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Introduction 

 

Over the years, there have been consistent complaints about the Instructor and Course Evaluation (ICE) 

instrument used at Southern Illinois University. Issues with this evaluation tool include concerns that (1.) 

it is too long and contains too many questions, (2.) it doesn’t properly assess certain types of courses, 

(3.) it doesn’t provide opportunity to gather open and written feedback, (4.) some students do not take 

it seriously to provide accurate feedback, (5.) and the paper-based instrument is an out of date method 

for data collection. Additional concerns span to (6.) procedure and policy around the data collection, (7.) 

the lack of the ICE being used consistently across campus (8.) whether it is used for promotion and 

tenure, and if so, (9.) what parts of the data are used for this purpose and how?  As a result, the purpose 

of the ICE is debatable not only from college to college but even between departments. Overall, the one 

common thread across campus is that the ICE should be revised in content and how it is administered. 

 
On January 27, 2012, Provost John Nicklow charged the ICE Redesign Committee to review the current 

Instructor Course Evaluation (ICE) survey tool (Appendix A). The following report was generated to 

address current issues with the campus Instructor and Course Evaluation and to propose a more 

effective and efficient approach to collecting student feedback.  

 
The role of the committee was to address the following issues: 

 Review the current ICE form and determine whether it is out of date in content and format.  

 Look at best practices in instructor/course evaluations and determine how the university can 
incorporate these practices to improve the tool and data collection. 

 Modify the survey content (if deemed appropriate). 

 Discuss the implications of potentially putting the evaluation tool online for students to 
complete. If so, identify the most appropriate location (SalukiNet, SIUOnline (Desire2Learn), 
etc.). 

 Review current FOIA policy and make a recommendation on how the university can manage this 
requirement in regards to an evaluation tool. 

 Review additional issues and needs raised by the committee. 

 Propose a campus implementation plan based on any revisions to the tool and/or format.  

 Provide a report and recommendations to the Provost by May 15, 2012. 
 

A summary of the committee’s recommendations are presented below. Also included are proposed 

steps and suggested timing as an initial implementation plan. Following the Recommendations & 

Implementation Plan section is the detailed report that led to these conclusions. 
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Recommendations & Implementation Plan 
 

1. Pilot a new online early to mid-semester instrument 

Due to the long history of ICE, the committee recommends that a pilot online evaluation be 

implemented and tested prior to a full launch. The committee proposes a mid-semester instructor 

evaluation instrument for the sole purpose of teaching improvement. The committee constructed a 

draft instrument (Appendix F) but recommends a small team be created to specifically review it in 

detail and finalize prior to implementing for the pilot. 

 

Proposed Implementation: 

 Review mid-semester evaluation instrument 

 Implement mid-semester instrument to be administered online in Desire2Learn (early to 

mid-Fall 2012) 

 Review usage results of Fall 2012 for future implementation (late Fall 2012) 

 Analyze mid-semester instrument data for validity and reliability (late Fall 2012) 

 Revise & refine mid-semester instrument based on analysis (late Fall 2012) 

 Determine future implementation based on pilot (late Fall 2012) 

 

2. Revise the current end-of-semester ICE instrument 

Based on the analyses, the committee recommends revising the current ICE instrument to be 

shorter, measure the same constructs, and provide for open feedback (Appendix G). This instrument 

should be the standard and required instrument with the flexibility for instructors to add unique 

questions applicable to their course 

 

Proposed Implementation: 

 Finalize instrument and distribute for campus approval (August-October 2012) 

 Implement approved new ICE for online and paper-based (Spring 2013) 

 Review usage results of Spring 2013 for campus-wide online implementation for Fall 2013 

(June 2013). 

