
Committee on Instructional Development 
Annual Report for the 2023-2024 Academic Year 
Report prepared by Dr. Mark Minett, Chair 
Submitted May 7, 2024 

Contents 
• Committee Roster 
• 2023-2024 Activities 
• Teaching Assessment Report 
• Response Rate Recommendations 
• Survey Tool Report 
• Meeting Minutes 

Committee Roster 2023-2024 Academic Year 

Elected Members 
Stephanie Armstrong, College of Nursing  (2025) 
Annie Bourbonnais, CAS, School of Earth, Ocean, and Environment (2024) 
Kunio Hara, School of Music (2026) 
Valerie Lookingbill, University Libraries (2024) 
Mark Minett, CAS, English and Film & Media Studies (2024) 
Laura Truell, HRSM, Sport and Entertainment Management (2025) 

Appointed Members 
Alexandria Carrico, School of Music (interim appointment through Spring 2024) 
Karen Edwards, HRSM, Department of Retailing (2026) 
Kristina Grob, Palmetto College, USC Sumter (Palmetto College Representative Fall 2023) 
Lauren Steimer, CAS, SVAD and Film & Media Studies (2025) 
Yang Wang, College of Education, Language and Literacy (2026) 
Andrew Yingst, Palmetto College, USC Lancaster (Palmetto College Representative Spring 
2024) 
Cameron Eubanks (Undergraduate Representative) 
Nolan Foreman (Graduate Representative) 

Ex Officio Members 
Nathan Carnes (Associate Director of CTE) 



Sharon Gumina (Co-Chair of Committee on Curricula and Courses) 
Brian Habing (Co-Chair of Committee on Curricula and Courses) 
Trena Houp (Director for Academic Programs, Office of the Provost) 
Lara Lomicka Anderson (Interim Vice Provost for Undergraduate Affairs and Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies) 
La Trice Ratcliff-Small (Director of Institutional Assessment, OIRAA) 
Matt Thatcher (Interim Director of CTE) 

2023-2024 Activities 
During the 2023-2024 academic year, the Committee on Instructional Development’s 
(InDev’s) efforts largely focused on two main areas, though the committee also actively 
engaged on other issues encompassed by its charge. InDev met as a full committee every 
other week, with sub-committees meeting during the intervening weeks.  

LMS 
The first major area of focus involved the Provost’s mandates around the University’s LMS 
(Learning Management System) use. The committee was informed in Fall of 2023 that the 
Provost would require that all courses transition from Blackboard Original to Blackboard 
Ultra Course View by Fall 2024. Furthermore, the use of LMS-es other than Blackboard 
Ultra Course View would be prohibited. Finally, the Provost announced that the University 
would assemble a committee to consider options for the next long-term LMS contract 
(after the impending renewal of the contract with Blackboard/Anthology). While InDev did 
not participate in the making of these decisions, the committee was asked to provide 
faculty input and support around their implementation. 

UCV Transition Committee 

The chair of InDev and two of its members, Sharon Gumina and Karen Edwards, joined the 
Ultra Course View (UCV) Transition Committee led by the office of eLearning Services. 
InDev advocated for the creation of a UCV Waiver process that would allow faculty and 
units to request permission to use an alternate LMS if they provided a compelling 
pedagogical or administrative rationale, and the committee heard two requests. InDev 
representatives also contributed to UCV Transition planning, shared faculty concerns and 
perspective, and helped devise and execute plans for sharing out information around 
transition support services. 

LMS Assessment Committee 

The LMS Assessment Committee, a joint committee of the Office of the Provost, the 
Faculty Senate, and the USC System, was formed to develop and enact a process for 



reviewing options for the next long-term LMS contract. InDev’s chair served on the 
committee ex officio, as did two members of InDev, Stephanie Armstrong and Laura Truell. 
The LMS Assessment Committee developed and administered a survey around faculty, 
staff, and student priorities for an LMS, and the committee is currently analyzing the 
results. The LMS Assessment Committee plans to complete its work and provide a report 
and recommendations to the Office of the Provost in December 2024/January 2025. 

Teaching Assessment 
The second major area of focus addressed by InDev involved the assessment of teaching. 
In spring of 2023, the Faculty Senate Chair tasked InDev with composing a Teaching 
Assessment Report, and that report awaited completion. In addition, in the fall of 2023, the 
Office of the Provost asked InDev to develop: a recommendation around increasing 
student course survey response rates, a report on presentations by two potential student 
course survey tool providers, and five questions for a university-wide student course survey 
that would better measure teaching effectiveness rather than popularity. 

Teaching Assessment Report 

In December of 2023, InDev presented the completed Teaching Assessment Report, 
approved unanimously by the committee, to the Faculty Senate. It is available on the 
Faculty Senate’s website. The report summarized the consensus understanding of 
research on Student Evaluations of Teaching, or course surveys, consensus best practices 
for the assessment of teaching more broadly, and current policies around the assessment 
of teaching at the University.  

Teaching Assessment Report Implementation 

During the spring, the committee took steps to encourage the distribution of the report and 
to identify areas where its findings might be implemented. The Teaching Assessment 
Report Implementation Sub-Committee, consisting of the InDev Chair, Annie Bourbonnais, 
Alex Carrico, Kunio Hara, Yang Wang, and La Trice Ratcliff-Small, met with the chair of the 
University Committee on Tenure and Promotion, the co-chairs of the University Committee 
on Professional-Track Faculty to educate them about the Teaching Assessment Report’s 
finding, and to develop shared goals for any revisions to guidelines, policies, or Faculty 
Manual language. Potential language that provides a starting point for any changes to the 
Faculty Manual’s language on teaching assessment was drafted in late spring. 

Response Rate Recommendations 

In the fall of 2023, InDev was asked by the Office of the Provost to formulate 
recommendations around increasing student response rates on course surveys. InDev 

https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/faculty_senate/about/news/2023/indev_teaching_assessment_report.pdf
https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/faculty_senate/about/news/2023/indev_teaching_assessment_report.pdf


committee members recommended questions for and participated in multiple focus 
groups with faculty and students. The committee then synthesized notes from the focus 
groups and composed a set of recommendations, which the Provost’s office distributed to 
faculty in late fall 2023. The recommendations are included at the end of this report. 

Course Survey Software Review 

Also in the fall of 2023, members of InDev were asked to provide a comparative 
recommendation on potential vendors of course survey tools after hosting presentations 
from the companies’ representatives. The committee provided the Office of the Provost 
with its Survey Tool Report, which is included at the end of this document. 

Five Questions for Student Course Surveys 

In the spring of 2024, the committee took up the task of identifying five potential university-
wide questions for student course surveys. After reviewing several models and exemplars 
identified by committee members and the Teaching Assessment Report, the committee 
provided the Office of the Provost with a draft report including two options and a set of 
recommended policies around the responsible use of any student course survey 
instrument. The first option, which largely asks for feedback around key teaching elements, 
adapts questions used by the University of Oregon. The second option provides questions 
designed in relation to Colorado State University’s Teaching Effectiveness Framework. The 
committee also felt it was crucial, in light of the findings of the Teaching Assessment 
Report, to provide draft policy recommendations, largely derived from that report and the 
American Sociological Association’s “Statement on Student Evaluations of Teaching.” 

Other Issues 
InDev committee members also consulted with Faculty Senate leadership and the Office 
of the Provost on a number of other issues. Committee members participated in the 
Curricular Analytics Symposium as well as briefings on USC’s Transfer Agreement and the 
Commission on Higher Education’s plans in relation to workforce development.  

Finally, InDev was asked to work with the Committee on Curricula and Courses to develop 
short- and long-term solutions that would allow the review and approval process to better 
address issues raised by the submission of courses and programs developed and offered in 
collaboration with Online Program Managers/Teaching Service Providers. That work is 
ongoing. 

 

 

https://provost.uoregon.edu/sites/default/files/e-ses_8-30-19.pdf
https://tilt.colostate.edu/prodev/teaching-effectiveness/tef/
https://www.asanet.org/wp-content/uploads/asa_statement_on_student_evaluations_of_teaching_feb132020.pdf


  

InDev Teaching Assessment Report 

(Spring 2023-Fall 2023) 

 

Overview 

In Spring of 2023, the Senate tasked the Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) with 

conducting a review of teaching assessment to lay the groundwork for efforts to improve 

assessment and provide our students with the most effective instruction possible. The 

committee was not charged with providing specific recommendations for improving course 

evaluations/student evaluations of teaching per se. The following summary and three reports 

(on Student Evaluations of Teaching, Best Practices, and Relevant Policies) present our findings. 

We encourage readers to look them over carefully, to click through links where available, and 

to consider the report’s implications. 
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4.   Relevant Policies on Teaching Assessment_________________________________11 

5.   Appendix: Accreditation Requirements and Faculty Summative Evaluation Policies by 

College________________________________________________________________15
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InDev Teaching Assessment Report: Summary 
Notes on Terminology  

• Teaching assessment refers here to all processes used in the assessment of teaching, for 

both formative (developmental) and summative (tenure and promotion) purposes. 

• Student Evaluations of Teaching (SETs), also known as “course evaluations” or “student 

evaluations,” refers here to conventional, largely quantitative, and ratings-based end-of-

course surveys that are used primarily for summative purposes. SETs should not be 

confused with student assessment of teaching more generally, which can take many 

forms, provide valuable information for both formative and summative purposes, and 

be gathered at any point during or after a specific course or a student’s progress 

through the University. 

Major Conclusions  
In relation to the consensus understanding around Student Evaluations of Teaching (SETs): 

• SETs do not measure teaching effectiveness, provide very poor measures of student 

learning, and likely lead to grade inflation and work deflation. 

• SETs demonstrate systemic biases, including gender and racial biases and biases against 

non-native English speakers, and their use has been cited in lawsuits. 

• SETs are influenced by factors such as discipline, modality, weather, and sugar intake. 

• SET statistical data is frequently prone to misinterpretation and misuse in assessment. 

• Teaching assessment at USC is dependent on the use of SET data, though this is 

ambiguously prescribed by policy, and USC’s accreditor cautions against over-reliance. 

 

In relation to consensus Best Practices for Teaching Assessment: 

• Student assessment of teaching should be valued, solicited at multiple points, and 

framed as feedback rather than instructor ratings.  

• Peer assessment should integrate classroom observations by trained observers. 

• Assessment should be holistic, incorporating peer, student, and self-assessment. 

• Assessment should be evidence-based, efficient, and not prohibitively labor-intensive.  

• Faculty should play a central role in assessment policies and processes.  

• Assessment procedures should primarily serve formative purposes.  

• The institution and its units should provide the necessary conditions and support for 

proper assessment and its use in faculty development.  

Finally, many institutions, including peers and peer-aspirants, while still valuing student 

feedback on teaching, are rethinking their dependence on SETs, and are developing new 

policies and frameworks for teaching assessment around consensus best practices. Here at USC, 

the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE) offers valuable resources that can be used to move 

towards the holistic assessment of teaching and to improve teaching effectiveness. 
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Consensus on Student Evaluations of Teaching (SETs)  
 

Overview 
To better grasp the issues surrounding the specific and widely used form of student assessment 

of teaching (see the Summary’s notes on terminology) commonly referred to as Student 

Evaluations of Teaching (SETs), course evaluations, or student evaluations, InDev was tasked 

with reviewing the relevant literature and distilling our findings. We reviewed more than 

twenty sources, encompassing academic articles (including multiple meta-analyses), reporting 

in the higher education trade press, and discussion in professional publications. In doing so, we 

identified a strong consensus in the literature around several serious issues, including 

substantial evidence that:  

• SETs do not, in fact, measure teaching effectiveness or student learning and may lead to 

grade inflation and work deflation;  

• SET results demonstrate biases related to instructors’ identities, which negatively 

impact female-identifying instructors, instructors of color, and non-native English-

speaking instructors; 

• SET results demonstrate biases around several external factors and course variables, 

such as discipline, content type, and class size, which can impact evaluations; and 

• There is a general lack of statistically sound design and interpretation of SETs. 

The literature used to inform this report is provided below. 

Problems 

Student Learning 
 

• SETs provide poor measures of student learning as they measure students’ satisfaction 

with the course and the instructor rather than teaching effectiveness. 

o SETs measure students’ experiences in the classroom, which may be of interest 

but is not synonymous with effective teaching. 

• Students do not necessarily learn more from instructors with higher SETs, as there is a 

correlation between SET scores and grade expectations. 

• Grade inflation and work deflation can contribute to higher evaluations. 

 

Identity-Related Biases 
 

• SETs measure conformity to gender roles rather than teaching quality, with particularly 

negative effects for female-identifying instructors. 
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o Female-identifying instructors are more likely to receive lower evaluations than 

their male-identifying counterparts. 

• Gender influences the aspects of teaching in which instructors are evaluated, with 

female-identifying instructors often evaluated on measures related to student-teaching 

interactions and male-identifying instructors often evaluated on measures related to 

knowledge and expertise. 

• Gender biases reflect differently across disciplines, wherein instructors are more likely 

to receive negative evaluations if they are a gender minority within their discipline. 

• While there is limited research on gender and sexuality bias in SETs outside of the 

male/female binary, LGBTQ+ instructors are generally evaluated lower than cisgender, 

heterosexual instructors. 

• SET results reflect racial biases, wherein instructors of color are often evaluated more 

poorly than white instructors. 

• Instructors from non-English-speaking backgrounds often receive lower evaluations than 

native English-speaking instructors. 

• Biases related to instructors with intersectional identities are particularly pronounced. 

Course-Related Biases 

• Discipline has been found to impact SETs, with humanities disciplines often receiving the 

highest evaluations and the natural sciences disciplines receiving the lowest. 

• Within disciplines, content and class size are associated with evaluation scores. 

o Quantitative courses often receive lower evaluations than qualitative courses. 

o Upper-level, discussion-based courses typically receive higher evaluations than 

larger introductory courses. 

• External factors such as weather conditions and sugar intake before or during SET 

administration have been found to influence responses. 

Statistical Misinterpretations 

• SETs are often misused and misinterpreted statistically. 

o SET score numbers are labels, not values. 

▪ It is not statistically sound to average categorical variables. 

o SET score averages should not be compared with other scores, such as 

departmental averages, without knowing the distribution of scores. 

• Response rates vary widely and can bias the results. 

o A small sample size may not represent the population as a whole. 

o There is no basis to assume that the response pattern of students who do not 

complete SETs would be similar to those who complete SETs. 

o Average SET scores in small classes are more greatly influenced by outliers and 

errors. 
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• Scaled ratings are often used to make “binary” decisions between effective and 

ineffective teaching. 
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Consensus Best Practices and Emerging Solutions 

Overview 
To provide a substantive basis for any eventual recommendations for revising current policy, 

criteria, and procedures around the assessment of teaching, InDev was tasked with identifying 

and reviewing statements of best practice. 

 

We identified and reviewed six statements: 

• The American Association of University Professors’ (AAUP’s) June 1975 “Statement on 
Teaching Evaluation.”  

• The American Educational Research Association’s (AERA’s), 2013 report, “Rethinking Faculty 
Evaluation.”  

• The Association of Language Departments’ (ALD’s) 1993 “Statement of Good Practice: 
Teaching, Evaluation, and Scholarship.”  

• The American Sociological Association’s (ASA’s) 2019 “Statement on Student Evaluations of 
Teaching.” At its release, the statement was endorsed by more than twenty other 
disciplinary organizations.  

• The Association of American Universities’ (AAU’s) 2017 essay, “Aligning Practice to Policies: 
Changing the Culture to Recognize and Reward Teaching at Research Universities,” whose 
authors situate it “in the context of current national efforts to improve undergraduate 
STEM education.”  

• New American Colleges and Universities’ (NACU’s) 2018 monograph, Refining the Paradigm: 
Faculty Models to Support Student Learning. 
 

Drawing from and consolidating these statements, the working group has produced an 

inventory of guiding principles for the assessment of teaching, as well inventories of best 

practices in relation to the three types of assessment—peer-, student-, and self-assessment—

and in relation to institutional and unit-level policies and support for the assessment of 

teaching.  

 

In some places, examples from colleges and universities who have enacted or are enacting 

recommended practices are offered to complement and inform these findings. The working 

group considered peer and peer-aspirant institutions as well as institutions who have been 

leaders in modifying their approach to the assessment of teaching in response to the clear and 

overwhelming evidence of serious problems with the specific form of student assessment of 

teaching (see the Summary’s notes on terminology) commonly referred to as Student 

Evaluations of Teaching (SETs), course evaluations, or student evaluations. Where they might 

be most useful, links have been provided to relevant university websites.  

https://www.aaup.org/about-aaup
https://www.aaup.org/report/statement-teaching-evaluation
https://www.aaup.org/report/statement-teaching-evaluation
https://www.aera.net/About-AERA
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/docs/Education_Research_and_Research_Policy/RethinkingFacultyEval_R4.pdf
https://www.aera.net/Portals/38/docs/Education_Research_and_Research_Policy/RethinkingFacultyEval_R4.pdf
https://www.maps.mla.org/About-MAPS/ALD
https://www.maps.mla.org/Resources/Policy-Statements/ADFL-Statement-of-Good-Practice-Teaching-Evaluation-and-Scholarship
https://www.maps.mla.org/Resources/Policy-Statements/ADFL-Statement-of-Good-Practice-Teaching-Evaluation-and-Scholarship
https://www.asanet.org/about/what-is-asa/
https://www.asanet.org/wp-content/uploads/asa_statement_on_student_evaluations_of_teaching_feb132020.pdf
https://www.asanet.org/wp-content/uploads/asa_statement_on_student_evaluations_of_teaching_feb132020.pdf
https://www.aau.edu/who-we-are
https://www.lifescied.org/doi/epdf/10.1187/cbe.17-02-0032
https://www.lifescied.org/doi/epdf/10.1187/cbe.17-02-0032
https://nacu.edu/about-nacu/
https://nacu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/NACU_REFINING-THE-PARADIGM_READER.pdf
https://nacu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/NACU_REFINING-THE-PARADIGM_READER.pdf
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Best Practices: Guiding Principles 
 

• Faculty should play a central role in determining assessment policies (AAU, AAUP). 

