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Instructional Assessment Working Group 
Requirements Statement for a Student Feedback 

System for Instructors and Courses 

Introduction 
The instructional assessment working group (see Appendix A for member roster) was formed in fall 2012 
to examine the effectiveness of UNM procedures and systems for reviewing instructors and courses and, 
if needed, to make recommendations for system and policy updates.  The working group focused its 
initial attention on a student feedback system for instructors and courses  — operationally defined as a 
system that gathers student perceptions once or twice per semester regarding: 

• Quality of course design, content, conduct, and delivery 
• Instructor effectiveness and responsiveness to student needs 

Individual Development and Educational Assessment (IDEA) is the UNM system that currently fills the 
above-described role.  Reasons for focusing on an upgrade to or replacement of this system included: 

• Significant faculty dissatisfaction with IDEA (e.g., due to inflexible survey content, slow 
reporting, and feedback that is difficult to understand and interpret) 

• Administrative and operational complexity 
• Difficulty in using survey data/reports in further analysis (e.g., data analytics and text mining) 
• Concerns about usefulness/reliability of IDEA reports for merit, promotion, and tenure reviews 

The remainder of this document defines the desired scope of the student feedback system and 
describes detailed requirements that are intended to provide the basis for preparing a request for 
proposals (RFP) to upgrade or replace IDEA.  Appendix B describes the role of student feedback system 
within the larger context of course, instructor, and program review at UNM. 

Scope of Student Feedback System for Instructors and Courses 
The complex web of UNM review subsystems described in Appendix B creates uncertainty about the 
future scope of any one subsystem. That is, when updating one subsystem, should some or all other 
subsystems functions be “folded in” to the replacement or upgrade?  The working group considered this 
issue but potential scope expansions were rejected due to different timing requirements, levels of 
detail, data sources, and purposes among the various review subsystems.  In particular: 

• Gathering formal and structured student feedback is too complex and resource-intensive to 
implement more than once or twice per course offering.  Other subsystems have different 
timing requirements. 

• The student feedback subsystem is the only subsystem that interacts directly with students 
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• The student feedback subsystem is the only subsystem in which anonymous survey is the 
dominant data acquisition method. 

• Few commercially-available tools provide significant combinations of existing subsystem 
functionality.  In contrast, the marketplace for narrowly-scoped course- and instructor-oriented 
student survey tools is competitive and well-developed. 

Thus, the working group decided to seek an upgrade to or replacement of IDEA with similar scope and 
functions.  Priorities for high-level system functions were defined as follows: 

1. Provide high-quality and easy-to-use summative feedback for use in MPT evaluations 
2. Provide high-quality and easy-to-use formative feedback to faculty and others to improve 

course quality and instructional performance 
3. Provide summary output that can be used as input for program review 

The second functional priority is subordinate to the first but the well-developed marketplace for student 
survey tools should enable both functional priorities to be provided in a compatible way.  Providing 
input for program review is important but must not unduly interfere with the higher priority functions. 

System Requirements vs. Related Policy 
Committee members struggled to distinguish functional system requirements from related policy issues, 
which include: 

• Division of responsibility for defining survey content among UNM academic affairs, academic 
units, and individual faculty members 

• The extent to which survey format and content should be specifically tied to course learning 
objectives, pedagogical method(s), and delivery method 

• Who can see which data/reports when and under what conditions 
• Reporting of results to students – if, when, which, and in what format 

Some related policies already exist though it is anticipated that the Faculty Senate and others will use 
the opportunity afforded by a system upgrade/replacement to review and update those policies. 

The committee purposely chose to clearly separate policy from system requirements to the maximal 
extent possible.  One reason for doing so was to enable the process of upgrade or replacement to 
proceed in earnest.  Another reason for doing so was to avoid choosing a system that matched current 
or proposed policy but was unable to adapt to future policy changes.  The detailed requirements below 
describe a system that balances efficient fulfillment of high-priority functions with the flexibility to 
adapt to future changes in the policy and operational environment. 