 

3. Develop a mid-semester and end-semester evaluation for online courses. 
The committee proposes that the Distance Education Council and Distance Education Assessment 
Committee develop a plan for evaluating full-online courses. (June 2012) 
 

4. Implement a Campus Policy 

The committee recommends that a campus wide policy be written to provide consistency across 

campus. Without a policy, there is the risk that instructors will be held to different standards. The 

committee proposes the following draft policy as a starting point for discussion among the 

stakeholders. (August-October 2012) 
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Draft Policy 

 

A standard instructor/course evaluation (ICE) processed requires a uniform and unbiased form of 

administration and data collection.  The institution should adopt the following guidelines over all 

departments to help maintain and improve the quality of instruction on campus.  a.) All instructors 

must give the ICE evaluations for each course every semester. b.) The course instructor must inform 

the students of the purpose and application of the data collected using the ICE process prior to 

giving the assessment.  The instructor should also describe any course changes or personal 

consequences that result from ICE data analysis such as instructor merit pay, tenure/promotion, and 

course content improvement.  Instructors should deliver this message in both oral and written form.  

c.)  Instructors must not be present in the classroom while students evaluate the course using the 

ICE system.  d.) Research or teaching assistants under the direct supervision of the course instructor 

cannot give the ICE assessment for course instructors.  e.)  Other departmental faculty may not give 

the ICE assessment for their peers. f.)  Course instructors should give ICE evaluations on days when 

no course tests or finals are scheduled so that students have appropriate time to read, understand 

and answer all questions.  g.)  Departmental faculty and administration should jointly develop office 

procedures that assure the integrity of the ICE data collection process by removing any opportunity 

for faculty to corrupt ICE data. 

 

5. Communicate the purpose of the ICE to students and provide incentives 

The purpose of the ICE should be communicated to students. If students recognized the value of 

completing the ICE and the potential outcomes, students would take it more seriously. This area 

needs to be explored further as it introduces a variety of issues and circumstances that are beyond 

the charge of this committee. (Fall 2012) 

 

6. Create the following implementation teams 

 ICE Instrument Team—Monitor instrument usage and implement necessary revisions. (June 

2012) 

 ICE Policy Team—Establish policy for campus review and adoption. (August 2012) 

 ICE Technical Team-- Determine solution for online implementation. (June 2012) 

 

7. Consider publicizing evaluation results 
The committee discussed the option to display all instructor and course evaluation results online for 
campus public viewing but this suggestion was not explored fully enough for the committee to make a 
recommendation.  It was also discussed whether to post only high evaluation scores for campus public 
viewing as a method to acknowledge instructors of exemplary teaching performance. The committee 
suggests that this be a topic for discussion for further consideration at the administrative level. (Fall 
2012) 
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Background 

 

Student evaluation of instruction began at SIUC in the 1960’s when a program was established through 

the Student Affairs Research and Evaluation Center. The survey was called the Instructional 

Improvement Questionnaire (IIQ). The IIQ included the 40 core items that presently appear on the 

Instructor and Course Evaluation (ICE). The program was set up as a development tool for faculty to 

improve their teaching.  

 
The process begins when a faculty member requests ICE forms. The office of Instructional Evaluation in 
the Center for Teaching Excellence supplies the Scantron forms and guidelines, and receives the student 
evaluation sheets, typically at the end of the semester. The ICE forms are scanned following the 
completion of a semester and the submission of final grades by instructors. A report in electronic PDF 
format is generated for each course section and is posted to a secure server for retrieval by the 
instructor. The instructor is notified by email when a report has been posted. According to the ICE 
Principles of Operation document (Appendix B), ICE results will be sent only to the individual faculty of 
the course. 
 
It is estimated that the Instructional Evaluation office runs reports for about 1400 courses each 

semester out of about 7000 courses in the Banner instructor list. This usage accounts for about 20% of 

the courses. This means that the other 80% are using a different instrument or no instrument at all. 

 

 

Committee Discussions 

 

Purpose 

 

There was lengthy discussion by the committee on the purpose of the ICE.  The objective for using the 

ICE must be clarified and communicated in policy to uphold its integrity and value. The committee 

identified the following cumulative objectives across campus for current uses: 

 To evaluate the effectiveness of the instructor. 