• Assessment should be primarily formative (used to inform the development of the 
teacher and to enhance instruction) rather than summative (AAUP, AERA, AAU, NACU, 
ALD). 

• Assessment criteria should be evidence-based (AERA). 

• The institution and units should provide the necessary conditions and support for 
proper assessment, including specifying their institutional commitment to teaching and 
setting clear expectations (AAUP, implemented at University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
and University of Utah). 

• Multiple measures of assessment should be employed, including peer observations, 
reviews of teaching materials, and instructor self-reflections (AAUP, AERA, ALD, ASA, 
AAU; implemented at University of Oregon, University of Southern California, UC Irvine, 
UN Lincoln, University of Michigan, UT-Knoxville, Ryerson University; new processes 
under review at University of Massachusetts-Amherst, University of Kansas, University 
of Colorado-Boulder, University of Kentucky, Michigan State University, University of 
Utah). 

• Because it can systematically disadvantage faculty from marginalized groups, which can 
be especially consequential for contingent faculty, [conventional, quantitative] Student 
Evaluations of Teaching should not be used as the primary measure of teaching 
effectiveness (ASA). 

• Metrics for assessing teaching should be efficient and not prohibitively labor-intensive 
(AAU, NACU). 

Best Practices Around Three Key Types of Assessment 
 

Peer Assessment 
 

• Should generate an accurate factual description of what the individual does as a 
teacher. This could entail a portfolio and artifacts including syllabi, tests, materials, and 
methods employed in instruction (AERA, AAUP, ALD, NACU; implemented at University 
of Southern California). 

• Should involve classroom observations by trained observers and/or colleagues (AERA, 
AAUP, ALD; implemented at UGA, UT Knoxville, UM College Park). 

• Should emphasize qualitative measures and discursive formats (ALD). 

• Should integrate peer and/or specialist mentorship and coaching (NACU; implemented 
at UM College Park and offered by University of South Carolina’s Center for Teaching 
Excellence). 
 

https://cte.utah.edu/teaching-assessment/#PeerModelsReferences
https://provost.uoregon.edu/revising-uos-teaching-evaluations
https://advance.unl.edu/files/annualevalutationoffaculty3_2013.pdf
https://teaching.utk.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/78/2018/10/Teaching-Evaluation-Toolbox-Redesign_AS_91418.pdf
https://teval.net/
https://teval.net/
https://cte.utah.edu/teaching-assessment/
https://cte.utah.edu/teaching-assessment/
https://cet.usc.edu/usc-excellence-in-teaching-initiative/
https://cet.usc.edu/usc-excellence-in-teaching-initiative/
https://ctl.uga.edu/faculty/teaching-classroom-observations/
https://teaching.utk.edu/teaching-evaluation/
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1RXpm9UHwWZK12E6cRyO4PTLuEA-lDX1L
https://tltc.umd.edu/instructional-coaching
https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/cte/teaching_resources/peer_observation.php
https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/cte/teaching_resources/peer_observation.php
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Student Assessment 
 

• Should incorporate both surveys and interviews, ideally at midpoint of semester and/or 
at end of semester (AERA, AAUP; implemented at UGA, UT Knoxville, Clemson, U of 
Iowa, UM College Park, UNC-Chapel Hill, University of Utah, UVa). 

• Should focus on evidence of student learning (AAUP). 

• While a common instrument may be useful for assessing the institution, it should not be 
employed to assess individual instructors (AAUP). 

• Questions should focus on student experiences, and the instruments should be framed 
as an opportunity for student feedback rather than an opportunity for formal ratings of 
teaching effectiveness (ASA; implemented at Augsburg University and UNC Asheville). 

• Should not be used to compare individual faculty members to each other or to a 
department average. As part of a holistic assessment, they can appropriately be used to 
document patterns in an instructor’s feedback over time (ASA). 

• If quantitative scores are reported, they should include distributions, sample sizes, and 
response rates for each question on the instrument. This provides an interpretive 
context for the scores (ASA). 

• Evaluators (e.g., chairs, deans, hiring committees, tenure and promotion committees) 
should be trained in how to interpret and use student assessment as part of a holistic 
assessment of teaching effectiveness (ASA). 

 

Self-Assessment 
 

• Should incorporate the collection of evidence, systematic observation, analysis, and 
reflection, and decision-making about future lessons or courses (Implemented at UGA). 

• Should provide instructor with a template, rubric, and/or checklist for self-assessment 
(Implemented at UGA, UT Knoxville). 

Best Practices Around Policies, Processes, and Support 
 

• Criteria, procedures, and schedule for assessment should be specified, posted, and 
shared with relevant tenure and/or promotion and reappointment committees (AAUP, 
AAU). 

• Units should establish a teaching committee (AAUP, AERA, ALD, ASA, AAU) that: 
o Keeps up on research related to teaching assessment. 
o Helps in developing and implementing review policies and procedures. 
o Trains faculty, including training in how to conduct evaluation and interpret 

results.  

• Institutional support might include (AAU): 
o Providing teaching professional development funds as part of start-up packages. 

https://ctl.uga.edu/faculty/mid-semester-formative-evaluations/
https://ace.uiowa.edu/
https://ace.uiowa.edu/
https://seercenter.uga.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/41/2021/12/UGA_DeLTA_Guide_to_Self-Reflection_for_Faculty.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1N3QgKd8jIEZDs4qc48BmmltC2c6AT1J6Xm6_7DZoLj4/edit
https://teaching.utk.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/78/2020/01/Instructor-Self-Evaluation.pdf
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o Sponsoring the participation in faculty learning communities. 
o Pairing expert teachers with those interested in improving their teaching, while 

providing course-load credit for both faculty members.  

• Institutions should develop a non-punitive system of remediation for faculty, to be 
described in their faculty manual (NACU). 
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Relevant Policies on Teaching Assessment  
 

Overview  
To better understand the current state of teaching assessment at USC-Columbia and any factors 
shaping assessment, InDev was tasked with investigating relevant University policies around 
teaching assessment in the Faculty Manual and in Academic Affairs Policies. These include, but 
are not limited to, policies related to the specific form of student assessment of teaching (see 
the Summary’s notes on terminology) commonly referred to as Student Evaluations of Teaching 
(SETs), course evaluations, or student evaluations. We also investigated accreditation 
requirements in relation to teaching assessment at the University-level, examining the relevant 
standards published by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on 
Colleges (SACSCOC). While time did not permit a full accounting of college- and program-level 
policies around the assessment of teaching, we examined college-level accreditation 
requirements and policies in relation to teaching assessment and SETs.  

University Policies on the Assessment of Teaching 
University Policies on the Assessment of Teaching are expressed in the Faculty Manual and 
Academic Affairs policies. According to UNIV 1.00, the “Policy on Policies,” the Faculty Manual 
serves as the “final authority” in the event of any inconsistency between the two. 
 

Faculty Manual Policies 
 

Under the heading of “Criteria and Procedures for Promotion and Tenure,” the Faculty Manual 

describes the “Evaluation of Teaching” (page 26): 

Procedures for the evaluation of classroom teaching must require peer and student 

evaluation, conducted periodically throughout the faculty member’s tenure-track or 

tenured appointment at the university. A summary and evaluation of the faculty 

member’s classroom teaching, based on clearly specified criteria, must be included in 

the faculty member’s promotion and/or tenure file. This summary should give context 

to the student evaluation of the faculty member’s classroom teaching by noting, e.g., 

whether evaluations of a particular class historically have been low; in a multi-section 

course, how the faculty member’s evaluation scores compare with those in the other 

sections; or whether poor evaluation scores are correlated to a faculty member’s strict 

grading standards.  

Other teaching functions and the weight to be given to them in evaluating teaching 

performance must be specified by unit criteria. These include, but are not limited to, 

advisement and mentoring of students and student organizations; creation of teaching 

materials, techniques or programs, supervision of PhD students; and supervision of 

research or independent study by undergraduate or masters-level students. 

https://www.sc.edu/policies/ppm/univ100.pdf
https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/policiesandprocedures/facultymanuals/index.php
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This language, then, requires only peer and student evaluation and the submission of 

contextualizing statements about student evaluation. While it requires that these evaluations 

occur periodically, the language does not specify that they must be conducted every semester 

for every class. While the examples provided for contextualizing statements suggest that 

student evaluation of teaching will be based on numerical scoring, this is not explicitly required. 

Finally, while the language provides a list of “teaching functions” other than the evaluation of 

classroom teaching that units may give weight to, it does not require units to include these in 

their criteria. 

Under the heading of “Annual Performance Review, Tenure Progress Review, and Post-Tenure 

Review,” the Faculty Manual describes the “Minimum Unit Standards and Procedures” for each 

review process, while also asserting that the purpose of the attendant policies is to, “recognize 

and reward faculty for superior achievement, and to assure that each faculty member’s 

contribution to the university through teaching . . . is at a satisfactory level” (33).  

For APR, the Manual states that, “the review on teaching must incorporate student 

evaluations,” and that “Peer evaluations will be included for non-tenured faculty” (34).  

As one of the “Mandatory Provisions in Unit Post-Tenure Review Procedures,” the Manual 

requires the incorporation of annual performance reviews, as well as “an assessment of 

teaching based upon student and peer evaluations.” It goes on to state that “the unit post-

tenure review report must assess the faculty member’s performance [in teaching] as superior, 

satisfactory, or unsatisfactory” (36). 

 

Academic Affairs Policies 

 
Academic Affairs policies address only student evaluation of courses and speak to no other 

means of assessing teaching. The relevant policy is ACAF 1.04, “Student Evaluation of Courses.” 

ACAF 1.04, variously describes the role of student course evaluations as: 

• “One component of the assessment of quality of course offerings.”  

• “A means to monitor and continuously improve the quality of teaching by individual 

instructors and faculty and across academic units.” 

• “A means of improving and monitoring teaching for the purposes of faculty evaluation 

processes and program assessment.”  

ACAF 1.04 specifies that: 

• “Each USC system campus shall have a comprehensive system of written student course 

evaluation for every course taught by the instructors on that campus, regardless of 

academic rank or tenure status of the instructor.”  

https://www.sc.edu/policies/ppm/acaf104.pdf
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• “Course evaluations are not required for courses in which there are fewer than five 

students enrolled” (1). 

• “Campus-based procedures [must be developed] to implement this policy.” 

• “Student course evaluations must be completed prior to the final examination period.”  

• "Results of each course evaluation will be shared with the instructor, but only after the 

final grades for the evaluated course shall been submitted to the Registrar.” 

• “The administrative head of each unit shall . . . retain a copy of the results of each 

course evaluation.”  

• “Units must maintain records for all student course evaluations for each course to 

provide reports for individual faculty for various evaluation purposes including 

comparative summaries for aggregate reporting.” 

 

University-Level Accreditor Policies on the Assessment of Teaching 
 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) 
 
The 2020 edition of SACSCOC’s Resource Manual for the Principles of Accreditation includes 
Standard 6.3, on faculty appointment and evaluation. The standard: 

• Requires that an accredited institution “publishes and implements policies regarding the 
. . . evaluation of faculty members, regardless of contract or tenure status.”  

• Asserts that, “the concept of faculty evaluation encompasses a range of processes 
designed to assess the quality and effectiveness of . . . performance” and that “different 
types of faculty may be evaluated utilizing different procedures and perhaps on 
different expectations relative to teaching.”  

• Notes that, “student course evaluations, when used in isolation, are often deemed to be 
insufficient as a means of faculty evaluation” (52). 

 
Thus, there is no requirement by SACSCOC that explicitly states that “student course 
evaluations,” as we refer to them, must be included in the institutions’ evaluation of 
faculty.  Instead, the statement requires the publication and implementation of policies. 
 

College- and Program-Level SET Questions and Accreditation Requirements 
 
We collected information from colleges across the Columbia and Palmetto College campuses 
and the Schools of Medicine on whether the college or school had programs accredited by an 
accrediting body or specialized professional association where SETs are required. We found the 
following: 

• Most colleges have no specific accreditation requirements for SETs. However, SETs are 
incorporated into internal evaluations of program effectiveness.  

• Only two programs reported extensive reporting requirements where SET data was 
required for specialized accreditation. 

https://sacscoc.org/app/uploads/2019/08/2018-POA-Resource-Manual.pdf
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• In most instances, specialized accrediting bodies require programs to share their 
practices regarding how students are provided with opportunities to evaluate programs; 
however, explicit results of these evaluations are not required.  

 
We also inquired into how SETs fit within the college’s/department’s evaluations of faculty. Key 
findings include: 

• Little to no standardization of SET questions across colleges and, in some cases, across 
departments within a college.  

• Most colleges administer SETs using Class Climate. However, to comply with the needs 
of specialized accreditation agencies, the School of Medicine - Greenville uses Oasis and 
the College of Nursing uses REDCap in addition to Class Climate to administer SETs.  

 
These findings raise questions about the use of SETs for inter-departmental or cross-college 
comparisons. They also suggest that accreditation requirements will complicate the use of a 
single system for administering SETs. 
 

Specifics on the reporting requirements regarding SETs, including SET questions and 
accreditation reporting requirements, are contained in Appendix A. 
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APPENDIX 

Accreditation Requirements and Faculty Summative Evaluation Policies 

by College (Updated Fall 2023) 
 

College of Arts and Sciences 

•  None of the units reported accreditation mandates for either course or faculty 
evaluations except for a unit report developed by the department in Chemistry for the 
American Chemical Society (ACS). The ACS requires that the unit (department) report 
peer observations of teaching in its 5th year review. Course evaluations (SETs) are not 
required. 

 

Darla Moore School of Business (DMSB)  

• The Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) does not consider 
course or faculty evaluations for the initial accreditation or review processes.  No 
evaluation-related data are required. 

 

College of Education 

• The Council for Accreditation of Counseling & Related Educational Programs (CACREP) 
requires programs to submit evidence related to the process of course/faculty 
evaluations. Specifically, CACREP-accredited programs require: 

o Written procedures for administering student evaluations of faculty that are 
available to the counselor education program faculty. 

o Regular, systematic opportunities for students to formally evaluate counselor 
education program faculty. 

o Regular, systematic opportunities for students to formally evaluate practicum 
and internship supervisors. 

• Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) does not require 
course/faculty evaluations as part of its accreditation reporting requirements.  
 

College of Engineering and Computing 
The Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) requires that engineering and 
computing programs have and use a continuous improvement process in Criterion 4, 
specifically: 

Criterion 4. Continuous Improvement.  
“The program must regularly use appropriate, documented processes for 
assessing and  evaluating the extent to which the student outcomes are being 
attained. The results of these evaluations must be systematically utilized as input 
for the program’s continuous improvement actions. Other available information 
may also be used to assist in the continuous improvement of the program.” 
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ABET is not prescriptive of the assessment instruments and each of CEC’s ten undergraduate 
engineering programs are assessed and accredited separately.  However, course evaluations 
are typically included in course portfolios, which are used in annual course and curriculum 
review processes at the department level. 

 

College of Hospitality, Retail and Sport Management 

• Neither Sports and Entertainment Management nor Retail has a special “accrediting 
body” or “association” that reviews their programs.  

• For Hospitality Management, the Accreditation Commission for Programs in Hospitality 
Administration (ACPHA) requests an overview of the data. The APCHA Standard, and our 
response from our most recent self-study is contained below: 

STANDARD ELEMENT VI f.  
“Mechanisms are in place and regularly utilized for evaluating full and part-time 
faculty  effectiveness and effectiveness in career and academic advisement.”  
 

o Describe the mechanisms in place for evaluating teaching effectiveness and the 
frequency by which they occur.  

o Describe the mechanisms used to evaluate effectiveness of faculty in career and 
academic advisement and the frequency by which they occur.  

 
The online course evaluation process is administered at the university level but in close 
contact with the College of HRSM Associate Dean for Academic Programs (Karen 
Edwards). The University requires student evaluation of teaching effectiveness occur in 
every course, each semester. The HRSM Course Assessment is completed online during 
the last 10 days of each semester with a minimum participation goal of 70%.  
 