Paper-and-Pencil vs. Online Surveys 
The working group extensively discussed whether a new or upgraded student survey system should 
support “paper-and-pencil” surveys as IDEA currently does.  Some input for this discussion as gathered 
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via working group member interactions with faculty and students.  Additional input was gathered via the 
2013 faculty technology survey.  Question #14 asked faculty to identify necessary system characteristics 
from among 11 choices, two of which were “online survey administration to students” (chosen by 364 
respondents) and “paper and pencil survey administration to students” (chosen by 160 respondents). 

The working group reviewed 7 pages of textual comments that accompanied question #14 responses 
and found a pattern.  Many of the comments that expressed support for paper-and-pencil surveys also 
expressed concern about the potential effect of online surveys on student response rate.  This 
connection was consistent with faculty feedback obtained outside the technology survey. Thus, the 
committee surmised that much of the faculty resistance to abandoning paper-and-pencil surveys is 
based on the assumption that response rates would drop. 

The working group examined current response rates for online vs. paper-and-pencil IDEA surveys.  For 
2012, average response rates were approximately 44% for online surveys and 76% for paper-and-pencil 
surveys.  Thus, the challenge for an online system is to close the 32% response rate gap currently 
experienced at UNM using IDEA.  

The working group reviewed a number of methods suggested by research and by system vendors to 
improve online response rates, including: 

• Targeted communication from instructors to students asking them to complete surveys 
• Automated reminders to students delivered in various forms (e.g., email, text messages, and 

pop-up reminders) through various means (e.g., LoboMail and Blackboard Learn) 
• Rewards for survey completion including assignment credit, prize lotteries and early release of 

grades 
• Penalties for survey non-completion including delayed release of grades and delayed class 

registration 

Vendors and independent sources have reported success with all of these methods, though targeted 
communication and automated reminders appear most effective.  Many systems support all of these 
methods individually or in combination. 

The committee also examined the issue of student access to online surveys via communication and 
computing devices.  A student technology survey conducted in late 2012 asked questions about student 
computing and communications devices and questions about student reactions to various online 
educational methods.  Students reported high utilization rates for laptops, tablets, and phones for 
educational purposes with laptops being the most popular device.  Support for many online educational 
methods/resources including syllabi and other course materials, quizzing and testing, grade books, and 
assignment submission was also very high. 

Considering the inherent advantages of online survey administration in combination with widespread 
student ownership of, access to, and preference for online and mobile access to educational methods 
and resources, working group members strongly prefer that the upgrade to or replacement of IDEA be 
an online-only system.  However, the working group recognizes the corresponding challenge to increase 
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online response rates and the issue of accessibility for a small number of students.  To address the 
response rate challenge, the RFP requirements will specifically require vendors to describe ways in 
which their systems respond to this challenge and the degree to which those methods have been 
successful at adopting institutions.  To address the issue of accessibility, the working group will partner 
with various IT units on campus to ensure that a sufficient number of “check out” portable computing 
devices (e.g., laptops, tablets, and handheld devices) are available to students for various purposes 
including completing online surveys.  The working group will not select an online-only IDEA upgrade or 
replacement unless it convinced that online response rates will approximate those of pencil-and-paper 
surveys. 

Detailed Requirements 
Requirements described below were developed during multiple working group meetings in early 2013.  
Since the working group consisted mostly of faculty members and students, the focus was on defining 
requirements from their perspectives.  Other requirements applicable to administrative and IT 
perspectives will be added before a full RFP is developed and released.  The group used a draft of RFP 
13-005 from Ferris State University as a starting point but made significant changes and additions based 
on input from many sources. 

Survey creation and content 

• Survey creation and management must be efficient, flexible, and easy-to-perform.  This implies an 
efficient, flexible, and easy-to-use user interface that minimizes complexity and user time/training 
requirements for faculty, staff, and administrators. 

• Enables survey content and format specifically customized to course learning objectives and 
pedagogy.  This capability can be provided in a generic way (e.g., flexibility in 
creating/including/excluding questions) or in much more specific ways (e.g., a survey that is partly 
structured around instructor- or administrator-supplied learning objectives and pedagogical 
categories).  

