, academic departments and schools should consider the following
activities:
· Participation in organizational or professional meetings, symposia, seminars, and
colloquia other than those included under Scholarly Activities.
· Leadership in professional organizations, accreditation commissions, etc.
· Invitations to serve on review committees and boards for peer-reviewing. 
· Professional service contributions to various sources such as print and broadcast media.
· Professional recognition through honors and awards.
Within the category of “Professional Service,” the acceptance of honoraria will not be
considered as payment for services.

Category IV: University Service

“University Service” is defined as faculty work other than teaching and research, which
contributes to the mission and goals of the University.
For merit pay purposes, the following premises should guide academic departments and
schools:
· Participation in University-wide committees, including search committees, Honors
College, International Programs, Commencement/Convocation, special task forces, ad hoc committees, Faculty Senate, etc. (the nature and scope of the task to be considered and weighted accordingly).
· Voluntary participation in support of any departmental, school, or University-approved
program or committee.
· Submission of ideas or grant proposals for external funding that is not included in
Scholarly Activity.
· Voluntary participation in activities that enhance student learning and/or enhance
professional performance of colleagues.
· Presentations offered by faculty to the University community that are not included in
Scholarly Activity.

· Participation in registration and academic advising.

.  Mentoring within a department.

Category V: Community Service  
3.0 SCORING PROCEDURES
Ranges within Categories

Each department will decide how these ranges will be weighted within that department, but the total must equal 100 points.
I. Teaching   40 - 55
II. Scholarly Activity   20 - 40
III. Professional Development and Service   10 - 20
IV. University Service   10 - 20
Faculty evaluations will be based on assessments by students, departmental committees, and department heads. Department heads will be evaluated by students, departmental
committees, and deans.

SUBMISSION OF PORTFOLIO

Each faculty member is required to submit a portfolio that adheres to the guidelines below.
Portfolios must be submitted during the January-February period as specified in the annual faculty evaluation calendar.
· Portfolio documentation should be provided for the previous calendar year (January-
December).
· All forms and accompanying documentation must be submitted by the date and time
specified in the annual faculty evaluation calendar.
· All portfolios should include vitae and course syllabi along with other documentation to
support all of the categories of the evaluation form.
· Documentation must be typewritten and presented in a three-ring binder or online.
· Documentation should be labeled according to category and item number.
· Documentation should demonstrate evidence of good communication skills.
· Portfolio organization should be clear and easy to follow. A table of contents (typewritten) must be included with a section corresponding to each evaluation category. · Any discrete activity can only be used in one category.
To be eligible for merit pay, a faculty member must submit a portfolio and submit it on time; otherwise, the departmental evaluation committee will be obliged to complete an evaluation for that particular faculty member.
RELEASE TIME
When a faculty member is released from teaching as a result of research grants or special
assignments, the weight assigned to the teaching category should be reduced accordingly; and the evaluation category for which the release time is given should be increased accordingly. 

ALLOCATION OF MERIT PAY
Merit pay is performance driven. This means that the performance score as indicated via the evaluation process will determine salary. The performance score is determined by the weights achieved in the five performance categories. Merit pay will be allocated in two stages: (1) first, through a percentage and (2) then through shares. The percentage increase will be based on the average percentage allocated by the State and the annual performance evaluation score a faculty member earns. A share is a unit of compensation for merit. The monetary value of a share will vary annually and is contingent upon the funds remaining after percentage increases have been awarded and the total number of shares have been earned by all NSU faculty members. 

The following performance ratings designate the percentage increase:
Below 60 - zero (0) percentage, no merit pay increase
60-69 - 25% of the average salary rate increase for the University
70-79 - 50% of the average salary rate increase for the University
80-89 - 75% of the average salary rate increase for the University
90-100 -100% of the average salary rate increase for the University

In addition to percentage increases, share values will be awarded based on the following ranges of scores:
Below 60 - zero (0) shares, no merit pay increase
60-69 - one share
70-79 - two shares
80-89 - three shares
90-100 - four shares

6.2 Calculation of Increases

Merit pay increases are calculated using a two-step procedure. First, based on the
performance evaluation rating, a percentage increase is determined for each faculty member.  The second step of the procedure is the calculation of the share value. The share value is contingent on the number of shares awarded in the performance evaluation process.  New salaries are calculated by adding the percentage increase and share increase to the current salary. 
PROCESS COMPLIANCE

The establishment of a process compliance committee in each school to assess the adherence to the guidelines noted in the Faculty Handbook is imperative and should be a major responsibility of each school dean.   These committees will be established in the month of August prior to the evaluation process.  The compliance committees’ members will be elected by the respective department faculties and will include one senior faculty  (excluding the chair) from each department in the school.  These committees will choose their chairs.  Members’ terms will be two years.  Compliance committees will have the following responsibilities:  

a. review of each department’s evaluation criteria in order to assure fairness, consistency, and equivalence in evaluation procedures within the school

b. oversight of the evaluation cycle
c. random review of selected evaluations from each department to ascertain compliance with the guidelines
d. consideration of evaluation appeals from faculty
e. recommendations for improvements to the evaluation process
Student Evaluation Instrument

	Please read each question carefully and allocate from 5 to 1points to each one, with “5” as your highest rating and “1” as your lowest.
	
	
	
	

	1. During the first week of class the instructor provided, and generally has followed, a syllabus. 
	
	
	
	

	2. The course materials (textual and/or web-based), assignments, exams, class discussions, activities, projects and/or papers in this class have been useful learning tools/experiences.  
	
	
	
	

	3. The instructor has utilized a variety of teaching techniques and methods.   
	
	
	
	

	4. The instructor has created a climate for students’ participation in class or online.   
	
	
	
	

	5. The instructor has provided feedback to improve my learning.  
	
	
	
	

	6. The instructor’s presentations have been informative regarding the subject  matter of the course.

	
	
	
	

	7. The instructor has been successful in communicating the   subject  matter of the course.
	
	
	
	

	8. The instructor has met classes consistently and generally has  been  punctual. 
	
	
	
	

	9. The instructor has been available for consultation during scheduled office hours, by appointment, and/or online.
	
	
	
	

	10. The instructor has shown consideration and respect toward students.
	
	
	
	

	11. All things considered, the instructor has been an effective teacher.
	
	
	
	

	12. All things considered, the course has been a positive learning experience.
	
	
	
	

	Please take a moment to enter any additional thoughts you may have about this course.
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