Students complete the evaluation via a link they receive in Blackboard. Students are 
notified by email the link is open, and they get a reminder every three days until it is 
completed. Please refer to Supplemental Documents 6.7 Online Course Evaluation 
Instrument. Every Spring, when faculty complete their annual review process, faculty 
are required to submit 3 key data points in these teaching evaluations within their 
reviews.   
 
In addition to the online course evaluation that is completed by the students, annual 
peer review of teaching is required by the College of HRSM. Our faculty is not 
responsible for academic advisement at the undergraduate level. We have an 
advisement/student service department that handles all student advisement. Students 
cannot register for classes until they have seen an academic advisor. Career advisement 
is done on an informal and as-needed basis for students by all members of the faculty. 
Faculty is not currently evaluated on this criterion. There is a central student Career 
Center that is provided by the University for all students to use.  
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College of Information and Communications  

• For the iSchool, the MLIS degree is accredited by the American Library Association. USC 
student course evaluations and our own internal exit survey data (administered through 
advising) are used as evidence related to three ALA Standards: 

o Standard II: Curriculum 
o Standard III: Faculty 
o Standard IV: Students 

 

• The School of Journalism and Mass Communication does not include student evals for 
the Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Communications (ACEJMC) 
for the Bachelor of Arts programs in Journalism and Mass Communication. Student 
assessment is done during the site visit interviews with students and is based on 
comments from alumni, internship hosts, and employers. Faculty reputations on campus 
are other tools for evaluating quality of instruction. Another measure is the assessment 
standard based on specific professional competencies and learning outcomes, and 
faculty standard that expects faculty to be evaluated and reviewed annually at the 
School level. 

 

School of Law 

• The American Bar Association is the Law School’s accrediting body. Every ten years, the 
Law School submits information about its teaching in advance of an evaluation team site 
visit.  The information submitted includes responses to the following question: 
49. Standard 403(b) and Interpretation 403-1. 

(a) Describe how the Law School ensures the teaching effectiveness of full-time 
faculty. (e.g., a faculty committee on effective teaching, class visits, institutional 
review of student evaluations, and other efforts). 

 
(b) Describe how the Law School ensures the teaching effectiveness of adjunct/non-
full-time faculty. (e.g., class visits; institutional review of student evaluations; the 
Law School’s orientation, guidance, monitoring, and evaluation of adjuncts; and 
other efforts). 
 
(c) Describe the training or support that is provided to ensure effective teaching by 
full-time and adjunct/non-full-time faculty in distance education courses. 

 
To supplement our response to Question 49, we must include the following: 
 

• Student evaluations of faculty for the two most recently completed academic 
years. 

 

• Our internal process for collecting this data. 
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School of Medicine - Columbia  

• Accrediting bodies for the MD, the Rehabilitation Counseling, and the Nurse Anesthesia 
programs expect that students are evaluating courses and instructors are being 
evaluated, but do not request specific information be sent to them.   

• The accrediting body for the Genetic Counseling program expects faculty/instructor and 

course evaluations for both didactic and clinical courses in the forms of data 

representations (e.g., charts) along with written reports.  

 

School of Medicine - Greenville 

• The accrediting body for the MD expects that students are evaluating courses and 
instructors are being evaluated but does not request specific information be sent to 
them.   

 

School of Music 

• The National Association of Schools of Music Accrediting body (NASM) does not 
consider faculty or student evaluations in the course of program review. 

 

College of Nursing 
The evaluation and reporting requirements for the Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education 
(CCNE) accreditation are extensive. Specifically, standards III and IV address teaching, course, 
and program evaluation requirements. The requirements for each standard, explanation, and 
the College of Nursing’s (CON) response to each standard are outlined below: 

• STANDARD III: PROGRAM QUALITY: CURRICULUM AND TEACHING-LEARNING 
PRACTICES 
“The curriculum is developed in accordance with the program’s mission, goals, and 

expected student outcomes. The curriculum reflects professional nursing standards 

and guidelines and  the needs and expectations of the community of interest. 

Teaching-learning practices are congruent with expected student outcomes. The 

environment for teaching-learning fosters achievement of expected student 

outcomes.” 

Explanation: Faculty use data from faculty and student evaluation of teaching-learning 
practices to inform decisions that facilitate the achievement of student outcomes. Such 
evaluation activities may be formal or informal, formative or summative. The curriculum 
is regularly evaluated by faculty and revised as appropriate. 

Program Response: CON faculty use data from faculty and student evaluation of 
teaching-learning practices to inform decisions that facilitate the achievement of 
student outcomes. Faculty use a combination of formal, informal, and summative 
evaluation activities to revise and improve teaching-learning practices according to the 
AACN Essentials across all programs, including the BSN, MSN/CGS, and DNP programs as 
follows:  
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Formal  

Course Evaluations – students are asked 13 Likert-scaled questions on the 
student’s interest of the subject matter, and overall understanding of concepts 
and principles introduced in the  course; students’ perceptions of student 
encouragement to participate in learning activities, the uniqueness of content as 
it relates to the justification for the course to be offered as an independent entity’, 
students’ perceptions of their growth and understanding of the professional role 
in nursing after completing the course requirements. Other evaluation items seek 
feedback on the presence of class discussions, audio-visual aids, and/or handouts 
in relation to their appropriate integration in the course. Further, the student is 
asked to evaluate the course as appropriate for their current level of nursing. 

  

Teacher Evaluations – students are asked questions at the completion of the 
course on the clarity of instructional objectives, the method by which the final 
grade would be determined, the clarity of attendance policies, differences 
between course attendance policy and University attendance policy (if 
applicable), timeliness of feedback on  assignments from the teacher, the 
regularity with which the teacher met with the class as scheduled, and the 
perception of reasonably allotted office hours per week.  Additionally, evaluation 
items explore the perception of the teacher outside the classroom, and the 
distractibility of course websites, Blackboard®, or other internet resources on the 
learning experience in the course. Other evaluation items investigated the 
student’s perception of the ability to interact with the students and the teacher in 
the course. Evaluation items inquired about the promptness of feedback in the 
course, the technology support, access to library resources, and library support 
services. 

Furthermore, teacher evaluation items pursue the students’ perceptions of 
instructor preparedness, the instructor’s use of teaching methods which 
enhanced understanding of content, the instructor’s knowledge in the teaching 
area, the student’s perception of the teacher’s ability to interpret abstract ideas 
and theories while enabling the student to express individual ideas, helpful 
responses from the teacher, the teacher’s ability to encourage independent 
thinking and learning and finally, the teacher’s sensitivity to individual learning 
needs and the overall student perception of the instructor’s teaching ability. 

Faculty evaluations - Faculty are evaluated on teaching ability/performance 
according to a three-part process.  

Part A. Self-assessment - the faculty evaluates his/her own teaching.  

Part B. Peer Assessment - the faculty will then seek a peer evaluation. 
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Part C. Faculty are evaluated by his/her supervisor in the form of a 
summary where teaching is one of four portions (teaching, 
research/scholarship, practice/service, engagement) in the overall faculty 
evaluation. 

 

Informal 

Optional mid-term evaluations completed by students and delivered directly to the  
 Director of Distributed learning. 

Summative -  

o STANDARD IV: PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS: ASSESSMENT AND ACHIEVEMENT 
OF PROGRAM OUTCOMES 
“The program is effective in fulfilling its mission and goals as evidenced by 
achieving expected program outcomes. Program outcomes include student 
outcomes, faculty outcomes, and other outcomes identified by the program. 
Data on program effectiveness are used to foster ongoing program.” 

 
Explanation: The program (baccalaureate, master’s, DNP, and/or post-graduate APRN  

 certificate) uses a systematic process to obtain relevant data to determine program  
 effectiveness. The process:   

• is written, is ongoing, and exists to determine achievement of program 
outcomes; 
• is comprehensive (i.e., includes completion, licensure, certification, and 
employment rates, as  required by the U.S. Department of Education; faculty 
outcomes; and other program outcomes);  
• identifies which quantitative and/or qualitative data are collected to assess 
achievement of the  program outcomes; 
• includes timelines for data collection, review of expected and actual outcomes, 
and analysis;  and  
• is periodically reviewed and revised as appropriate. 

 
Program Response: The CON is committed to systematic program assessments and 
collects program outcomes regarding completion, licensure, certification, and 
employment rates; and student, alumni, and employer satisfaction and collects the 
Following data:  

• Data regarding graduation rates, NCLEX first-time  pass rates, and national 
certification pass rates are collected annually. All students are asked to complete 
an exit survey upon program completion. 
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The Palmetto College  
The accreditor for the Associate in Science (AS) in Business is accredited by the Accreditation 
Council for Business Schools and Programs (ACBSP) requests that the Palmetto College report 
on the following:  

• The process whereby students provide evaluations of faculty and the results of those 
evaluations. 

• The process used to evaluate faculty. 
 
PC reports the results of the annual peer reviews of faculty to ACBSP. 
 

College of Pharmacy 

• Not directly requested, but the course and instructor evaluations are used as part of the 

overall assessment plan for the college required for accreditation. in the overall 

assessment plan (which links to standard 24 … and in guidance lists “revisions to 

curriculum based on assessment data from …. Student course evaluations included.” In 

addition, under 17a although it isn’t specific for the standard in the guidance it does list 

under 17a … “factors that have been found to contribute to student success including … 

and peer evaluation of faculty teaching is listed (which I similarly likely the evaluation of 

teaching from students also). Similarly, in 19d – Evaluation of faculty, again although not 

in the standard in the guidance it does have “assessment of faculty members’ abilities 

commonly involves the following factors … teaching abilities, communication skills and 

effectiveness related to student learning.  

• Lastly, although this is an internal process, there is the teaching award which has a 

measure for student-teacher evaluations. 

 

Arnold School of Public Health 
The ASPH is accredited by the Council on Education for Public Health (CEPH). Course evaluations 
are included in its list of measures to evaluate institutional effectiveness. Instructors record in  
with Teaching Assistants (TAs) can opt for a separate evaluation of TA teaching by students using 
a distinct Teaching Assistant Evaluation form. Various programs within the ASPH are accredited 
by specialized accrediting bodies where the results from course evaluations are shared. These 
instances are listed below:  
 
The allied health programs i.e., Communication Sciences & Disorders (COMD), Exercise Science 
(EXSC), Physical Therapy (PHYT), Athletic Training (ATEP), and the MHA degree in Health Services 
Policy and Management have specialized program accreditation requirements where course 
evaluations are reported as follows:  

• The Athletic Training program (ATEP) is accredited by The Commission on Accreditation 
of Athletic Training Education (CAATE), where course evaluations are included as part of 
the program's assessment plan to show effectiveness in teaching and instruction.  
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• The Communications Disorders program (COMD) is accredited by the Council on 
Academic Accreditation (CAA).  The program uses aggregated course evaluation 
information in its compilation of instructor effectiveness scores, and other key metrics 
for evidence of effective instruction. 

• In its most recent self-study for its accreditation by the Commission on Accreditation of 
Healthcare Management Education (CAHME).   The Health Services Policy and 
Management (MHA) degree submitted course evaluations along with other sets of 
information in response to Standard III.D. 1. The program will evaluate its curriculum, 
teaching and learning methods, assessment methods, and program Faculty effectiveness 
and use the results for continuous quality improvement of the teaching and learning 
environment. 

• For the Doctor of Physical Therapy (DPT) degree, course evaluations are documented in 
numerous standards for the accreditor of the Commission on Accreditation in Physical 
therapy Education (CAPTE), including faculty details. 
STANDARD 2B3: The collective core, associated, and clinical education faculty meet 
program and curricular needs. 
STANDARD 4E: Formal evaluation if each core faculty member occurs in a member and 
timeline consistent with applicable institutional policy. The evaluation results in an 
organized faculty development plan that is linked to the assessment of the individual 
core faculty member and to program improvement. 
STANDARD 4F: Regular evaluation of associated faculty occurs and results in a plan to 
address identified needs. 

 

College of Social Work  

Accreditor does not collect student course evaluations or faculty evaluations. 
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FACE TO FACE & 
SYNCHRONOUS ONLINE COURSES 

ASYNCHRONOUS  
ONLINE COURSES 

INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING IN ANY IN PERSON, ONLINE, OR EMAIL DISCUSSION OF COURSE SURVEYS: 
 

1. CONFIRM ANONYMITY OF RESPONSES (GRADE CANNOT BE IMPACTED) 
 

2. EXPLAIN WHY COURSE SURVEY IS IMPORTANT & WHAT TYPE OF FEEDBACK YOU ARE 
PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN 
 

3. PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW STUDENT FEEDBACK HAS BEEN HELPFUL IN PREVIOUS 
SEMESTERS 

SCHEDULE ADEQUATE CLASS TIME (IN ADVANCE) 
FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE THE COURSE 

SURVEY, IDEALLY AT THE START OF CLASS. LET 
STUDENTS KNOW THEY SHOULD BRING AN 

ELECTRONIC DEVICE ON THAT DATE. 

 

EMAIL STUDENTS WHEN THE COURSE 
SURVEY BECOMES AVAILABLE 

 

IN FACE TO FACES CLASSES,  
FACULTY SHOULD STEP OUT OF THE ROOM 

WHILE SURVEYS ARE COMPLETED 
 

MODIFY THE COURSE BANNER IN BLACKBOARD TO REMIND STUDENTS TO COMPLETE SURVEY 

EMAIL STUDENTS ONE OR TWO 
REMINDERS TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY  

REMIND STUDENTS ONCE OR TWICE TO 
COMPLETE THE COURSE SURVEY  

IN PERSON, ONLINE, AND/OR BY EMAIL 

https://help.blackboard.com/Learn/Instructor/Ultra/Courses/Course_Banner
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EXEMPLAR FOR FACULTY USE/MODIFICATION: 

 

Dear Students,  

I hope you are doing well and getting adequate rest and nutrition as you prepare for finals and the end of the 
semester.  

As we get close to the end of our course together, I wanted to encourage you to complete the course survey. I 
value your feedback, and your input helps me improve the course for future students.  

In past semesters, students’ feedback has helped me to refine some of my grading rubrics, select the most 
effective learning activities, and organize materials so students could find content more easily.  

This semester, I’m particularly interested in learning more about your perspectives on: 

• What have you found to be the most and/or least meaningful assignments and why? 
• Which teaching techniques and/or classroom activities most and/or least facilitated your 

learning? 
• Anything else that you feel could help improve the course. 

The survey is located in our course’s Blackboard page under the “My Course Evaluations” tab. I would like to 
reassure you that your responses are completely anonymous, so they won’t affect your grades for the course.  

Thank you for taking the time to complete the course survey. It was a pleasure having you as a student in my 
course and I wish you all the best with your future academic endeavors.  

Sincerely,  

Instructor 



InDev Survey Tool Report: Strong Preference and Pros and Cons 
Preference and Justification 
Both Explorance Blue and Qualtrics have distinct strengths. However, InDev unanimously and strongly 

preferred Explorance Blue to Qualtrics. Our preference is based on the following factors: 

• Explorance is far better prepared to provide services that align with best practices in the 

assessment of teaching, including the integration of peer, student, and self-assessment. 

• Explorance allows for a high degree of customizability—in terms of question development and 

deployment, and survey result metrics and dissemination (all according to the relevance to and 

needs of instructors, programs, colleges, etc.).  
• Explorance has a compelling set of tools to increase response rates for student surveys and 

allows for instructors and the University to survey students unlimited times throughout a given 

course and their experience at the University. 

• Explorance hosts an annual conference on the use of their tool for assessment and is dedicated 

to research, innovation, and transparency, as well the dissemination of best practices. 

Pros and Cons of Each Tool 

Explorance Blue Pros (in addition to the strengths described in the above justification) 

• Partners with Ellucian, which promotes itself as creating solutions and services tailor-made for 

higher education customers and can integrate with Banner. 

• Has a suite of strategies for improving response rates: LMS integration, pop-up and log-in 

prompts, QR codes, grade association, automated smart email reminders, and mobile-friendly 

design. 

• Committed to accessibility. 

• Used at a number of prestigious institutions and maintains a 99% client retention rate. 

• Provides multiple forms of data export. 

Explorance Blue Cons 

• Machine learning tool for data analysis apparently works best with Canvas. 

• Fully realizing customizability requires training and support at multiple institutional levels.  

Qualtrics Pros 

• USC is already using Qualtrics for other types of data. 

• Can manage recruitment and admissions surveys in addition to course surveys. 

• Customization options, including the ability to create question pools at various levels. 

• Stock set of questions checked against general best practices in survey design by “expert” AI.  

• Machine learning tool can analyze text-based feedback for sentiment. 

• Broad or college-level dashboard data in real-time. 

• May have more data processing capabilities, e.g., tracking and tagging demographics.  

Qualtrics Cons 

• Did not seem prepared to address specific challenges of teaching assessment in higher 

education, including mitigating bias in surveys and integrating peer and self-assessment. 

• Fewer end-to-end features, such as a pool of survey questions informed by best practice. 

• Qualtrics services seem more business-oriented than tailored to higher education institutions. 