• Captures and is able to report open-ended/qualitative comments. 
• Supports surveys containing questions defined by different levels of the University such as the entire 

university or campus, a specific college, a specific department, a specific course coordinator, and a 
specific instructor.  For example, a survey for one course/instructor can include instructor-defined 
questions and questions common to all surveys for the “owning” program, department, college, 
campus, and university 

• Accommodates questions based on course type such as lab, lecture, online, etc. 
• Enables specialized questions to be included based on instructor type (e.g., teaching assistants, lab 

assistants, or part-time faculty) 
• Efficient support for cross-listed courses (e.g., linked surveys that have some elements in common 

but others that differ)  
• Repeats questions for multi-instructor courses (i.e. is able to evaluate two or more instructors within 

a course and produce independent evaluations) 
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• Enables multiple survey schedules to be managed and support simultaneously (e.g., for overlapping 
course durations such as 4-, 6-, and 8-week summer courses and for mid-term and end-of semester 
surveys for the same course/semester)  

• Ability to define templates to speed creation of new surveys.  Templates can be defined at the UNM, 
college, department, and instructor levels 

• Ability to use older surveys as templates for newer surveys 

Survey administration and accessibility 

• Survey completion by students must be efficient, flexible, and easy-to-perform.  This implies one or 
more efficient, flexible, and easy-to-use user interfaces that minimize complexity and student 
time/training requirements 

• Survey completion by students must support one or more online interfaces (e.g., generic browser-
based, specific apps for Windows and Apple computers, and specific apps for Android and iOS 
mobile devices) 

• Mobile-ready—enabling students to complete surveys on tablets, smart phones, and other mobile 
devices 

• “Paper-and-pencil” survey administration may also be provided/supported but is not specifically 
required 

• Demonstrated and consistent success by system adopters in achieving student response rates via 
online interfaces that are equal to or greater than “paper-and-pencil” surveys distributed and 
collected during face-to-face class sessions  

• Resources available to support positive communications to encourage students to complete the 
evaluations  

• Multiple/customized reminders to students via multiple communication channels such as email, text 
(SMS) messaging, phone calls, Facebook and other social media messages, messaging within 
Blackboard Learn and other learning management systems, and calendar/task updates to 
calendaring systems including Microsoft Outlook via Microsoft Exchange or Office 365 

• Students can save partly-completed surveys and return at a later time to complete them (with 
faculty and administrator ability to enable or disable this feature per survey) 

• Students can resume online survey completion in the event of disconnection (e.g., dropped cell 
phone connection, network service interruption, or end-user device failure) 

• ADA-compliant 

Reporting and other system outputs 

• Report and information outputs that are easy and efficient to generate and easy to interpret for 
multiple uses, but especially for instructor reviews and for course and instructional improvement 

• Provides survey responses, reports, and analyses in a timely manner – preferably within seconds or 
minutes, worst case within hours or a few days 

• Provides options to preserve respondent anonymity with flexibility to adjust to variations in 
response rate and inclusion or exclusion of correlated respondent details (e.g., course grades). 

• Faculty and administrators can receive reports via email 

Comment [ASM1]: Add broader accessibility 
language and make ADA-compliance a minimum 
target?  Contact Joan Greene and/or Jeff Gilmore 
for guidance. 
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• Reports will be generated and/or viewable in different printable formats (PDF and Microsoft Word, 
at minimum) 

• Ability to generate longitudinal analyses and reports 
• Ability to report, analyze, and summarize textual feedback 
• Ability to report on the validity and reliability of student responses, summary statistics, and other 

analytical outputs 
• Ability to correlate individual student responses and course grades and to incorporate course grades 

into analyses and summary statistics 
• Earlier data and survey responses can be accessed or imported to create longitudinal reports 
• Unique reports generated for faculty, chairs, deans, and Academic Affairs with content and 

summarization appropriate for each audience and flexibility in defining that content and 
summarization 

• Reporting for user groups/types according to specified release dates by the University or upon 
completion of related tasks such as submission of course grades 

• Administrators can prevent faculty from viewing reports if a certain number or percentage of 
responses haven’t been received.  (These thresholds will be pre-determined by academic affairs 
policy, to protect respondent anonymity.)  