 To determine effectiveness of the method of instruction. 

 For instructor self-improvement in their teaching. 

 For promotion and tenure purposes. 

 For students to determine if they want to take a course from a particular instructor (currently 

done unofficially among students). 

 

In addition, the committee discussed the following issues that influence the use of the ICE. 

 Is the ICE really used for course evaluation (versus just instructor evaluation)? If courses are not 

being evaluated at this level, perhaps this part of the evaluation should be removed. 

 What is the attitude of instructors about being evaluated? This sensitivity needs to be 

considered if a new policy and process is implemented. 

 It is very important to stress the value of teaching improvement. 
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 Multiple assessments should be completed each semester. Consider how many assessments are 

appropriate (2, 3, monthly, or continually available). 

 The instrument should vary based on the type of course. 

 

Policy 

 

The committee discussed the lack of consistency in the use and purposes of using an evaluation tool. 

The following are observations: 

 There doesn’t appear to be a campus-wide policy regarding the use of ICE scores for promotion 

and tenure. It has been determined that some departments are calculating a general score 

from the ICE.  This practice should be discouraged as each section measures different 

constructs and a general score would not provide an accurate result for this purpose.  

 There is no consistency in terms of what sections of the ICE are used or how it is used amongst 

the departments who do use them for promotion and tenure. 

 There needs to be a policy on how the ICE is distributed so that there is consistency across 

campus. 

 Currently, faculty may add general scores to represent their evaluation. They select what 

questions to include. This selective practice provides inconsistent results. 

 

Measurement Instrument Qualities 

 

The committee discussed ways to improve the instrument. 

 It was discussed whether the section on ‘Meeting Objectives’ be on the ICE instrument or 

evaluated through student assignments and tests. 

 The ICE should allow room for open-ended questions and comments. 

 There are too many questions on the instrument. It needs to be shorter. 

 Consider incorporating questions that are more reflective. 

 

Incentive for the Student 

 

The committee discussed the need for student incentive to complete their course evaluations, especially 

if the survey was only online. Thoughts and concerns include: 

 Ideas for incentives to students upon completion of survey for a class. 

 positive incentive (survey data posted on line for public viewing) 

 negative incentive (can’t access final grade) 

 Dr. Mavis Adjei talked about the instructor surveys at The University of Mississippi.  Students 

don’t get to see their grades until after submitting the instructor evaluation and all results are 

public to the campus. 

 Do students use the evaluation data to select a course and/or instructor? 

 Should the evaluation process be more continuous for student feedback throughout the 

semester or at mid semester point? This practice is common at other universities. 
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 The purpose and value of the ICE should be communicated to students. 

 If students understood the value and the potential outcomes of completing the ICE, would they 

take it more seriously? 

 There is a different student population compared to when these instruments were created. 

 Students need to have a voice. 

 

Instrument Results 

 

There was an agreement among some of the committee members that scores should be made public to 

help meet FOIA requirements, to show students that instructor evaluations do have value since they are 

shared, and to provide motivation for teaching excellence.  More discussion is needed on the following: 

 Consider using high evaluation scores as incentives to display successful peers.  (Ex: top 10 or 20 

from a department, college, undergrad, grade.) 

 Consider what our peers are doing in terms of method and posting of results. 

 Determine if publishing results should apply the same for faculty and teaching assistants 

 Evaluate if data should be publically published or have restricted access. 

 Determine if ICE will be confidential or anonymous  

 Consider tracking student evaluations across a program 

 Certain types of instructors get lower evaluations. 

 Consider building in reflective questions. 

 Consider gathering qualitative information and using focus groups.  (Ex: Implement a focus 

group once a year in one class.) 