InDev meeting 08-30-2023 

 

Start time: 9:30 am meeting in Teams started 

 

In attendance: Annie Bourbonnais, Trena Houp, Valerie Vera, Mark Minett, Latrice Ratcliff-

Small, Brian Habing, Nate Carnes, Wayne Outten, Sharon Gumina, and Nolan Foreman, Karen 

Edwards, Lauren Steimer 

 

Mark Minett is chairing the meeting, minutes prepared by Annie Bourbonnais 

 

End time: meeting was adjourned at 10:45 am 

 

This was the first InDev meeting for the new academic year. Everybody presents at the meeting 

first introduced themselves.  

 

Annie Bourbonnais is an Assistant Professor in the School of the Earth, Ocean and 

Environment (Chemical Oceanography). She has been part of InDev since 2021 (it is her third 

year on the committee).  

 

Nate Carnes is the interim director for the Center for teaching excellence and an ex-officio 

member of the InDev committee.  

 

Karen Edwards is a faculty member in the department of retailing. She is also serving as the 

interim associate Dean for academic programs with the College of Hospitality, Retail, and Sport 

Management, and is a past member of InDev. 

 

Nolan Foreman is a graduate student entering his second year of MS of science and biomedical 

engineering. He is also the new chief of staff for the graduate student association. He is the 

graduate student representative for InDev.  

  

Sharon Gumina is a faculty member with the department of integrated information technology 

at the College of engineering and computing. She is also Co-Chair with Brian Habing on the 

committee on curriculum and courses this year (for the second year).  

 

Brian Habing is a faculty member of the Department of Statistics and Co-Chair of the 

committee on curriculum and courses.  

 

Trena Houp is the director of the office of academic programs and distributed learning. She is 

an ex officio member of the InDev committee.  

 

Wayne Outten is the new chair of the faculty senate replacing Audrey Korsgaard 

 

La Trice Ratcliff-Small is the director of institutional assessment. She works in the office of 

institutional research assessment analytics. She is an ex officio member of this committee.  

 



Lauren Steimer is an associate professor in the School of Visual Art and Design and the 

director of the program in film and media studies. She is the provost appointee to this committee.  

 

Valerie Vera is a research and instruction librarian at Thomas Cooper library. It is also her third 

year on the InDev committee.  

 

Mark, Valerie and Annie have been serving on the InDev committee since 2021 (third year on 

the committee). Lauren is returning for a second year, as well as Latrice and Trena. 

 

Mark started talking about the general committee charges, what we did last year, and where we 

are with that work.  

 

The general committee charges, that can be found on the faculty Senate website, are:  

The InDev committee will initiate studies and make recommendations to the faculty and 

administration to enhance practice and status of teaching overview and initiate as necessary 

policies governing the approval of new courses and curricula for general education requirements, 

co-curricular activities as well as student evaluation and faculty assessment of instruction. The 

committee will coordinate instructional innovation efforts with such bodies as may be 

established administratively or by the faculty for such purposes to include innovation efforts with 

respect to learning spaces and instructional technology.  

 

This is a relatively new charge (as Karen noted), that was revised about 3 years ago. The 

committed previously used to review and give feedback on applications for new courses, 

including online courses.  

 

In the last several years, we worked on developing an approval process for changes in modality 

for programs, we put together a committee structure for the Carolina Core review and revision 

committee work is ongoing. Last year, we were charged with reviewing teaching assessment.  

 

Mark showed some functionality of the InDev group in the Teams interface. To get alerts for 

posts (in the chat), you must go to General, and channel notifications – all activities. The meeting 

minutes and recordings for the semester will also be posted in Teams.  

 
In Spring 2023, we have been tasked to broadly review teaching assessments at the University of 

South Carolina, not just the student assessment of teaching (SAT) or student evaluations of 

teaching. We did that in 3 subgroups for the committee. The first subgroup looked at providing a 

summary of current practices regarding student evaluation of teaching. The second group 

identified best practices for the evaluation of teaching broadly, including student evaluation of 

teaching but not restricted to it. The third group looked at policies that affect the University of 

South Carolina when it comes to the evaluation of teaching.  

 

Annie and Valerie were on the first group, led by Leslie Lovelace (outgoing member). They will 

try to find the generated bullet point document that was generated.  

 

Lauren and Mark were on the best practice group (second group), which completed a draft report 

on best practices (link is included in SharePoint). Mark invited everyone to look at the draft 



report and provide feedback (e-mail Mark or post it in the chat on Teams). The report is in the 

working group folder within teaching assessment, spring 2023.  

 

Mark will contact William Morris who has been leading the third group for updates. Trena and 

La Trice worked on that group. Trena reached out to academic program liaisons to see what type 

of accreditation standards were relevant in terms of how we were using the existing course 

evaluations. There was also an audit of the different sorts of questions that colleges were asking 

in their student evaluations of teaching. No summary was produced, as far as previous members 

know. There were not very many units that included the evaluation information when they were 

doing their accreditation review.  

 

The Faculty Senate wants a report that summarizes the findings of all the working groups. 

 

Mark met with the new interim associate Provost, Lara Lomicka Anderson and she was 

interested in what we would be planning on doing with our work, whether it is revising the 

faculty manual policy around the assessment of teaching. 

 

Wayne clarified that if the findings require a faculty manual change, we will need to work with 

the faculty advisory committee to review our suggestions for how to change the faculty manual 

before we would move it to the Senate. Academic and other policy change go through a slightly 

different route than faculty manual stuff.  

 

Some unit (e.g., English) have started looking over their approach to the assessment of teaching, 

especially the change in approach to data assessment of professional track faculty. They are 

redoing their T&P criteria and their non tenure track faculty are fine with sharing that document 

to help other units going through that re-evaluation process.  

 

Mark suggests sharing the findings as a draft report rather than a finalized report. This report 

would include links to those statements of best practice and corresponding bibliography.  

 

It’s great to have a statistician (Brian) on the committee, especially for the assessment of 

teaching and how student evaluations of teaching are handled.  

 

Nate was wondering if there are immediate changes that we should recommend, and that we 

should clarify that correctly interpreting these course evaluations is complicated.  

 

Lara Anderson suggested three areas regarding student evaluation of teaching that the provost 

office wanted to discuss. Mark will provide the overall summary so that the provost is engaged 

in this process. First, we need to rethink student evaluation of teaching by making a series of 

adjustments to improve certain parts of it from their perspective.  

 

The general stance, at least in the statement of best practices, is that the way that most 

universities have been handling teaching evaluations is all wrong, there these evaluations are 

systematically biased towards protected groups on campus, they are biased towards women, and 

non-white instructors, and there is a number of other biases. These evaluations do not measure 

teaching effectiveness and the results are influenced by time of day, and whether people 



consumed sugar beforehand. There are also usually low response rates, and these evaluations are 

thus not representative and cannot be compared to other groups in a way that makes sense 

pedagogically and statistically.  

Lara Anderson asked InDev to look into teaching evaluations. Mark and Leslie have a meeting 

setup with the Provost on September 14th. Lara Anderson is the associate provost who’s going to 

be more directly working on this task. She asked InDev: if you could ask just five questions, 

what would be the five best to address teaching effectiveness rather than just popularity? 

 

Lauren mentioned that based on our work last spring, there are no best question, as it is not as 

much about the questions but the intent of the test taker, the sugar in the test taker, etc. She 

thinks that researching such questions would discredit all the work that we have been doing so 

far.  

 

Annie mentioned another concern regarding the low response rate. This is the second SAT 

related task that Lara has tasked InDev with. She would like our input on how to improve 

response rates. Mark uploaded a PDF from Lara in the Teams folder which shows the history of 

the response rates over the past three years. Currently the response rate is about 40% but varies 

from unit to unit. Law school is comparatively high and University 101 as well. The goal is to 

reach a response rate of 80%. InDev feels conflicted regarding this goal, as raising response rates 

would not resolve the issues associated with teaching evaluations.  

 

Karen suggested that one way to increase response rate for student evaluations of teaching would 

be to engage students in reflective activities in each course, i.e., repackaging the evaluation in the 

context of reflective pieces where student think about what they have learned.  

 

Nate warned us that we should be careful about equating a high response rate with positive 

response rates. He told us about a case study he did a while back that showed that students are 

more likely to complete a course evaluation if they feel strongly, either positively or negatively, 

about the instructor.  

 

Coming back to our two tasks assigned by the associate provost: 1) suggesting five best 

questions, 2) improving student response rates for teaching evaluations. 

 

Karen thinks that we should get the survey down to five key questions with open ended questions 

to give the opportunity for students to elaborate a bit more, as have been done in HRM. 

 

Brian thinks that we should clarify our position regarding student assessment of teaching to the 

administration. If the goal of assessment is to help the instructors improve what they are doing, 

more precise questions, even if they are still flawed, should be used to get more honest and 

unbiased feedback regarding possible improvement of their courses.  

 

Mark pointed out that Lara shared a video that some institutions are using to show the students 

before completing the assessment. He will share with everybody.  

 

Latrice wondered, when speaking with the administration, if there is a way to address in this 

committee how the evaluations of teaching are used to evaluate the faculty. Mark brought that up 



and suggested that overall, the evaluations should be used for formative purposes (i.e., 

development) rather than summative purposes (i.e., comparing different kinds of classes). Lara 

seemed aware of this, but the next tier of the administration doesn’t have a full understanding of 

the complexity of this issue.  

 

The third areas of discussion assigned to InDev is that the upper administration wants to 

replace course campus climate as the software used for student evaluations of teaching. 

This is a continuation of our work from last year. Some of us (InDev committee) went to a 

Qualtrics presentation last semester. There is now a new software in the race, it is called 

Explorance Blue. This process will happen in the fall – representatives from Qualtrics will visit 

by the end of this fall (October or November). What they really want is better data visualization 

and integration with Blackboard. Explorance Blue is supposed to have a great integration with 

Blackboard. This focus again ignores the concerns that InDev raised regarding bias in these 

evaluations.  

 

Sharon agrees with Karen and thinks that the survey should be streamlined. As an instructor, her 

evaluation is heavily dependent on student’s feedback. There is only one question out of the 

entire survey that she is truly evaluated on (question 7). The emergence of technologies handling 

natural language (audio or voice capture) or topic tracking (word clouds) in the comment section 

might help student to provide feedback. Such words are pulled out from the comment section of 

student evaluations of teaching for faculty awards.  

 

Annie agrees that we should streamline teaching evaluations. Also, there should be training to 

deploy the evaluations for all faculty, as some faculty did not receive their student evaluations 

during COVID.  

 

Other faculty part of the InDev committee had this issue as well. The promises that Qualtrics 

made is that they are highly customizable and can be deployed quite flexibly, but there would 

still need to be someone in charge of customizing and deploying the evaluations. Right now, 

these tasks are not handled effectively throughout the university. 

 

Another concern raised by Mark regarding Qualtrics is statistical interpretation. Qualtrics is 

using the red/green approach, which does not incorporate the current research on best practices.  

 

Mark than moved back to the task regarding increasing response rate for teaching evaluation. He 

got invited in a focus group. There are two focus groups. One is on September 8th and the 

following one is on September 15th. Other members of InDev might be invited. Lara also wanted 

to know if we had questions that we would like to be asked during these focus groups, e.g., 

regarding if they understand the purpose of teaching evaluations. If you have any questions to 

suggest, post them in the chat or e-mail them to Mark.  

 

The other issue is that on September 13th, at the first faculty senate meeting, the provost 

will announce that all faculty will be required to use Blackboard course Ultra as their 

learning management system beginning fall of 2024. They did not collaborate with InDev in 

the decision making but are asking for help and feedback. We should consider asking questions 

such as why some faculty are not currently using Blackboard? Is there a reason that is associated 



with learning outcome and effective teaching that might justify the cost of having a student use 

more than one LMS? Some people switched to another LMS during the transition to online 

teaching and COVID because Blackboard did not offer them what they wanted. They might not 

understand the new functionalities of Blackboard Ultra, otherwise, they would have no problem 

going back. If you have any information (e.g., colleagues who don’t use Blackboard or use 

another LMS for a reason that is justifiable and not just personal preference), please share with 

InDev.  

 

Annie asked if the current courses will all be deleted when we switch to Blackboard Ultra in fall 

2024. Mark clarified that they will gradually move unused courses into the archive, but they will 

notify faculty before. They will leave courses into the archive for a period of time (e.g., five 

years) and then delete them. They will not remove the regularly used courses.  

 

Trena clarified that the decision to move to Blackboard Ultra have been made, but the leadership 

is still interested in feedback. They renewed the Blackboard contract for three years and then 

they will form a committee to look at what should be the best LMS. Blackboard is not just used 

for Columbia but for the entire system. She will be advocating for InDev members to serve on 

that committee.  

 

However, after switching to Blackboard Ultra there is an additional cost to switch to an entirely 

new LMS – so it provides an incentive to stick with Blackboard. There are 250 course that are 

using Blackboard here at the Columbia campus every semester, but there are 17,000 courses that 

are offered. Only about 5,000 courses are active on Blackboard. Therefore, a great portion of 

courses are not using Blackboard. If you are not using a LMS, please bring this to our attention. 

Also, if you know someone who knows Blackboard Ultra and can speak about the switching 

cost, e.g., how long did it take them to change their courses over and how complicated it was. 

The CTE is also providing a training session on using Blackboard Ultra. All InDev members are 

encouraged to attend this training sessions to help evaluate if we should push back on this 

decision or not. Is there a justification to ask for an opt-out?  

 

Wayne asked Trena if the version of Blackboard Ultra currently used on campus is the fully 

deployed version of still in a beta test version. That was a concern of faculty that they would start 

switching when course view itself was not even fully upgraded to the version that would be in 

place next fall. Trena said that they have originally done a pilot test when Blackboard Ultra came 

out but the version now is fully developed. However, Blackboard is still releasing updates 

monthly and they plan to do so for the foreseeable future. The parent company of Blackboard 

anthology will also devote several resources, provide staff to help with the transition, and 

actively help faculty to convert courses. They will convert up to 5,000 (some highly complex) 

courses for free. They also have several training sessions scheduled. They are trying to mitigate 

the time commitment for faculty to transfer their course over as much as possible. Also, for 

faculty who are not using Blackboard Ultra because of lack of some functionalities (e.g., wiki) 

that were present in the old Blackboard, the same functionalities will be embedded with the new 

version – if you do not see the tool that you want to use, reach out to them and they will help 

you. Zoom will likely be integrated within Blackboard Ultra and become the new interactive 

video conferencing platform (replacing Collaborate) by fall 2024.  

 



Mark reminded us to think about five questions that would better measure teaching effectiveness 

for his meeting with the provost.  

 

Mark will provide a summary of the meeting by email for those who had to leave early and 

decide on a weekly meeting time based on everybody’s availability.  

 

The meeting was adjourned.  

 

 

 

 



Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) 

Meeting Minutes for September 13, 2023 (9:30 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.)  

 

Attendance: Karen Edwards, Latrice Ratcliff-Small, Mark Minett, Yang Wang, Annie 

Bourbonnais, Leslie Lovelace, Nate Carnes, Valerie Vera, Kunio Hara 

 

1. Call to Oder 

2. Minutes approved for Meeting on September 6, 2023  

3. Announcement about membership 

a. Regional Representative still needed 

b. Vacan Positions, preferably from colleges not currently represented 

4. Announcement about Committee meeting schedule  

a. Full committee meetings every two weeks on Wednesday, 9:30−10:30 

b. Working groups and subcommittee meetings on the “off” weeks 

5. Discussion about the InDev Teaching Assessment Report 

a. Teaching Assessment Reconciliation Subcommittee membership 

i. Current: Annie, Leslie, Valerie, LaTrice, Mark 

ii. Suggestion from Karen: Sam Todd, Associate Dean in Sports 

Management 

b. LaTrice added 3 documents in progress to Teams 

c. Leslie still working on the bibliography 

d. Mark asks members of the committee (not on the subcommittee) to review the 

documents carefully 

e. Mark announces that once the documents are ready, they will be presented to the 

Faculty Senate 

6. Discussion about the transition to Blackboard Ultra Course View 

a. Mark reminds that transition must happen by Fall 2024  

b. Discussion on Exemption 

i. Mark reports that the Faculty Senate Chair successfully advocated for a 

process of waiver 

ii. Karen reports that the Provost is in agreement with this for pedagogical 

reasons 

c. Mark announces that the Provost will make the roll out of the transition at the 

general Faculty Senate Meeting; CTE, IT, college reps working for this transition; 

Provost wants to stick with the UCV for at least 3 years 

d. Mark encourages committee members to ask faculty about their usage of LMS 

i. Karen reports at HRSM 72% Learn, 28% UCV, 0% other 

e. Discussion about the enforcement mechanism 

i. Nate asks whether and/or how they would enforce compliance 

1. Karen states after the cut off date (Fall 2024) all new courses will 

be only available in UCL 

ii. Mark asks what the bigger philosophical question/motivation behind this 

change is 



iii. Nate encourages about simplifying student experience 

iv. Annie discusses the real-time quiz function of TopHat and ask if it could 

be integrated/recreated in Blackboard   

1. Karen responds TopHat can be integrated but suggests TopHat is 

trying to turn itself into a LMS on its own 

7. Long-Term LMS Search Committee 

a. Mark announces that there will be 1 to 3 faculty representative on this committee 

i. Karen puts forward two volunteers from HRSM 

1. Laura Truell  

2. Bill Knapp  

ii. LaTrice 

b. Mark encourages more faculty volunteers, especially those with eexperience 

working with other LMSs 

8. Student Evaluation Response Rate Focus Group 

a. Nate’s reports about the lively discussion chaired by Lara Lomicka. LaTrice. 