• Reporting intended to provide feedback to student participants and to inform student choice among 
courses and instructors 

• Real-time response rate threshold warnings as survey end dates approach with flexibility to define 
warning response rate thresholds 

Integration requirements 

• Integrates with Banner and other academic record-keeping and scheduling systems. Integration 
must be sufficient to support other requirements including: 

o Generating and tracking surveys for specific course, sections, and instructors 
o Customizing survey format and content based on instructor and course characteristics 
o Collecting survey responses only from currently enrolled students 
o Integrating survey responses and summary data with course grades assigned to specific 

respondents  
o Motivating students to complete surveys (for example, via early, delayed, or disabled 

release of grades) 
o Enabling release of reports and data to instructors as soon as course grades are submitted 

• Integrates with Blackboard Learn and other learning management systems. Integration must be 
sufficient to support other requirements including: 

o Distributing and publishing announcements of survey availability 
o Linking surveys to specific course pages and related tools 
o Messaging to students regarding survey completion or lack thereof 
o Messaging to faculty regarding response rates for ongoing surveys 
o Motivating students to complete surveys (for example, via reminders, assignment credit, 

and early, delayed, or disabled release of grades) 

Comment [SB2]: This section will be 
refined/expanded in consultation with IT and NMEL 

Comment [SB3]: Per Amy: Any reason for 
including Starfish?  Does course satisfaction have 
anything to do with communication in this venue? 

Comment [SB4]: Add any more? 

Comment [SB5]: Add any more? 
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• Single sign-on supported in a manner consistent with authentication and authorization methods 
used for other UNM applications 

• Able to integrate or export efficiently to program review processes 
• Able to integrate or export efficiently to programmatic review tools including Tk20 
• Ability to export all raw data into structured formats such as comma- and tab-delimited files, Excel, 

XML, and formats compatible with database management, data mining, and analytics tools such as 
ORACLE, MySQL, Microsoft SQL Server, SAS, and SPSS 

• Ability to export reports and analyses in multiple document formats such as Adobe Acrobat, 
Microsoft Word, and Microsoft Excel 

• Enables efficient importation of scores that may be produced by another vendor, such as IDEA, to 
facilitate longitudinal and other reporting 

Installation, maintenance, support services, and architecture 

• Professional assistance and training for implementation of the system 
• Professional assistance and training for effective use of the system including interpretation of 

reporting outputs 
• Post-implementation training to tailor course evaluation system to align with UNM’s needs 
• Cloud-based application provisioning that supports access from a variety of devices (e.g., desktop 

computers, laptop computers, tablets, and hand-held devices) using a variety of operating systems 
and Web-browsers (e.g., Windows, Apple operating systems, Android, Internet Explorer, Firefox, 
Safari, and Chrome) 

• Support for device- and operating-specific programs and apps that leverage specific platform 
capabilities for greater performance, functionality, and ease-of-use 

Comment [SB6]: This section will be 
refined/expanded in consultation with IT and NMEL 
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Appendix A 
Instructional Assessment Working Group Members 

Faculty 

• Stephen Burd (ASM) 
• Robert Busch (Chemical & Nuclear Engineering) 
• Kevin Comerford (Library) 
• Nick Flor (ASM) 
• Kristopher Goodrich (Counselor Education) 
• Chris Holden (Honors) 
• Amy Neel (Speech & Hearing) 
• Caleb Richardson (History) 
• Mary Margaret Rogers (ASM) 
• Julie Sykes (Spanish & Portuguese) 

Other 

• Moira Gerety (Deputy Chief Information Officer) 
• Greg Heileman (Associate Provost for Curriculum) 
• Grace Liu (ASUNM) 
• Kris Miranda (GPSA) 
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Appendix B 
UNM Review and Assessment Ecosystem 

The student feedback system for instructors and courses (currently IDEA) is one subsystem within a 
larger and more complex system of review and assessment at UNM (see Figure 1).  Subsystem roles are 
described in detail in Table 1.  Faculty self-review, student feedback, peer review, and course-level 
learning outcomes assessment provide course- and instructor-level information inputs for: 

1. Improvements to courses and instruction 
2. Merit, promotion, and tenure (MPT) reviews 
3. The course-level  components of internal program reviews 
4. The course- and instructor-level components of external reviews 

 

Figure 1. Arrows depict information flows among review and decision processes.  MPT, internal 
program, and external program review have many additional inputs not shown in this figure. 