 

 

Summary of Preliminary Research & Best Practices 
 

 
Preliminary Findings 
 
Dr. Kathy Hytten and Dr. Terri Wilson provided a preliminary research summary to the committee. There 
is a large body of inconclusive research on Instructor Course Evaluations.  Much of this research is now 
dated, but there is an abundance of it available ranging from questions of reliability and validity of 
instruments, to the purpose of evaluations, to the misuse of evaluations.  A number of different 
universities have undertaken reviews of their ICE systems and developed new approaches, some 
seemingly based on a lengthy review process (e.g., RIT Course Evaluation Taskforce is available as a PDF 
online). 
 
Problems/Challenges of Instructor Course Evaluations (ICE) 
 

 When faculty promotion/merit depends on ICEs, there can be a tendency to inflate grades and 
water down the curriculum – perversely, instructors are encouraged not to be too rigorous, or to 
have standards that are too high. 
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 Type of class (required, part of the core curriculum, in the major, etc.), size of class (lecture, 
seminar, lab, etc.,), appearance and culture of the instructor (accent, minority status, etc.) all 
significantly influence evaluations. 

 

 Typical ICE forms conflate student satisfaction with student learning, and are based on a 
problematic model of student as consumer.  They implicitly induce faculty to pander to students. 

 

 Students may not have the level of knowledge needed to thoughtfully evaluate their instructors 
(e.g., on such questions as whether they chose the best materials or teaching strategies), nor the 
broad perspective to assess their own learning. 

 

 As ICEs are anonymous, students do not have to take responsibility for their opinions, nor do they 
need to ground these opinions in evidence. 

 

 ICE instruments are often poorly developed and used in ways for which they were not intended 
(e.g., formative evaluations are used for summative purposes).  Often questions are ill-posed (e.g, 
students are asked to rank on a likert scale a binary question) and sometimes inappropriate. 

 

 “Students may not have the level of knowledge necessary to properly evaluate their 
instruction…which may lead to the use of some other proxy in determination of instructor 
performance.  The ‘entertainment’ level of the classroom experience has been shown to affect 
over-all instructor ratings…Perceived fairness in grading and instructor appearance were strongly 
related to student evaluations of professors, despite the fact that these factors may be unrelated 
to the degree of student learning…Student consumers, may, in fact prefer a teaching style that is 
detrimental to their learning experience” (Kozub, 36). 

 
Best Practices Identified in the Research 
 
Almost all of the research reviewed suggests that teacher evaluation should be a multi-faceted process, 
and should not be based on a single, Scantron assessment form.  Strategies being used by other 
institutions include: 
 

 Revision of standardized assessment forms (e.g., allow faculty to choose from a bank of possible 
questions, add questions about student effort and engagement in class – to correlate with their 
assessments of their instructors, add open-ended questions, revisit the questions asked to make 
sure they are appropriate) 

 

 Use of multiple forms of assessment (chair/peer evaluations, annual reviews, self-reflection, 
student performance on standardized measures) 

 

 Conducting peer assessments, where faculty visit each other’s classes and talk to the students 
about strengths, weaknesses, areas of improvement for the faculty member 

 

 Having instructors create teaching portfolios (including a variety of documents such as syllabi, 
lesson plans, and letters from students) 

 

 Sampling students in classes and conducting in-depth interviews with them 
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Efforts to Build Better Course Evaluations 
 
A number of institutions have extensively studied ways to improve the collection and interpretation of 
student ratings of instruction, resulting in the widespread adoption and adaptation of instruments such 
as the IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction system, the SALG instrument, and the Multi-Op course 
evaluation system.   
 
The IDEA Center at Kansas State University (http://www.theideacenter.org/) is a nonprofit organization 
that provides comprehensive evaluation services for a fee.  Their IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction 
system focuses on 12 specific objectives and factors out those variables that are beyond an instructor’s 
control, tailoring reports to fit those learning objectives selected by the instructor.  Questions are 
customized to fit the needs of the institution. The IDEA Center then provides improvement 
recommendations based on a national database of research.  
 
Relevant research and technical papers are available on the IDEA Center website. Two of these are listed 
in the references list for this report. 
 