Strong feelings about ideas for increasing participation course evaluation… 

required items have psychometric problems, when students respond it can be 

difficult for instructors to interpret the messages students are sending  

b. LaTrice: course evals within class, online courses have challenges; evaluations on 

online courses were lower than face to face courses 

c. Nate: online parameters etc. not represented on the course evaluation itself; how 

do you raise the response rate in an asynchronous course; discussion of 

administrative issue; students are given multiple reminders about course 

evaluation completion creating irritation; exploratory study (personal) felt 

strongly about the course they completed (positive or negative), in the middle 

did not feel the need to complete the evaluation.  

d. Latrice: giving incentives to students or prohibiting incentives, having the 

students have more ownership, instructors look desperate about getting good 

responses, discussion about putting ownership, providing hurdles (graduation 

contingent on percentage), incentive (shorter/fewer questions), Online courses 

who give little feedback through out the class but show up for the evals OIRAA 

perspective, not fair for instructor evaluation. Sharon gave more innovative--

replacing numbers with emojis, capture student reflections, lots of quantitative 

surveys.  

e. Nate: good point on the length, what would be your top five items (came up) but 

was not address. Perhaps InDev can come up with top five items.  

f. Mark: Yes Provost has suggested we do this. Would like to ask Provost about the 

framing of this question. There seems to be a push for top five questions. Look at 

the document Karen posted.  

g. Focus Group 9/15: Yang, Karen, and Mark planning to go.  

h. Mark: proposal of sampling came out. Rather than measuring individuals, 

measuring group of instructors (department); no students present 



i. Kunio: technology, students say it's hard to fill it out on their phones. Is it 

integrated on Blackboard?  

j. Mark: discussion about how to implement, choosing vendors, ask about selection 

of the new software/platform.  

i. Leslie: in meeting on different pitches from vendors. Current providers 

can do exactly what others can do but we have not opted to choose them. 

We will probably look at this.  

ii. Mark: last semester? Leslie: yes.  

iii. Leslie: people have a lot of questions 

k. Mark: our agenda of teaching assessment and sharing it with the senate; digital 

certificate push (Trina) got C&C approval, 3 on the way, Google certificate--we 

will be briefed in our next meeting 

l. Nate: question for provost. What data is important. Subgroup scholarship on 

course evaluation is that it's poor. Not a very good view. Lot written about their 

short comings and structural issues. Is the Provost looking for different forms of 

evaluation (qualitative not quantitative)?  

m. Mark: what do they want them to do? Big questions for the Provost. 

n. Meeting with Provost at 1 (Mark and Leslie)  

9. Call to end the meeting and Announcement 

a. Teaching Assessment working group has a 9–10 meeting  

b. Send out summary of the meeting with the Provost 

c. After that we can figure out how to divide the committee  
 

Kunio Hara 
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Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) 

Meeting Minutes for September 27, 2023 

 

Attendance: Nate Carnes, Karen Edwards, Nolan Foreman, Sharon Gumina, Kunio Hara, Trena 

Houp, Mark Minett, Wayne Outten, Latrice Ratcliff-Small, Lauren Steimer, Valerie Vera, Yang 

Wang 

 

1. Call to Order (9:34 am) 

 

2. Certificates Briefing, by Trena Houp. 

• Undergraduate certificate and Google certificate are two separate certificates. 

• Presentation slide that the president referred to is shared in teams folder named 

Certificates  

• The interdisciplinary committee oversees and makes edits. In the queue for the October 4 

Faculty Senate meeting.   

• 6 certificates shared on Trena’s slide: Cybersecurity, project management, data analytics, 

digital marketing & E-commerce, IT support, and UX design. 

• One instructor in Information Communications and one in HRSM are already using these 

certificates and have them embedded in their coursework. 

• Google will give all the content, and we can embed in Blackboard. The only requirement 

is that students take the required assessments.  

• Each certificate has a series of modules. At the end of each module, there is an 

assessment. Students have to finish the assessments to get the certificate.  

• Faculty have complete autonomy over what materials they want to use out of these 

Google certificates. It will complement what we are doing in the classroom. Google has 

wide industry partners. They use Google Career Circle to recruit students. We suggest it 

be embedded in the capstone course, the end of undergraduate career. 

• Still a working process. Hope to launch in January. Will make it available to students who 

are seniors. The Provost’s office will cover the cost for students to take these certificates 

through continuing education in the first year.  

• $225 per license. Reimburse from the Provost’s Office. Students won’t have any 

additional cost.  

• Google will be here on October 4.  

• Q&A: 

Wayne: Is $225 for a license per student?  

Trena: We may revise the pricing based on what we actually see. The goal is to cover the 

cost, not to make money.  

Wayne: Will the course be allowed to make completion of assessment that is evaluated for 

the course itself or that will be totally independent like a grade or anything for the 

course? 

Trena: It’s gonna be up to the instructor. For example, 10-15% of the grade goes to 

Google certificate. Instructors decide what percentage. Students can do it through 

continuing education. They can do it independently. They enrolled in the course then the 

Provost’s office reimburses the cost.   

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:f:/s/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Egh0EfscSdNCppwhI1EC2iwBBcvdpf_bhD6W0YKhRTaasw?e=b4U9hU
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The faculty don’t have to make any changes to the course. The faculty can just embed it. 

One college embeds this in the capstone course. There may be program changes, too. The 

program can require it.  

Wayne: Any pushback from the deans? 

Trena: Not yet. We want to be flexible the first year. 

Kunio: From the student’s perspective, if the student is taking it within the course, there is 

no additional fee. If they take from the continuing education, they pay.  

Trena: Correct. 

Mark: How would faculty get the courses listed? 

Trena: Work with the college academic program liaison. They will know. 

 

3. LMS Update, Mark Minett 

• Blackboard Learn Ultra Transition 

https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/academicpriorities/blackboard_learn_

ultra_transition/index.php  

• Three parts of the transition. There is a waiver review.  

• Need to put together a process for pedagogical purposes for faculty to use an alternative 

platform for their course. No immediate interest from the group. Will need to staff that 

later.  

• LMS selection committee: Chair of InDev Mark, faculty senate chair Wayne  

• The committee of teaching technology review task force, 15 members.   

Columbia representatives: 

1. 2 representatives from InDev 

2. 2 representatives from Faculty Senate IT Committee 

3. 2 Columbia IT administrators/staff 

System representatives (assuming just the three comprehensive campuses) 

1. 6 (one IT and one faculty member from each comprehensive campus) 

2. 1 Palmetto College faculty 

Ex officio (advisory roles) 

1. 1 Faculty Senate IT Committee chair (Columbia Campus) 

2. 1 InDev Committee chair (Columbia Campus) 

Total: 15 committee members 

• Two volunteers, Stephanie from Nursing and Laura from HRSM could serve as Indev 

representatives. 

 

4. Questions for SET Provider Sessions, within the folder of SET 2023-2024 

Preliminary topics sent along by Mark Minett 

• Qualtrics meeting on October 18, 12-1pm.  

• Sharon: adding Teams some instructors use teams to upload work 

• Karen: Instructors used Teams as a way for students to upload their work. There are no 

questionnaires. 

• Mark: Blackboard meets FERPA requirement. The provost expressed her and the 

president’s dissatisfaction with peer assessment of teaching and reviewing were too 

positive and wanted one statistical criteria that could compare faculty across all units.  

https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/academicpriorities/blackboard_learn_ultra_transition/index.php
https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/academicpriorities/blackboard_learn_ultra_transition/index.php
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:f:/s/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Etega1WlHSFDpmXngaaa02IBvZKkWhPP8AJL3Eh3N7wh8A?e=3It0NL
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/General/SET%202023-2024/SET%20Software/Questions%20for%20SET%20Provider%20Sessions.docx?d=wf5224fb9b9a942e5bf2ae2a139138582&csf=1&web=1&e=N2vQ66
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• Karen: A question for LMS provider, is there a way to get analytical data so we have the 

two systems talking to each other. So we have the data. Do students spend more time in 

Bb tend to fill out? What are the relationships between the user activity and evaluation?  

• Latrice: How to connect the course evaluation data with grade distribution? 

• Mark: De-anonymization, the instructor won’t see them. Above the instructor level.  

• Kunio: Lack of connection between Blackboard and Banner. Instructors put the grades 

twice.  

• Nolan: We are searching for different ways to encourage the increase of students’ 

responses. Does it leave room for paper responses?  

• Karen: For those institutions that have higher response rates, what’s the model they used? 

• See the revised bullet list in the document in Teams.  

• Anybody can propose changes by 3pm today.  

 

5. Teaching assessment review sub-committee report, by Mark Minett 

• Meet next Wednesday. Meet every other week. 

• Mid November delivery to faculty senate 

• Gathering information about practices in relation to student assessment of teaching.  

• Email thoughts to Mark and the other four members.  

 

6. SET Response Rates Update sent by Lara. This item is moved for next time. 

 

7. Call to end the meeting at 10:30 am  

 

 

Submitted by Yang Wang 

../•https:/emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/General/SET%202023-2024/SET%20Response%20Rate/SET%20RR%20Focus%20Groups/LLA-SET%20RR%20Student%20Focus%20Groups%20Summary.docx?d=weec00ec82bed4d6aabe681a071aad3d6&csf=1&web=1&e=u6sPz5
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Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) 
Meeting Minutes for October 25, 2023 

 
Attendance: Stephanie Armstrong, Annie Bourbonnais, Nate Carnes, Karen Edwards, Nolan 
Foreman, Sharon Gumina, Kunio Hara, Trena Houp, Mark Minett, Wayne Outten, Latrice Ratcliff-
Small, Lauren Steimer, Valerie Vera, Yang Wang 
 
1. Call to Order by Chair Minnet (9:32 am) 
 
2. Motion to approve minutes by Kunio Hara 

• Seconded by Annie Bourbonnais.  Motion passed. 
 

3. SET response rate sub-committee meeting 

• Karen Kunio, Mark and Yang meet on Friday   

• Brief recommendations to Vice Provost next week 

• Distribution to faculty near semester-end 
 

4. Teaching Assessment Report review and discussion, see Teams Folder.   

• The charge from Faculty Senate was to provide an overview of the research on, and best 
practices for student evaluation of teaching (SET), in an effort to lay the groundwork for 
efforts to improve quality and assessment of instruction at USC.   

• The task also involved reviewing the university’s current policies in relation to the 
assessment of teaching, and determining what, if any, evaluations of teaching are required 
to conform with our accrediting agency’s directives.   

• LaTrice, Leslie, Mark, and Valarie worked during spring ’23 to research the issues and draft 
responses.  Mark and a few InDev volunteers will report the findings to the full Faculty 
Senate. 

• Note that SETs are commonly referred to as “course evaluations” at USC. 

• It appears that USC has no standardized SET questions, but existing tenure and promotion-
related policy language suggests that numerical data is involved (“ratings”). 

• Members expressed appreciation for the sub-committee’s work and discussed the 
findings within the three main topics:   

o Group 1: Summary Current Status of SETs 
▪ Members agreed that the research suggests that SETs are not reliable 

measures of student learning or instructor effectiveness. 
▪ Problems include systemic biases against instructors based on: 

• Personal attributes such as race, gender, English as a second 
language; and  

• Course-related attributes such as modality, assigned workload, and 
discipline.  

▪ Findings included research that shows ancillary conditions such as weather 
conditions and participant’s sugar intake may influence SET ratings. 

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/General/Teaching%20Assessment%20Review?csf=1&web=1&e=vXLBnc
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▪ Psychometric flaws, which are inherent in many commonly used SET survey 
questions, is an issue that may/may not be appropriate for the final report.    

▪ Members agreed to use flexible language in the report since some research 
may exist that does not align with the consensus showing unreliability of 
most SETs for purposes of instructor evaluation. 

▪ Members agreed on the importance of conveying in the report that 
student feedback is valuable and important for many purposes aside from 
evaluating instructor performance (e.g., course improvement, student 
engagement, satisfaction, retention).   

▪ Currently, there is little to no standardization of SET questions about cross 
colleges, which is not necessarily a negative according to the literature. 

o Group 2: Identified Best Practices 
▪ Assessment of teaching should use a holistic approach, but in practice 

many units have relied largely on SETs.   
▪ Assessment of teaching (regardless of source) should primarily be 

formative, focused on faculty development and continuous improvement. 
▪ Institutions and units should provide the necessary conditions and support 

for proper assessment of teaching and learning. 
▪ Assessment should be evidence based, efficient and not prohibitively labor 

intensive. 
▪ Assessment should incorporate best practices in peer, student and self-

assessment. 
▪ Peer assessment should integrate classroom observations by trained 

observers.  CTE has two models for potential use by units. 
▪ SETs should not be used as the primary measure of teaching effectiveness.  
▪ Student assessment of teaching and learning should be framed as feedback 

about the course, their learning, and perspective rather than instructor 
rating. 

▪ Student feedback should be solicited at multiple points throughout a 
course. 

▪ Student feedback should be solicited at multiple points during a course not 
just cumulatively. 

▪  Many institutions, including peer and peer aspirant institutions, are 
reframing their SET protocols and policies in light of research-based best 
practices proffered under the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL). 

o Group 3: Accreditation Evaluation Required 
▪ Our accreditor requires publication of policies around the evaluation of 

faculty members. 
▪ Group 3 reviewed faculty manual policies, academic affairs policies, 

SACSCOC policies for requirements about evaluation of teaching. 
▪ In short, student evaluations and peer evaluations are required for both 

tenure- and professional-track faculty.  SETs must occur periodically, but 
not necessarily every semester for every class, and a numerical scoring 
system is not specifically required. 
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o Appendix  
▪ The Report will have an appendix containing additional material, including: 

• Evaluation requirements for tenure and promotion, SET questions 
and peer-review tools used across the institution and how they are 
used 

• Clickable statements of best practices adopted by organizations 
such as the Association of American Universities, the AAUP, 
American Educational Research Association, Ald, and New 
American colleges and universities. 

• Examples from USC units that have enacted/are enacting 
recommended practices for faculty and course evaluation. 

 
5. Action Requested –  

a. All members should review, edit, and and provide comments on each portion of the 
draft report (see Teams Folder) by Monday at 5 pm.   

b. As they come to mind, make note of any policy recommendations for future 
consideration by InDev and the Senate. 

 
6. Call to end the meeting at 10:35 am  
 
 

Submitted by Karen Edwards  

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/General/Teaching%20Assessment%20Review?csf=1&web=1&e=vXLBnc


In Dev Full Committee Meeting 11.8.23 
 
Attendees:  
 

1. Mark Minett,  
2. Latrice Ratcliff-Small 
3. Valerie Vera,  
4. Wayne Outten,  
5. Nate Carnes,  
6. Laura Truell 
7. Yang Wang 
8. Lauren Steimer 
9. Stephanie Armstrong 
10. Nolan Foreman 
11. Kunio Hara 

 
Discussed:  
 

• Approval of minutes to approve last Nate move, Stephanie second. Approval minutes 
passed.  

• Thanks for work on response rates – submitted to Laura LaMichael (Vice Provost), may 
be some additional follow on work.  

• Teaching Assessment Report 
o Summary of changes was provided (S. Armstrong added two comments. Nate 

Carnes added a comment) 
o Changes were approved by the group. 
o Latrice was thanked for her work  
o Mark added an additional reference 
o Latrice shared that public health info was missing from the Appendix, but would 

be added. 
o Current Issues with SETs –  

▪ Stephanie Motioned to approve the document.  
▪ Yang seconded 
▪ No abstentions 
▪ Motion passed 

o Mark thanked the group who worked on SETs (Lauren, Leslie, Valerie, Latrice, 
Nate, John Gerties, Mark, Annie) 

▪ Summary will be delivered to Wayne Allen and presented at the Faculty 
Senate meeting in December. 

o Next steps will be to look at Implementation…  
▪ Mark asked committee members if there were any thoughts from team 

on suggested changes to faculty manual or verbiage  

• Latrice suggested Mark share what was discussed at last meeting 

• Revision to faculty manual language (“peer & student evaluation”) 



• Contextualize information  
▪ Revisions within the APT handbook 

• General faculty, tenure track, and professional track faculty 
▪ Use CTE more as a resource to train faculty to do peer evaluation (tie to 

faculty fellows program?  (Work with Trina & Provosts Office – Academic 
Affairs) 

▪ Issues with the psychometric properties – how questions are structured. 
▪ How do we want to respond to “What are the 5 questions?” – We need to 

think about this… 
▪ Wayne question regarding ACAF 1.04 – Any specific recommendations for 

how it should be modified? Mark feels it should be changed – recently 
revised to remove any questions across the University. Now some are 
asking, “What should the questions be?” Are the 5 ?s – the ones that will 
go across the University? 

▪ Latrice: Does committee want to propose 5 questions re the student 
experience feedback vs. 5 questions that faculty can use to improve 
teaching. 