Key assumptions underlying the UNM review and assessment ecosystem include: 

• Review and assessment occurs at two primary levels – courses and programs. 
• Programs such as degrees, majors, concentrations, and certificates have program-wide learning 

objectives which are supported by the learning objectives of component courses. 
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• Assessment processes determine the extent to which students achieve learning objectives via 
methods such as course assignments, course exams, comprehensive exams, and reviews of 
student portfolios. 

• Internal program reviews of are partly concerned with achievement of program-wide learning 
objectives.  However, they also examine other issues such as student admission and retention, 
coordination of program and course learning objectives, learning activities outside of courses, 
appropriateness of pedagogy, and the existence or absence of effective improvement processes. 

• External program reviews (often called accreditation reviews) overlap internal program reviews 
but tend to include or emphasize additional issues such as faculty qualifications, student 
placement and career success, and conformity with licensure and other external requirements. 

• Individual faculty members exercise considerable control over specific courses and their 
delivery.  Thus, evaluation of faculty instructional performance for merit pay, promotion, 
tenure, and post-tenure (MPT) reviews is primarily concerned with the courses that they teach. 

• Student achievement of program learning objectives depends on achievement of learning 
objectives in courses that comprise the program.  Thus, feedback on and evaluation of courses 
and their instructors is one component of program review. 
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 Self- 
assessment 

Student 
feedback 

Peer 
review 

Merit, 
promotion, and 

tenure (MPT) 
review of 
teaching 

performance 

Program 
reviews 

Performed 
by 

Faculty 
members 

Faculty, staff, and 
administrators 
(survey 
setup/administration) 
and students 
(responses) 

Internal and 
(occasionally) 
external faculty 
members familiar 
with the subject 
area, pedagogy, 
and programs 

Committees and 
administrators at 
the department, 
college, and 
Provost levels 

Committees and 
administrators at 
the department, 
college, and 
Provost levels – 
also accrediting 
agencies 

Data 
inputs 

Student 
performance 
metrics, subject 
area and 
pedagogical 
research, and 
similar course 
and pedagogy 
details 

Numerical and 
textual responses to 
survey questions 

Syllabi, 
presentation 
materials, 
assignments, 
exams, and 
student 
performance 
metrics 

Information 
outputs of faculty 
self-assessment, 
student feedback, 
and peer review 
processes, and 
previous MPT 
reviews 

Student 
performance 
metrics, 
admissions, 
retention, and 
placement 
metrics, peer 
program 
comparisons, etc. 

Information 
outputs 

Updates to 
course learning 
objectives, 
content, and 
pedagogy 

Summary statistics 
and textual 
comments 

Evaluation of 
course quality, 
instructional 
performance, and 
improvement 
recommendations 

Written feedback 
to faculty 
member, 
evaluative 
comments & 
metrics, decisions 
and 
recommendations 

Evaluative 
comments & 
metrics, decisions 
and 
recommendations 

Intended 
audience 

Self, faculty 
teaching related 
courses, and 
program 

Faculty, students, and 
program 
administrators 

Faculty members, 
program 
administrators, 
and MPT 

Faculty member 
(feedback) and 
chairs, deans, and 
Provost (related 

Various internal 
users and 
external 
evaluators 
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administrators reviewers  decisions) including 
accrediting bodies 
and state 
agencies 

Guiding 
policies 

Faculty 
handbook, 
department and 
college policies 

Faculty handbook, 
department and 
college policies, 
FERPA 

Faculty 
handbook, 
department and 
college policies 

Faculty 
handbook, 
department and 
college policies, 
employment laws 
and regulations 

Faculty 
handbook, 
accreditation 
standards, and 
governmental 
laws and 
regulations 

Automated 
tools 

Basic 
productivity 
software and 
tools embedded 
within UNM 
Learn 

IDEA and various 
manual alternatives 

Basic productivity 
software 

Basic productivity 
software and 
Tk20 

Basic productivity 
software and 
Tk20 

 

Comment [SB7]: Not sure of this. 

Comment [SB8]: Per Kris G: I don’t think this is 
the case in COE just yet. 

Comment [SB9]: Per Kris G: This is much more 
accurate for College of Education (COE) 
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