The Student Assessment of their Learning Gains (SALG) instrument was developed by researchers at a 
variety of institutions (http://www.salgsite.org/), and provides templates for course evaluations with 
customizations that connect questions to the objectives of a specific course.  The focus of the SALG 
instrument is the extent to which a course has enabled student learning. It includes five overarching 
questions that can be customized through sub-items such as specific course activities, course concepts, 
skills, student attitudes, and integration of course material. 
 
The Multiple Option Course Evaluation System (Multi-Op) at the University of Indiana 
(http://www.indiana.edu/~best/bweb3/services/course-evaluations-2/) is a computer-based system for 
constructing and analyzing instructor and course evaluation instruments.  It features a large catalog of 
items from which faculty can choose items in the major areas of teaching style and methods, specific 
course elements, and students’ intellectual development as a result of the course.  The items are 
primarily Likert scale questions, but there are also open-ended questions from which to choose.  
Instructors may also write some of their own items for inclusion on the instrument, and may choose 
between a computer-administered or a paper-based form. 

 

 

Methodology & Analysis 

 

Data Collection 

 

It was very important to the committee to ensure an inclusive process. The committee gathered 

preliminary information from the campus departments through a paper-based survey (Appendix C) and 

online survey tool on how evaluations are administered at SIU. The survey results (Appendix D) only 

confirmed the original assumptions of the dispersed use of the course and instructor evaluations across 

campus. 

 

  

http://www.theideacenter.org/
http://www.salgsite.org/
http://www.indiana.edu/~best/bweb3/services/course-evaluations-2/
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Analysis 

 

Dr. Yanyan Sheng, Dr. Darren Sherkat, and Roberta Reeves evaluated the population of the last two 

semesters of ICE data to examine the psychometric structure of the responses. The goal was to 

understand how students are responding to these items, and whether the instrument could be made 

more manageable. Dr. Sheng provided a comprehensive factor analysis and reliability analysis for both 

Spring and Fall of 2011, and Dr. Sherkat cross checked these analyses using the Fall data. Results were 

consistent, and showed that items within the response blocks (“instructor evaluation”, “course 

evaluation” and “Objectives”) are closely associated with one another and form independent factors. 

These analyses also showed that within each block, there were several statistically weak items which do 

not cohere with the other measures. The current baseline ICE instrument consists of 56 items, which is a 

daunting task to complete. The ICE is generally administered late in the semester by the instructor of the 

course at the end of class. This is not a recipe for complete, unbiased, high-quality data gathering. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The committee advocates reducing the scope of the instrument to 15 substantive items. Five 

substantive items will be retained in each of the three evaluative blocks.  Based on the analysis of the 

self-rating section, we advocate not retaining the six current “self rating” items which address reasons 

why students took the course and had a fairly unacceptable reliability. This would reduce the total 

instrument to 15 questions. We also advocate a qualitative “box” where students can provide optional 

comments about the course instruction. 

 

Dr. Sheng’s analyses (Appendix E) show easy, empirically-driven cuts to arrive at three scales measuring 

instructor, course, and “objectives” evaluations.  The specific items identified are: 

 

Part 1 (Instructor):  Includes items 5-7, 9-16, 20 (alpha= .976) . 

Part 2 (Course):  Includes items 21-23, 27, 29, 37, 40 (alpha=.936). 

Part 3 (Objectives): Includes items 42-48, 50. (alpha=.970). 

 

To reduce the number of items to 15, Dr. Sherkat evaluated the content of each item in these factors to 

retain those with the most readily interpretable and generally relevant information about the three key 

arenas of evaluation. The final selected items are: 

 

Part 1 (Instructor):  Includes items 6, 12, 15, 16, 20. 

Part 2 (Course):  Includes items 21, 27, 29, 37, 40. 

Part 3 (Objectives): Includes items 42, 45, 47, 48, 50. 