▪ Mark – concerns re tables of data – not showing holistic evaluation 
showing teaching effectiveness is being improved in the University. 

▪ Concerns about SETs  
▪ Suggested a framework & guardrails based on best practices 

• Protect the university and faculty by addressing bias against 
protected groups 

 
 
Software Discussion 

• Two choices: Explorance Blue & Qualtrics 
o Vice Provost would like us to provide a preference & justification for the 

preference & pros/cons of each. 
o Discussion was opened to the committee 

▪ Karen – Exp. Blue 
▪ Stephanie – Exp. Blue 
▪ Kunio – Exp. Blue (appear to be more research based-Collab. w/U 

of Toronto) 
▪ Lauren – Exp. Blue (prepared, understand needs better) 
▪ Valerie – Exp. Blue (address our needs better, more holistic) 
▪ Nate – Exp. Blue (robust customization & same items Kunio 

mentioned, lends more to diversity of groups across the 
university) 

▪ Laura – Exp. Blue (more intuitive, more options for implementing 
the product, greater capabilities for what we need) 

▪ Yang – Exp. Blue (Kunio & Nate point, student satisfaction – great 
to improve response rates) 



o Latrice – Exp. Blue (Understood needs better), but Qualtrics could do 
better data analysis. 

o Nolan – Thought we couldn’t go wrong with either way. Qualtrics may be 
able to do more data analytics. More user-friendly approach – Exp. Blue.  
Felt more impressed & intrigued with Exp. Blue. 

o Mark – Exp. Blue. More prepared to meet our needs in relation to holistic 
teaching assessment.  

• Close to Unanimity to recommend Explorance Blue. 

• Valerie Vera & Stephanie Armstrong volunteered to work with Mark to develop 
the one-page of recommendations to the Provost’s Office. 

• In 2 weeks from today – Wednesday before Thanksgiving. No meeting that day. 
December 6th would be next meeting then. Instead, we will meet 3 weeks from 
today, Weds. November 29th for the full committee meeting. December 13th (if 
necessary).  

• Committee led by the Provost’s Office TTRTF- Stephanie & Laura have agreed to 
serve on the LMS committee.  

• UCV Transition Meetings. How is the transition going?  
o Nate, CTE has been very involve with DOIT with the training. Frustrated.  

Offerings are being underutilized. Lots of opportunities for faculty to have 
sandboxes to play around in Bb UCV.  

o Email from CTE – list of UCV trainings. How do we get the word out in a 
meaningful way to faculty.  

o Latrice provided a suggestion for Nate 
o Stephanie suggested that underutilization may be happening because 

students are trying to transition all at the same time 
o Mark reported a waiver process for omission to transition to UCV – 

Latrice offered to join Mark in a meeting to discuss on Monday, 11/13, at 
3pm.  
 
 

 



InDev meeting 01-08-2023 

 

Start time: 13:00 meeting in Teams started. 

 

In attendance: Annie Bourbonnais, Mark Minett, Kunio Hara, Latrice Ratcliff-Small, Valerie 

Vera, Karen Edwards, Stephanie Armstrong, Nolan Foreman, Kristina Grob, Sharon Gumina, 

Trena Houp, Laura Truell, Leslie Lovelace 

 

Mark Minett is chairing the meeting, minute prepared by Annie Bourbonnais 

 

End time: meeting was adjourned at 14:06 

 

This was the first InDev meeting for the spring semester.  

 

Mark Minett: We will first discuss feedback on the course evaluation response rate and course 

survey software and then followed up on the teaching assessment report. No other item was 

added to the agenda.  

 

Mark mentioned that Kristina is now back with us after her absence last semester (fall 2023). 

She is at USC Sumter. She is representing Palmetto college campuses and is happy to be back. 

She previously worked on the teaching assessment report.  

 

We did not approve minutes from the last meeting (fall 2023). Karen confirmed that she missed 

the 11/8 meeting as she was travelling. Mark thinks it was the meeting after Thanksgiving. 

Stephanie said that she has those notes, and she will send them to Mark. These minutes will be 

approved at the next meeting.  

 

Mark asked if everybody is fine with the meeting time. It was difficult to accommodate 

everyone’s schedule.  

 

Mark started talking about the LMS and the transition to Ultra Course View. You can visit the 

transition website here: https://go.sc.edu/ultra. Mark shared feedback from InDev and other 

faculty at the transition team meetings. The website has been updated before the start of the 

semester. There are some items on the website, including the waiver request. Mark first wanted 

to check if anybody had heard from faculty regarding any issues or problems with the transition 

or if they had questions about it.  

 

Sharon said that she started uploading her videos to Panopto. There are three different ways to 

integrate those videos into Ultra. She attended the training. She teaches both an online and face-

to-face courses. The issue is if she uploads her video to the face-to-face course, but then shares 

the link with her online course, students must be given permissions one by one. She thinks 

faculty should know that if they upload a video, they may have to upload it to all their courses 

because of those share privileges. She was wondering if there was a better way to do this.  

 

Mark said that yes. He pointed out that there were training sessions offered last week. The CTE 

is offering the same training this week. He attended the Panopto training. This is important since 

https://go.sc.edu/ultra


Panopto is the new recommended video tool. Collaborate is on his way out and starting in June, 

we will start using Zoom and Panopto. He gave the example using his Superheroes across media 

class. You click on Panopto video main (be careful not to click on the link for law school). Then 

you go to your folders for the class, then share, click on “who can access this folder”, and change 

to “your organization, unlisted”. The default is “restricted”. If you change it to this, anyone with 

an sc.edu.email or username should be able to access the course if you add a link to it.  

 

Mark asked to keep in touch with your colleagues and different units regarding potential 

questions regarding this LMS transition. If there are issues, he will share with these the transition 

team.  

 

Mark also pointed out that the USC waiver request (for faculty preferring not using Ultra) is on 

the website as well. Faculty might want to know where to find the waiver on the website: you go 

to https://go.sc.edu/ultra, it is not in “faculty support” but “additional instructor resources” and 

you click on “USC waiver request”. If you click on this link, it will take you to a form. The form 

will ask for “requester name”, “email”, “primary campus” and then, there are two routes that the 

survey can take you down. One of the options is to delay the transition and use an alternative 

LMS in place of Blackboard. These options are seen as temporary (one semester), unless you 

make a compelling case to use an alternative LMS. People will get back to you to see if Ultra has 

been updated to meet your needs. He has been meeting with the Waiver Committee and for their 

first case, they got a request from the Law School. The Law School requested using an 

alternative LMS that is part of a larger package that they subscribed to. That allows them to more 

easily link up articles that their students cite within the realm of academic public publishing and 

better meet the needs of the Law School. They will be meeting with them in a couple of weeks to 

get more information. The waiver Committee is working with people who submit a request to see 

if Ultra Course View can meet their needs. Sometimes people are not familiar with what Ultra 

Course can do. They need to get a better sense of what their needs are, familiarize themselves 

with the alternatives and then offer a description and recommendation to the Provost Office, who 

has the final decision making authority. Trena is an ex-officio member on the Waiver 

Committee as well.  

 

Mark pointed out that there is some discussion about what is an LMS and what it is not. The LTI 

(Learning Tools Interoperability) can also be integrated and linked in Blackboard and could be 

considered as alternative LMSs, but they are just LTI. There is some grey zone regarding the 

definition of LMS.   

 

Mark asked if there was any question/issue regarding the LMS transition. He gets invited to the 

transition team meetings and is part of the waiver team meetings: he asked for a volunteer 

(member of InDev) to serve as a second member on these committees. These committees need a 

faculty perspective to satisfy faculty and, at the same time, meet the needs of the Provost Office 

and the University. Mark cannot always make it to the meetings. The Waiver Committee is 

meeting as needed as requests come in for waivers and the transition team meet once or twice a 

month. Karen volunteered to be on the transition committee. Sharon offered to participate in the 

Waiver Committee. Mark will ask the person in charge of e-Learning Services (Rhiannon 

Mayer) to add Karen and Sharon’s e-mails, so they get invitations to meetings too.  

 

https://go.sc.edu/ultra


Mark then moved on to the LMS Assessment Committee update. The first organizational 

meeting was held on December 6th and Stephanie, Laura and Latrice were able to attend. The 

next meeting is schedule for February. We will have an update at that time. Mark re-organized 

the folders on Teams. He added notes from Stephanie there. The committee will develop a 

recommendation for those who will make the final decision regarding choosing the next three-to-

five-year contract. The recommendation needs to be delivered in 12 months (end of fall 2024). In 

the meantime, the committee will be looking at options and other resources.  

 

Mark then moved on to discuss the issue of low response rates on course evaluation. The 

Provost Office was very happy with the work that InDev did on the response rate 

recommendation. We got tanked by the Provost and the Interim Vice Provost Lara Lomicka 

Anderson. Mark also thanked everyone on the committee for their work. These 

recommendations were shared with the Deans. Many units were tasked with developing their 

own recommendations for improving response rates on course evaluations. Mark shared the 

document that Lara shared with him regarding the improvement in response rates from spring to 

fall 2023. This document is in the “response rate” folder on Teams. The response rate went up 

about 50% up and this was very satisfying to the Provost Office. Mark thinks that we deserve 

some credit for this. There are also comparisons with other schools, and we are comparable or 

above a lot of these other universities. We could follow up on what units have seen the most 

changes. What did they do? Did they follow the recommendations? Did they have their own 

recommendations? Were there any changes in behavior that might explain the increase in 

response rates?  

 

Leslie Lovelace shared that one instructor in her department had 80% and above response rate. 

He asked feedback from students on Blackboard during the semester (anonymous poll). At the 

end of the semester, they just automatically filled the course evaluation (instead of ignoring it) as 

they were already prepared for it. Leslie asked if there should also be a mid-semester evaluation 

to improve response rates.  

 

Mark pointed out that one of the recommendation or one of the best practices from the teaching 

assessment report was that students be surveyed throughout the semester, not just at the end. The 

survey forms should be posted on Blackboard as opposed to Course Climate. He sees that 

“Statistics” is at 70% response rate. Sharon will ask Brian what they did to increase response 

rate. Mark asked Lara if we could get data on the effect of modality. For instance, in film media 

studies, a good number of course have shifted to asynchronous online because of the needs of 

instructors and that plays a role because online classes tend to have lower response rates than 

face to face.  

 

Kunio asked about how the response rates are created. Do they average response rate for each 

instructor? Or do they take the number of students taking classes in their unit and then divide it 

up by the number of respondents? Some classes have 300 or 200 students versus five students. 

This is a good question. Mark and Trena will follow up with Lara about this. He averaged out 

the overall column in the spreadsheet just to make sure that they did not average response rate of 

each instructor and realized that it was not the case: it is more sophisticated than that. Kunio also 

pointed out that if we want to improve the number of responses, we might want to focus on 



classes with massive number of students in it. These classes tend to be taught by graduate 

students as well, which adds another layer of complications.  

 

Mark asked Nolan if he heard anything from other graduate students about the response rates for 

the last semester as opposed to previous semesters. Nolan did not hear much. Other graduate 

students are filling their evaluations as usual, but they usually fill them out. He cannot offer any 

insights into how it might have changed. Mark agreed that graduate students are more likely to 

complete course evaluations, compared to undergraduate students. He talked to Lara about 

graduate students teaching many of the large classes and next steps, which provides a transition 

into the course survey software update.  

 

Mark said that we could do policy changes as opposed to recommendations that we share with 

units. ACAP 1.04 doesn’t have anything about how course evaluations are proctored. We could 

try to revise the academic affairs policy to set time aside during face to face or synchronous 

online classes to complete course evaluations. We need to better establish guidelines regarding 

how course evaluations are proctored.  

 

Following up on that topic, Mark pointed out that course survey software include more powerful 

tools for alerting students about the course evaluations such as pop-up Windows and other 

reminders. The earliest that the new course survey software will start to be used would be fall 

2024. Our recommendations (Explorance Blue) delivered last semester were well received. The 

procurement process started in January and is underway. The software needs to be synced up 

with all the other softwares and systems at the University. They asked the chair of the faculty IT 

Committee and the Chair of InDev to serve on the procurement Committee team. Mark will be 

getting updates about that but might have to sign a nondisclosure agreement. He will share the 

information that he is allowed to share with InDev. His philosophy going into this is to take what 

we have learned and discussed as part of the teaching assessment report, as well as what we have 

heard from our colleagues, to guide the decision making. 

 

Mark then moved on to the teaching assessment report, implementation discussion and planning 

items on the agenda. Mark presented the report at the Faculty Senate meeting last December. 

The presentation is on the Faculty Senate website, under meetings. If you click on the December 

6th meeting, there is a long list of documents, including the PowerPoint for the presentation and 

the report itself (PDF). Mark needs to update the copy of the report as he found a typo on the 

first page. Faculty were interested in the results and asked a lot of questions. Mark went over 

time. Faculty were grateful to hear it and were interested in discussing solutions for the 

challenges identified in the report. There is a need to get word out about the report. The associate 

Dean of diversity, equity and inclusion, Mary Anne Fitzpatrick also appreciated the report as 

well. Now, the question is: what are the next steps to follow up on the report?  

 

Mark also met with the chairs, past and present, of the University Committee on tenure and 

promotion this morning to know how they deal with the assessment of teaching as part of the TP 

process.  

 

Mark wanted to make sure that everybody knows where to find the report. The work we did 

over the last year is in the “Teaching assessment review” and “Teaching assessment report 



implementation” on Teams. He also put some examples of overall teaching assessments. Brianne 

Dunn, from the College of Pharmacy, shared some of the assessment reports from the ACP 

(academic organization of Colleges of Pharmacy) on the evolving role of evidence-based 

teaching practices and teaching evaluations. Also included are examples from the Colorado 

University at Boulder who created a framework for supporting and assessing teaching quality. 

These are just examples of practices that are being recommended. He created a folder on peer 

assessment, self-assessment and inside this folder, he added some sample student survey 

questions. He added the five questions to evaluate instructors that Karen shared with us last 

semester as well as some questions emailed by the Vice Provost (originally from Chris Yenkey 

from the Darla Moore School of Business). Mark shared feedback that he has been receiving.  

 

Mark pointed out that the Vice Provost went to the Explorance Blue seminar on what Boise 

State has been doing. Boise State discussed several questions that they are starting to implement. 

They both looked at the 6 questions but are not sure that they reflect the evidence we found about 

student assessment of teaching. The Provost is still extremely interested in a set of five questions 

that we could ask students as part of the course evaluation. We want to use what we learned as 

part of the teaching assessment report to choose these questions. The Provost suggested that the 

open ended question should come later in case students stop answering after the first question. 

There is a strong interest in limited and scorable questions from the Provost Office to get a 

stronger response rate. This poses a challenge in articulating the results of the teaching 

assessment report on student assessments of teaching and finding a solution that does not rely on 

3 questions to assess teaching. Mark also shared the past set of questions and the draft of what a 

previous committee worked on. He asked the Committee to review the documents in this folder.  

 

Mark attended the meeting with the chairs of UCTP about the rule of teaching assessment in the 

promotion process and the work of their committee. There are tenured faculty, just tenured 

faculty and professional track faculty on this committee. He also reached to Tim Baker, the chair 

of the University Committee on Professional Track Faculty to discuss professional policies and 

procedures in relation to the assessment of teaching and appointment/reappointment and 

promotion. The role of the UCTP is to review and approve unit criteria. They rely on the faculty 

manual and don’t use a body of research on teaching effectiveness to determine if specific 

criteria are reasonable or not. They found that different units have different needs, different ideas 

about how teaching should be measured. Some units rely almost exclusively on student 

evaluations of teaching. Other units don’t place much importance of the SET and combine them 

with many other different factors. If the teaching summary is strong, UCTP members tend not 

further look at evidence and materials. UCTP spoke with the President Michael Amiridis, who 

expressed the need to make finer distinctions between effective and ineffective teaching based on 

scoring, and largely based on SETs. When Michael Amiridis was the Provost, he instituted a 

policy where units need to put forward a grid of scores that was required as part of the tenure 

package. There is room for InDev to collaborate with UCTP on a unit criteria development 

document. Mark shared our report on teaching assessment. We should help with the review of 

unit criteria in relation to the section on teaching and build some guidelines, while still allowing 

diverse approaches that meet the needs of the different disciplines.  

 

Annie asked if the goal was to make the criteria amongst the different units more uniform. Mark 

thinks it’s a good question. Different departments are quantitative (engineers) versus more 



qualitative (English) and have different traditions of publishing and traditions of pedagogy. Is 

there a way to meet the Upper administration’s desire to look across the university and be able to 

make decisions but still allow that diversity? Our report on teaching evaluation should be used to 

develop guardrails. 

 

Kunio is curious to know what is motivating the administration to have this finer distinction 

between effective and ineffective teaching. Are they really interested in teaching effectiveness? 

Mark thinks that there are certainly other ways to assess teaching effectiveness. He thinks that 

they want hard concrete evidence, numbers in form of SETs or peer assessments. 

 

Karen pointed out that she thinks the University is trying to demonstrate that they are preparing 

a workforce ready, group of graduates and put an emphasis on demonstrating that they are 

assessing teaching and ensuring that students are feeling like they are leaving with the outcomes 

that they were promised. Mark agrees that greater scrutiny is certainly one of the rationales. 

