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COURSE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

Core Institutional Questions (8) 

Division-Selected Questions  

Department-Selected  
Questions 

Instructor-Selected Questions  
(data for instructor use only) 

Each course evaluation form will have a maximum of 20 questions.  



CORE INSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS 
1. I found the course intellectually stimulating. 

2. The course provided me with a deeper understanding of the subject 
matter. 

3. The instructor created a course atmosphere that was conducive to my 
learning. 

4. Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams improved my 
understanding of the course material. 
5. Course projects, assignments, tests and/or exams provided opportunity 
for me to demonstrate an understanding of the course material. 

6. Overall, the quality of my learning experience in this course was… 

7. Please comment on the overall quality of the instruction in this course. 

8. Please comment on any assistance that was available to support your 
learning in the course. 



Course Evaluation System – 
Online Delivery  

- Student View -  

















Fall 2011 Rollout 

Course  
Evaluation Items 

Number of 
Courses 

Students  
Invited 

Students 
Completed 

Overall 
Response Rate 

Institutional (8) 
Divisional (3) 

36 3878 2048 53% 

Course 
Evaluation Items 

Number of 
Courses 

Students  
Invited 

Students 
Completed 

Overall 
Response Rate 

Institutional (8) 
Divisional (4) 
Instructor (up to 5) 

40 1369 794 58% 

Faculty of Arts and Science   (mirrored rollout in 4 units) 

Bloomberg Faculty of Nursing  (full rollout) 

Response Rates 
ranged from 40  – 70% 

Response Rates 
ranged from 40  – 90% 



Brief Report on  
Implementation Data 

Outline: 

• 1: Item Analysis 

• 2: Students’ Perceptions of Items and  
 Online Experience 

 

 



1. Item Analysis 

i. Core Institutional Items are Related 
 
• Core institutional items correlate meaningfully and moderately well in 

both samples, suggesting institutional teaching priorities are related. 
• Correlation range = .5 > r < .7 

 
Relationships of interest: 
 
• Overall Learning Experience (Item 6) & each core item: 

• Strong, positive relationships, especially in full roll-out sample (.5 > r 
< .8) 

 
i.e. the more students felt each institutional priority was part of their course learning 

experiences, the more positively they rated their overall learning 
experiences 

 



Item Analysis 

ii. Items Reflect a Single Underlying Construct 
• Factor Analyses conducted in both samples  

• Analyses confirmed items reflect a single, underlying 
construct  
-Faculty of Arts and Sciences 

- Single underlying factor with 62% of variance explained 

- All items load >.6 onto single factor 

-Bloomberg Faculty of Nursing 

- Single underlying factor with 68% of variance explained) 

- All items load >.7 onto single factor 

 

 



Item Analysis 
iii. Items of Scale are Internally Reliable 
• Analyses confirmed strong internal reliability among the first five 
items, which comprise the institutional composite  

• Strong interrelatedness among the items 

-Faculty of Arts and Sciences 

- Cronbach’s alpha = .84 

-Bloomberg Faculty of Nursing 

- Cronbach’s alpha = .88 

 

- Note: Estimates do not increase when any of the items are 
deleted from the scale. 



2. Students’ Perceptions of Items 
and Online System 

 

• Additional items assessed: 
• Students’ attitudes toward the new items 

- (e.g. clarity of the items, overall rating of items) 

• Students’ experiences with the online system 

-(e.g. experience using system, overall rating) 

•Scale: 5-point scale (0 to 4); Poor to Excellent 

•Comparative Item 



Students’ Perceptions of Items 

• Attitudes toward the New Items  

• E.g. Overall rating of the new items 

 

Arts and Science 

M = 2.45, sd = .93 

(70% > G) 

Nursing 

M = 2.82, sd = .89 

(90% > G) 



Students’ Perceptions of Online 
System 

• Attitudes toward Online Experience  

• Overall rating of online system 

 

Arts and Science 

M = 2.59, sd = .96 

(70% > G) 

 

Nursing 

M = 2.92, sd = .90 

(90% > G) 

 



Students’ Perceptions of Items  
and Online System 

•Comparative Item 
• Compared to completing a course evaluation on paper, the online 

component is:  
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Arts and Science 

M = 2.89, sd = 1.00 

(73% > About the Same) 

 

Nursing 

M = 3.36, sd = .81 

(95% > About the Same) 
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Implementation: Next Phase 
 
  

 

Currently working with 8 divisions: 
• Arts & Science 
• UTM 
• Social Work 
• Nursing  
• Engineering  
• UTSC 
• Music  
• OISE 



Implementation Processes 
 
  

 

Work with each division includes the following steps: 
 
1.Identify teaching priorities and develop related questions 
2.Consult with faculty and students 
3.Develop divisional procedures and guidelines 

a. Administrative processes and responsibilities  
b. Evaluation form format  
c. Timelines  
d. Access to data 
e. Reporting formats 

4.Identify divisional and, when necessary, departmental contacts 
5.Develop and implementing strategies for communicating with instructors 
and students  
6.Design rollout processes 
7.Rollout (full/phased approaches) 
8.Analysis of the implementation  

 



Next Steps  
 
  

 

• Resource Development 
 

• Communication Strategies 
 

• TA evaluations 
 

• Mobile app  
 

• Blackboard integration 



Questions & Comments 

Web Site: http://www.teaching.utoronto.ca/teaching/essentialinformation/evaluation-framework.htm  
Email:   course.evaluations@utoronto.ca  
 
Pam Gravestock   Cherie Werhun 
Associate Director, CTSI  Course Evaluation Support Officer, CTSI 
416-946-8585   416-946-3619 
p.gravestock@utoronto.ca  cherie.werhun@utoronto.ca  
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