There is also a change in perception of what the university does.  

 

Mark pointed out that Latrice looked at the role of SETs and accreditation. It seems like the 

push is not coming from this direction.  

 

Latrice asked if Mark senses any space, as we collaborate with UCTP, for incorporating peer 

evaluations of teaching in their criteria. If you just consider SET, and your rating is low, you 

could be judged as ineffective. Since numbers are (generally) based on a small number of 

students, we should not just use the course evaluation numbers to judge ineffective versus 

effective. Mark said that there is room for this as in the faculty manual, response rate is one of 

the criteria used to evaluate teaching. The Senate Chair agrees that there is a need to both work 

with UTCP on unit criteria as well as on the faculty manual language. A diverse set of unit level 

policies could be included while still establishing more general guardrails. Mark also pointed out 

the pressure to provide higher peer evaluations for your direct work colleagues. They talked 

about a credible approach to peer assessment of teaching that goes beyond peer observations. 

The teaching report from the unit generally has evidence that offset some of the concerns 

associated with peer evaluations. Mark stated that the document shared from Brianne Dunn from 

the College of Pharmacy included a list of metrics that could be used to demonstrate teaching 

effectiveness. UTCP understands that. He agrees that maybe there is a need to make peer review 

a little bit more credible and sophisticated than it is in a lot of units (i.e., you don’t receive 

training beforehand).  

 

Mark pointed out that one of our other new members is the new interim director of the Center 

for Teaching Excellence, Matt Thatcher. Nate Carnes stepped back from that role. We should 

reach out to the CTE for materials that could provide guidance to units on the assessment of 

teaching.  

 

Mark will send an e-mail asking for volunteers to work on the implementation of the teaching 

assessment report and its findings, e.g., working with UCTP, meeting with the University 

Committee on Professional Track faculty, spreading the word about CTE resources, working 

with the CTE to improve summative teaching assessment. CTE resources are currently 

underutilized.  



Mark also pointed out that the tenure and promotion criteria for every units are available on the 

Provost website. He needs volunteers to help copy and paste the different unit criteria in relation 

to promotion around teaching in a shared document. The website comes up if you search Provost 

tenure promotion criteria: 

https://sc.edu/about/offices_and_divisions/provost/faculty/tenure/unitcriteria.php 

 

We also have a member who is on sabbatical this semester (Lauren Steimer). We need a faculty 

member for replacement this semester. Trena will reach out to the Provost Office.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Minutes from INDEV Full Committee Meeting held January 22, 2024 

In Attendance 

Mark Minett 

Stephanie Armstrong 

Yang Wang 

Kunio Hara 

Karen Edwards 

Sharon Gumina 

Wayne Outten 

Matt Thatcher 

La Trice Ratcliff-Small 

Nolan Foreman 

Valerie Vera 

Annie Bourbonnais 

Trena Houp 

Kristina Grob 

 

1. Approval of November and January Minutes 
2. LMS updates 

a. Things that are new/inconvenient about BB UCV 
i. S. Gumina 

1. No more photo roster 
2. Student preview not working 
3. Embedding Panopto wonky 
4. SUBMIT TICKETS for all issues 

b. Current:  
i. about 1800/12,000 classes have transitioned 

ii. current sense from LMS committee: 5-year, not 3-year renewal 
iii. summer course shells released March 15; Fall March 29 

c. Questions: 
i. K. Edwards: do faculty have to use an LMS for a face-to-face class? 

Response: no 



ii. Faculty websites not an LMS 
d. Meeting with Stephanie Armstrong re: LMS Committee 

i. Find in LMS committee folder 
ii. Look over survey questions 

3. Course Eval Response Rates 
a. Question from previous: what are the numbers from (how derived, etc.) 

i. Provost doesn’t actually know how many students responded? 
Response: that’s probably true 

4. Curriculum Analytics Symposium Jan 30–31.  
a. Text of email in general folder 

5. Response & Implementation Plan 
a. Two main priorities:  

i. Make sure report circulates 
ii. Foster unit/university level change 

b. To do:  
i. Revise language re: what is required 

ii. Guidance on faculty assessment and assessment of student 
feedback 

iii. Peer assessment tool 
1. CTE resources on this; also still forthcoming 

iv. Set up subcommittee 
1. Determine labor distribution and implementation plan 



Instructional Development Committee February 5, 2024 
1:00pm – 2:00pm 
Microsoft Teams 

 

 
In attendance: Stephanie Armstrong, Annie Bourbonnais, Karen Edwards, Nolan Foreman, Kristina 
Grob, Trena Houp, Mark Minett, Wayne Outten, Latrice Ratcliff-Small, Matt Thatcher, Laura Truell, 
Yang Wang, Valerie Vera 
 

 
Minutes 

Agenda item: Carolina Core Review and Revision Committee (CCRC) Update 

Discussion: 

• Carolina Core Review and Revision Committee submitted report 
o Posted on the Faculty Senate website 

 
Agenda item: Transfer Partnership Agreement 

• Statewide Transfer Partnership Agreement 
o R1 research universities in South Carolina signed agreement to make sure that 30 credit 

hours transfer from technical and community colleges into the program for USC or 
Clemson 

o Reflects current practice; did not change policy or practice 
o More transparency with current practices 

▪ Put stipulations that students meet the requirement for the destination major and 
there is space in the program 
 

Agenda item: Report on Curricular Analytics Symposium 

Discussion: 

• Provost held symposium 

o Goal: keep graduation for our students on time 

o Remove barriers, reduce senior drops, get our students to graduate within the four-year 

plan that generally requires 120 credit hours 

• Guests: Dr. Greg Heileman (Vice Provost, University of Arizona) and Dr. Andrew Koch (CEO, 

Gardner Institute) 

o Created curricular analytics tool that is freely available online for partner institutions 

o Enables faculty to look at their curriculum programs and figure out where the bottlenecks 

and barriers to timely completion are in a graphic view and do some “what ifs” 

o Identified concept of curricular complexity – the more complex the curriculum, the longer 

it takes students to graduate 

o Sign up for free account using USC email address 

o Contact Jennifer Tilford to have program, college, and/or university information uploaded 

to dashboard 

Agenda item: LMS Updates 

Discussion: 

• Concerns by most of the committee that the student questionnaire is too long 

o Solicited feedback 

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FCOTEAM%2DFASE%2DINDEV%2FShared%20Documents%2FGeneral%2FStatewide%20Transfer%20Agreement%20%2D%20Clemson%5FUSC%202023%28fully%20executed%29%5B28%5D%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FCOTEAM%2DFASE%2DINDEV%2FShared%20Documents%2FGeneral
https://curricularanalytics.org/


o Need to have the right questions to make sure we are targeted and very specific while 

keeping it short 

• Dr. Brie Dunn gave presentation at Assessment Advisory Committee meeting 

o Audit of everything she’s done in Blackboard Learn and compared it to Blackboard Ultra 

Course View to see which features stayed and which ones were lost 

o Asked for assessment wish list 

▪ Understanding students’ mastery of certain topics and skills within their 

curriculum, not an overall course grade 

▪ Relied on rubric evaluation report 

• Ultra does not have a rubric evaluation report 

• Workaround to run report 

Agenda item: Course Survey Software Update 

• Timeline for procurement process 

o Looking at having everything approved for implementation by end of April 

o Idea is to have course survey software selected and potentially contract by end of spring 

semester 

o Asked if InDev could have the five questions by end of April 

Agenda item: Teaching Assessment Report Implementation Update 

• Divided up list of 61 units with T&P criteria and putting all the PDFs for T&P and post-tenure 

review into a folder and then copying and pasting the specific information that applies to teaching 

assessment into a single document that is organized by college 

• Get a firmer sense of the scope of practices 

o What’s required, what’s not required, how units are defining peer assessment, how units 

are defining adjectives for ranking 

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7B925B3314-53EB-4B9A-A115-534126305E0E%7D&file=Dunn-%20Leveraging%20Blackboard%20for%20Programmatic%20Assessment%20%20(003).pptx&action=edit&mobileredirect=true
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Minutes from InDev Full Committee Meeting Held February 19, 2024 
 

In Attendance 

Mark Minett (Chair), Wayne Outten, Kristina Grob, Karen Edwards, Matt Thatcher, Valerie Vera, 

Stephanie Armstrong, Yang Wang, Nolan Foreman, Trena Houp, Kunio Hara 

 

1. Welcome and Greetings 

2. Approval of the Minutes 

a. 1/22/2024 Minutes is approved 

b. 2/5/2025 Minutes is approved 

3. LMS Assessment Subcommittee Report 

a. LMS Survey developed and revised by the subcommittee for clarity is presented  

i. https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-

INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-

ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20L

MS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Comment

ing%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-

F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=

eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yND

AxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D  

b. Committee hopes to share with instructor, students, administrator, & staff and look 

forward to the feedback 

c. Matt Thatcher reports that he shared the survey with instructional designers from CTE 

for feedback, haven’t received feedback yet 

d. Wayne Outten asks about the the involvement of IT staff in the development of the 

survey. Mark Minnett responds by stating that the chair of the IT Committee is on the 

Subcommittee  

4. Transition to Ultra Course View Discussion 

a. Mark Minnett asks for feedback from the colleagues about UCV 

b. Karen Edwards reports attending workshops to help HRSM transition; issue with 

integration of Voicethread last semester which is being addressed by Anthology this 

semester.  

c. Karen Edwards and Mark Minnett comment on the AI tools to generate module 

description and design based on accessible database (not necessarily the actual course 

content prepared by the instructor).   

d. Mark Minnett reports concerns shared at the Senate Steering Committee  

i. Concern about student outreach; only 12% of classes this semester are in UCV; 

students experience report, some are receiving weird progress track 

ii. Karen Edwards comments about midsemester survey, only one said that it 

wasn’t intuitive or easy to use. Non-issue for most students 

iii. Mark Minnett reports about grading quizzes and exams by question can be 

cumbersome, involving scrolling; calls to collect concerns from colleagues  

iv. Karen Edwards asks for the percentage of UCV adoption by college? 

5. Teaching Assessment Subcommittee Report 

a. Mark Minnett reports that the Subcommittee met on 2/12 to discuss T&P and PTR criteria 

from colleges and departments across campus to compare how STE is used. 

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7BECCDC178-8837-43EA-8EAB-ACA9700A626E%7D&file=USE%20THIS%20ONE%20FOR%20EDITS%20-%20LMS%20Survey%20Sample%20Questions%20for%20Review%20and%20Commenting%20v3.docx&wdLOR=c4636B195-D1B4-5C40-8BD9-F49D18117FE0&action=default&mobileredirect=true&isSPOFile=1&clickparams=eyJBcHBOYW1lIjoiVGVhbXMtRGVza3RvcCIsIkFwcFZlcnNpb24iOiI1MC8yNDAxMDQxOTEyOCIsIkhhc0ZlZGVyYXRlZFVzZXIiOmZhbHNlfQ%3D%3D
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b. The subcommittee members shared their impression: variety in terms of adjectives used 

to describe rate and definitions for the adjectives; variance from Faculty Manual; some 

compare faculty to another; some connect adjectives to number from evals; some require 

general teaching assessment summary; others draw directly from students; not much 

description of peer evaluation.  

c. Mark Minnett explains the next step to collect and collate all of this information and 

analyze; Initial focus will be given on T&P rather than PTR (many of which were passed 

in 1999 and uses only three adjectives); Analyze how they compared to the known best 

practice around peer assessment, student assessment, and self-assessment.  

d. Mark Minnett shares the 30-question survey he has developed to collect information that 

the members of the Subcommittee will start using 

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4

mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0

Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8  

6. President’s Executive Committee from the Faculty Senate  

a. Composed of faculty representatives from Units meeting with the president monthly on 

a specific topic 

b. They have met with representatives from InDev about the student evaluation (in 

response to the Teaching Assessment Report) 

c. Another follow-up meeting next Monday 2/26 to talk about the evaluation with Mark 

and Nate Carnes 

d. Mark Minnett notes the relative disregard of peer evaluation at the Provost’s Office  

e. Wayne Outten notes that the President being surprised by the gender and other biases in 

evaluation. People asked whether these biases are also studied or observed at USC  

7. Chronicle of Higher Education Article on Student Evaluation 

a. Mark Minnett shared and summarized an article from CHE “Teaching Evaluations Are 

Broken” by Beth McMurtie 

i. https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4

mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0

Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8  

b. Mark Minnett points out what other institutions are doing to tackle teaching assessment 

and that the article was brought to the attention of Lara Lomicka Anderson to tackle this 

question of how to use assessment for teaching effectiveness 

c. Karen Edwards asks whether the Provost still wants 5 questions to be included in STE.  

i. Mark Minnett responds affirmatively and reiterate the goal of providing 5 

questions by the end of April; notes that it would be wise to recommend a plan; 

and remarks that student advisors have short survey (whatever biases are out 

there should be eliminated)  

ii. Mark Minnett recalls the Carolina Core Review meeting about the use of student 

assessments; observes that the process of overhauling STE is long noting that 

University of Oregon took 10 years to accomplish this goal.   

d. Kunio Hara suggests focusing on a subset of units/colleges/department or test cases, start 

small, unwieldly to make a general 

e. Mark Minnett remarks about the big picture and possible guardrails; calls for creating 

peer assessment with guidelines and suggests having a meeting with CTE on peer 

assessment 

8. Announcement about the Next Meeting 

a. After Spring Break (3/11): CTE developing rubrics for peer observations 

https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ShareFormPage.aspx?id=GUsqSzXRDkKLsrHNI4mYzFlyvMfc9vZHj8VuBFu_92BUNUhWTkZDNExGUjA1Q1MyS1oxVDg2QjQ0Vy4u&amp;sharetoken=s2tlOWSSRAjzBMPsNRf8
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b. Longer-term plans for measuring teaching effectiveness, development of teaching instead 

of summative assessment of teaching 

c. Collect documents/examples of peer assessment 

d. Statement from American Sociological Association on Student Assessments 

e. Subcommittee Meeting on 2/26 at 1 p.m. 

9. Meeting Adjourned  

 

prepared by Kunio Hara 



Minutes from InDev Full Committee Meeting Held March 11, 2024 

  

In Attendance:  

Mark Minett (Chair), Annie Bourbonnais, Alexandria Carrico, Karen Edwards, Sharon Gumina, 

Kunio Hara, Wayne Outten, Latrice Ratcliff-Small, Matt Thatcher, Laura Truell, Valerie Vera, 

Yang Wang 

Guest: Michelle Hardee 

  

1. Welcome and Greetings  

Alexandria Carrico, from the School of Music, will be here till August. 

Michelle Hardee, from CTE 

2. Approval of the Minutes (Laura Truell made the motion, Valerie Vera seconded) 

3. Peer Assessment Support and Materials, by Michelle Hardee 

CTE Peer Observation Samples folder CTE Peer Observation Files 

CTE hasn’t done a lot of peer review because faculty do their peer review with their 

colleagues. 

Classroom Teaching Peer Observation Protocol 

The University of Southern California developed a protocol.  

Michelle edited one for peer view. Developed items (instructional plan, communication of 

clear learning goals for the class session, time management, etc.) into ties 1 to 3. Michelle 

can share the original one and the edited one upon request. 

Michelle agrees with Laura to add the demographic information of the observed class. 

Kunio: How long has it been used? How was it used for T&P? 

Michelle: Can find out later. Maybe 2018. 

Karen: created a coaching program in the past.  

Mark: How much time for using this protocol? 4 hours? 

Michelle: Pre-observation takes 1 hour, observation often 1-2 hours, post 1 hour. That makes 

3-4 hours in total. 

This is generalized. Departments can revise based on needs.  

Departments can talk to CTE faculty about the template for modification.  

Examples:  

• The College of Education adopted this one and used it for many years. 

• An adapted one for graduate teaching assistants. This one hasn’t been tested for 

reliability.  

• One for online teaching observation.  

Matt & Michelle: CTE can help provide training. Faculty and department decide on the 

format.  

Laura: we have the same instrument to address adjuncts and faculty who go up for tenure & 

promotion.  

Wayne: applying the unit criteria for teaching at UCTP. How do we administrate an 

instruction that is fair to faculty? 

Michelle has materials to share with the committee and departments. CTE is happy to do 

formative assessments for faculty who want to improve their teaching in general.  

Kunio: What is the training protocol like? 

Michelle can give the training portion that USC used. CTE can promote the availability of 

this instrument. 

https://emailsc.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/COTEAM-FASE-INDEV/Shared%20Documents/General/TARI%20(Teaching%20Assessment%20Report%20Implementation)/Peer%20Assessment/University%20of%20South%20Carolina%20Peer%20Evaluation%20Samples/CTE%20Peer%20Observation%20Files?csf=1&web=1&e=8N06JE


4. Updates from LMS assessment committee: meeting following Monday, March 18 

5. UCV Transition and Waiver:  

a. Sent out an announcement that trainings are available,  

b. CEC has a request for a waiver to use their platform. (This is the second waiver 

request. The deadline passed for requesting a waiver.) The provost’s office makes 

the final decision. 

c. Latrice: Does the committee offer help to transfer from one to the next platform? 

Mark: Not anything specific.  

6. TAR Implementation Sub-Committee:  

a. Inputting T&P criteria into a form that can provide an overview. 

b. Meeting with the UCTP this Friday to have review of our findings.  

7. TAR Presentation to Faculty Executive Committee 

a. One faculty member from the faculty senate selected to talk to the provost.  

b. Wayne: students’ evaluation will not go away. The president charged the provost 

of creating a committee to look at the evaluations. The Provost office hasn’t done 

much. It would be more appropriate from the House of the Senate so faculty own 

the committee. Wayne will meet with the provost tomorrow before the senate 

meeting.  

c. Mark: Maybe members of the subcommittee participate and have a joint 

committee.  

8. Remaining Spring Semester Timeline 

a. Issues and needs for approval processes of online courses: Vendor-provided 

online courses. The instructors of the courses seem to be the CEOs of companies, 

the approval criteria, etc. 

Sharon: Four electives of the CEO of the companies (vendor-provided materials 

and instruction of the course).  12 credit hours in total. APPs system could have 

some kind of alert. 

Trena: Apps systems could add those questions to the system. 

Mark: Perhaps work on this in fall 2024. 

9. Nominees for this committee from the Senate Steering Committee. Wayne will post it 

today. The committee chair should be one of the elected members of the committee.  

10. Reminders:  

• First-generation college students conference is this Friday, 3/15. 

• APL meeting on April 12th  9:30 -11am. InDev members are welcome to attend. 

 

Meeting Adjourned at 2:06 pm  

  

submitted by Yang Wang 



Minutes from InDev Full Committee Meeting Held March 25, 2024  

   

In Attendance:   

Mark Minett (Chair), Annie Bourbonnais, Alexandria Carrico, Karen Edwards, Nolan Foreman, 

Sharon Gumina, Kunio Hara, Trena Houp, Leslie Lovelace, Laura Truell, Valerie Vera, Yang 

Wang, Andrew Yingst 

   

1. Welcome and Greetings   

Welcome to Andy Yingst Palmetto College to be ex officio on the committee 

2. Updates 

a. LMS Assessment Committee updates – working to research new LMS 

possibilities 

i. Mark: The survey that was developed to distribute to faculty, staff, and 

students is now open. When one opens Blackboard, it prompts you to 

complete the survey. Please encourage colleges and students to complete 

this. We are hoping to promote survey completion through AAUP 

Facebook page and Faculty Senate. 

ii. Karen: Re – BB Collaborate Ultra extension - We did hear one unit’s 

request but had not submitted enough information to decide on whether or 

not they qualify. There will be a follow up meeting.  

iii. Attendance reporting – Karen: Title IV attendance tracking – new course 

shells will have attendance quizzes built into the shell. Students will be 

asked to take this attendance quiz to verify enrollment. This will help with 

data provided to government. 

iv. Trena: They are rolling this out for the summer. This will be in every Bb 

course for summer and fall. 

v. Sharon: Survey is due by April 19th. There will be a Faculty Senate IT 

Survey regarding LMS. A lot of communications will be sent out in the 

next few weeks. Working on summer shells for Bb. Going to provide 

support for organizations that use LMS in addition to courses. Zoom LTI 

feature that is still being provisioned. 

b. Mark met with UCTP and UCTF regarding survey a little over a week ago. 

Results were shared of survey of T&P criteria across the university. Survey 

results are available in Teams file. Ascertaining how colleges/schools/units utilize 

student evaluations to inform T&P. 

c. Provost office has been direct by the president to establish an executive 

committee to implement changes in and develop new SET. committee of faculty 

senate or it should have significant faculty senate representation. 

d. Upcoming issue – Flags that have come up with recent course approval in relation 

to guidelines and criteria for online courses by online program managers 

(subcontractors). Examining private/public relationships when it comes to outside 

vendors. 

 

3. 5 Questions for Student Evaluation that Measure Teaching Effectiveness Requested 

by the Provost 

a. Review findings of Teaching Assessment Report 



i. Kunio: It is a source of frustrated that we do not know what these 

questions are going to be used for. We have to produce 5 questions but for 

what purpose? A common theme has been that these questions should be 

used for formative purposes, rather than summative purposes 

ii. Mark: The Provost has said that these questions will be used for T&P, 

which suggests a summative use. 

iii. Alex: How do we define “effective”? There is so much subjectivity 

surrounding these terms and it is important that these be defined. Would it 

maybe be useful to understand how students define “effective teaching?” 

iv. Laura: These will look markedly different to students so do we have plans 

for how this will be qualified to the students? 

v. Kunio: Emphasis on teaching evaluation but the way the questions are 

currently, it is about “teacher” evaluation. How can this be a reflection of 

the instructor in the class? What kind of instruction are we providing? 

Maybe the questions should be about student learning rather than teaching. 

We can shift the framework. 

vi. Valerie: I second Kunio’s point. The research is pointing to student 

learning and it seems prudent to focus on this, rather than the nebulous 

term “teaching effectiveness.” 

vii. Laura: Seconded Valerie’s and Kunio’s sentiment. 

viii. Andrew: Asks his question how difficult is this course relative to other 

courses students are taking. How much time do they spend on the class? It 

places the course in context with other courses. 

ix. Mark: If his evaluations are low, he is rated high in difficulty and that is 

used to explain the evaluation. 

x. Karen: Try to keep the questions focused on student learning as possible. 

In a way we need to train students on what they are supposed to be 

evaluating. Likes the idea of using research-based questions that we can 

and keeping it focused on the student learning. Supports the tenets of ASA 

in terms of final report back to the Provost. 

xi. Stephanie uploaded new examples from Colorado State University to the 

examples of overall teaching assessment folder 

xii. Karen: Supports the ASA Report – Best Practices in Student Assessment 

and Teaching Assessment Report and encourages us to deliver this as part 

of the package to the new executive committee or we could develop a 

similar version tailored to our institution.  

xiii. Mark: When we start to think about the 5 questions it raises difficulties for 

gearing towards learning outcomes. Some of the new software we 

reviewed has ability to tailor this so there are questions that come from the 

university and some that come from the unit. However, the research 

indicates that unless you get very specific in your questions, students will 

rate you and it is not based on an idea of teaching effectiveness (Titus). 

We could recommend having tailored questions at the lower levels that 

address learning outcomes. 

xiv. Kunio: If students receive some kind of instruction about unconscious bias 

before completing the evaluation? This is something we talk about 



amongst faculty, but is there or should there be a conversation with 

students about these biases? 

xv. Mark: Kreitzer and Sweet-Kushman article reporting on bias in student 

evaluations – mixed reviews about whether this is effective. Some 

anecdotal evidence suggests that discussing biases can actually increase 

this in evaluations. Additionally, only provide space for open-ended 

responses to specific qualitative questions. 

 

b. Initial feedback of the potential models  

i. Karen: Likes the holistic approach and likes keeping it focused on learning 

(ex. What about this course was most beneficial to your learning? What 

was least beneficial? What would you like to see changed?). Shared some 

of her sample questions. The instructor in this course: 

1. Demonstrated the importance and significance of the subject 

matter 

2. Encouraged [me] to reflect on and evaluation what[I] have learned 

3. Provided meaningful feedback on [my] academic performance 

4. Involved students in hands-on projects such as research, case 

studies, or real-life activities 

5. [Encouraged me] to analyze and critically evaluated ideas, 

arguments, and point of views 

ii. Alex: Encouraged using this as a tool of student reflection for taking 

ownership of how they engaged with the course and what they learned. 

iii. Andy: Change language from “the instructor in this course” to “in this 

course I.” Not focusing on the person/instructor as the object. 

iv. Leslie: I have informally talked to students about filling out evaluations 

and the response is overwhelmingly “unless I have a bad experience or a 

very good experience I don’t bother filling them out.”  Have we polled 

students about filling out evaluations?  One student said they just put all 

highest values to get through the evaluation unless they have a bad 

experience. 

v. Yang: Advocates for students stating how much time they spent on the 

course – concrete version 

vi. Mark: Reported that he asked his student how much time they spend on 

his class and they said 4-6 hours, which they seemed to think was too 

much, but was in fact, commensurate with the expectation. 

 

Next meeting in 2 weeks (Monday, April 8). We will review the Kansas State questions and 

Colorado State University questions. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 2:02PM 

Submitted by Alex Carrico 



Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) 

Meeting Minutes for April 8, 2024 (1:00−2:00 p.m.) 

 

Attendance: Mark Minett (chair), Stephanie Armstrong, Andrew Yingst, Kunio Hara, Matt 

Thatcher, Valerie Vera, Karen Edwards, Yang Wang, Nolan Foreman, Trena Houp, Alexandria 

Carrico, Latrice Ratcliff-Small,  
 

1. Call to Order and Welcome 

2. Approval of the Minutes 

a. Minutes approved for the Meeting on March 11, 2024 

b. Minutes approved for the Meeting on March 25, 2024 

3. Report from the LMS Assessment Committee 

a. Stephanie Armstrong (SA) reported that committee had not met since the last general 

meeting  

b. Andrew Yings (AY) remarked that the link to LMS survey did not seem to go out to the 

faculty at Palmetto Colleges.  

c. Mark Minett (MM) listed the varieties of ways in which the information has been or will 

be made available including USC Today, Blackboard institutional page, go.sc.edu/ultra 

(UCV transition page), and through communication from Faculty Senators 

d. The link to the survey was shared with the members of the committee: 

https://uofsc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_82NCGLU9MIyBxAy  

4. Ultra Course View (UCV) Transition  

a. Karen Edwards (KE) reported that training for the transition to UCV is still ongoing, but 

faculty needs to be informed about the resources available to avoid overtaxing the staff at 

CTE. Faculty members should be encouraged to explore UCV during the summer 

months. 

b. MM reminded that faculty also need guidance about the new Zoom integration 

5. Teaching Assessment Report Implementation (TARI) 

a. MM announced that additional discussion will take place on 4/10 at 4 p.m. with UCTP 

b. MM reported that InDev’s feedback to the charge for the new Quality of Teaching 

Committee was given to the Provost’s Office. It has not received any responses yet.  

c. Latrice Ratcliff-Small (LRS), MM, Alex Carrico (AC), and KE pointed to the various 

resources CTE can provide in creating a more holistic assessment separate from UCTP’s 

process. 

d. MM commented on the intertwined nature of formative and summative assessments and 

the need to think about how the two forms of assessment feed into each other. 
e. Matt Thatcher (MT) reminded that CTE can offer resources for formative assessment that 

would help improve instructors’ teaching but would like to avoid the perception that any 

kind of assessments that come out of the result of engagement with CTE would somehow 

negatively impact their tenure and promotion case. 
6. Course Approval Guidance 

a. MM reported about four 500-level courses in cyber security raised issue since the courses 

and materials were developed by the vendor. MM suggested the need for more 

consideration for the procedure for courses of this nature in the future. The proposal will 

most likely return in the Fall but the Faculty Senate and C&C Committee need to come 

up with a timeline. 

https://uofsc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_82NCGLU9MIyBxAy


b. Trena Houp (TH) suggested that she bring resources for a discussion later in the 

semester.  
7. Budget 2.0 

a. MM reported about the talk of a focus group which is to be tasked with the tweaking of 

the University Budget. Representatives from InDev and C&C are identified as faculty 

committee members. Mark agreed to represent InDev. 
b. MM explained that the function of the committee is to monitor course overlaps and 

duplications. 
8. APL Meeting  

a. MM invited committee members to join the APL on Friday, April 12, 9:30-11 a.m. with 

the representatives from CHE Commission on Higher Education presenting on their 

work with workforce development.  
b. TH clarified that the program manager for workforce development from CHE will be in 

attendance who is the staff support for the Coordinating Council for Workforce 

Development from the Department of Employment and Workforce. TH added that the 

draft plan with the overarching goals have been shared but not the actual 

recommendations. 
c. MM commented that their recommendations will have a large implication for the higher 

education of the state.  
9. Five Student Feedback Questions 

a. MM reiterated the assignment tasked by the Provost’s Office about crafting five 

commonly shared questions and the resources and suggestions contained in the shared 

folder  
i. https://uofsc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_82NCGLU9MIyBxAy  

b. Robust discussion by all committee members ensued about the assignment 

i. Concerns about finding a set of questions that would be equally applicable for all 

instructors were expressed (without unfair consequences for instructors with 

large sections for example). 

ii. Concerns about properly framing the questions to student experience and/or 

classroom instruction rather than the instructor were expressed. 

iii. MM suggested coming up with large categories of questions to work with and 

SA proposed the following five areas. 

1. Instructional Strategies 

2. Inclusive Pedagogy 

3. Curriculum/Curricular Alignment (Pedagogical Content Knowledge) 

4. Classroom Climate (Student Motivation) 

5. Feedback/Assessment 

iv. Further concerns were expressed about the challenges of observing “classroom 

behavior” in asynchronous online classes. 

v. Concerns were raised about somehow coding the responses by level so that 

student engagement might be better understood. 

vi. An agreement was made that questions need to be broad and flexible enough to 

be applicable for all situations (all levels and all modalities). 

c. MM concluded the discussion by inviting committee members to attend a follow up 

meeting on Friday, April 15 to generate specific questions.  

10. MM called to end the meeting  

 

https://uofsc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_82NCGLU9MIyBxAy

	Committee on Instructional Development
	Contents
	Committee Roster 2023-2024 Academic Year
	Elected Members
	Appointed Members
	Ex Officio Members
	2023-2024 Activities
	LMS
	UCV Transition Committee
	LMS Assessment Committee

	Teaching Assessment
	Teaching Assessment Report
	Teaching Assessment Report Implementation
	Response Rate Recommendations
	Course Survey Software Review
	Five Questions for Student Course Surveys

	Other Issues


	InDev Teaching Assessment Report
	Overview
	In Spring of 2023, the Senate tasked the Committee on Instructional Development (InDev) with conducting a review of teaching assessment to lay the groundwork for efforts to improve assessment and provide our students with the most effective instructio...
	Contents:
	1. Summary____________________________________________________________1
	2. Consensus on Student Evaluations of Teaching (SETs)_________________________2
	3. Consensus Best Practices and Emerging Solutions____________________________7
	4.   Relevant Policies on Teaching Assessment_________________________________11
	5.   Appendix: Accreditation Requirements and Faculty Summative Evaluation Policies by College________________________________________________________________15
	Major Conclusions

	Problems
	Student Learning
	Identity-Related Biases
	Course-Related Biases
	Statistical Misinterpretations

	References
	Overview
	Best Practices: Guiding Principles
	Best Practices Around Three Key Types of Assessment
	Peer Assessment
	Student Assessment
	Self-Assessment

	Best Practices Around Policies, Processes, and Support
	Overview
	University Policies on the Assessment of Teaching
	Faculty Manual Policies
	Academic Affairs Policies
	University-Level Accreditor Policies on the Assessment of Teaching
	The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC)
	College- and Program-Level SET Questions and Accreditation Requirements

	Accreditation Requirements and Faculty Summative Evaluation Policies by College (Updated Fall 2023)
	College of Arts and Sciences
	Darla Moore School of Business (DMSB)
	College of Education
	College of Engineering and Computing
	College of Hospitality, Retail and Sport Management
	College of Information and Communications
	School of Law
	School of Medicine - Columbia
	School of Medicine - Greenville
	School of Music
	College of Nursing

	Program Response: CON faculty use data from faculty and student evaluation of teaching-learning practices to inform decisions that facilitate the achievement of student outcomes. Faculty use a combination of formal, informal, and summative evaluation ...
	Formal
	Course Evaluations – students are asked 13 Likert-scaled questions on the student’s interest of the subject matter, and overall understanding of concepts and principles introduced in the  course; students’ perceptions of student encouragement to parti...
	Faculty evaluations - Faculty are evaluated on teaching ability/performance according to a three-part process.
	Part A. Self-assessment - the faculty evaluates his/her own teaching.
	Part B. Peer Assessment - the faculty will then seek a peer evaluation.
	Part C. Faculty are evaluated by his/her supervisor in the form of a summary where teaching is one of four portions (teaching, research/scholarship, practice/service, engagement) in the overall faculty evaluation.
	Informal
	Optional mid-term evaluations completed by students and delivered directly to the   Director of Distributed learning.
	Summative -
	The Palmetto College
	College of Pharmacy
	Arnold School of Public Health
	College of Social Work


	Final Flow Chart and Sample Response Rate Recommendations
	InDev Survey Tool Report
	Preference and Justification
	Pros and Cons of Each Tool
	Explorance Blue Pros (in addition to the strengths described in the above justification)
	Explorance Blue Cons
	Qualtrics Pros
	Qualtrics Cons


	InDev_minutes_08302023
	InDev_minutes_09132023
	InDev_minutes_09272023
	InDev_minutes_10.25.23
	In Dev Meeting Minutes 11.8.23
	InDev_minutes_01082024
	INDEV minutes 01.22.2024
	InDev_minutes_020524
	InDev_minutes_02192024
	InDev_minutes_03112024
	InDev Minutes 032524
	InDev_minutes_04082024