 

Also based on the initial survey data that was collected regarding the current ICE instrument, an optional 

section should be provided where departments can add additional questions at their discretion.  We 

recommend that this is done at the department level to uphold consistency for additional departmental 

and/or program evaluation data collection. The length of this section should also be at the discretion of 
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the department to allow for as much flexibility as needed to address specific evaluation needs. However, 

it is suggested that this section be kept fairly short (5 questions) to keep the instrument at a reasonable 

length. 

 

 

Implications of an Online Course Evaluation 
 
The Committee discussed the implications of placing the instrument online.  A review of the course 
evaluation practices of our peer and aspirational institutions highlights the need for SIU to seriously 
consider replacing paper-based data collection with an online instrument.  Of all our peers (Table 1), 
only one institution continues to use a paper-based course evaluation instrument. 
 

Table 1 
 

Institution  Method 

Peer Institutions 

Auburn Online 

Iowa State University Online 

Kansas State University Online & Paper-based 

Ohio University Online 

Oklahoma State University Online 

Texas Tech University Paper 

Washington State University Online 

West Virginia University Online 

  

Aspirational Peer Institutions 

Louisiana State University  Online 

University of Colorado at Boulder Online & Paper-based 

University of Kentucky Online & Paper-based 

University of Missouri Columbia Primarily Paper-based & Online option 
also available on request 

Other Institutions 

University of Illinois – Urbana Champaign Online 

 
Currently the Office of Instructional Evaluation does have an electronic version of the ICE available for 
instructors who choose to provide the evaluation online rather than paper-based.  This option is 
available to any instructor who requests this format.  The Center for Teaching Excellence assists in 
placing the electronic ICE in their Blackboard or Desire2Learn course. However, placing course 
evaluations online is a complex process, and raises additional issues and concerns. 
 
Concerns 
 

 Current paper-based procedures prevent instructors from seeing the results of their course 
evaluations until after grades are submitted.  A course evaluation survey can be kept 
anonymous if administered in the Desire2Learn system; however, at this time the system does 
not prevent instructors from viewing the results prior to grade submission.  The Center for 
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Teaching Excellence is currently investigating this issue with Desire2Learn.  If it is not possible to 
restrict data availability, the question must be raised on whether it will be acceptable practice to 
allow instructors to see data before grades are submitted. 
 

 Alternatively, the survey instrument could be placed on SalukiNet. This option does create a 
variety of complexities that need to be considered.  Banner does have a generic survey tool in 
the system but this tool is untested in University system. 

o A customized survey through SalukiNet would require developing and writing an 
interface for this purpose. The data would then be stored in Banner. 

o It may be more challenging in this environment to provide the flexibility for 
departments to customize their surveys with additional questions. 

o Delaying grades to students as an incentive for them to complete the survey would be 
complicated in Banner due to the variety of ways to view grades in the SalukiNet system 
as well as the different date that grades are submitted. 

o It should always be recognized that when a system is customized, the system usually 
requires additional modification after regular upgrades to the system. 

o It is possible that extraction of data from Desire2Learn can still be loaded to the Banner 
environment for special analytic needs. This should be explored further. 
 

 3rd party software is available for the collection of online evaluations. Although these options do 
include additional expense, they should be considered before considering a home-grown 
approach. 
 

 Depending on the method chosen for administering the ICE, the ease of collecting data analytics 
may differ. The types of reporting results that are needed should be explored. 

 

 There is a concern that placing the ICE online would reduce the number of students that would 
complete the survey. Consider proving incentive to students to complete the online survey on 
their own time.  Making results available for public viewing would be a method to show 
students that their evaluations and comments are valued. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The committee recommends that the evaluation be administered online and proposes piloting an early-
mid semester online evaluation as soon as possible. This will require additional attention from a 
technical group to identify the best approach for administering the ICE. 
 
Although the committee proposes that the evaluation be administered electronically before a student is 
allowed to view their grade for the course, this may be require a customized system to implement. This 
option should be further explored.  
 
Identify a small technical team to develop an implementation plan.  Priorities for this team should 
include:   

 Examining the technical requirements of an online course evaluation system that is delivered via 
Desire2Learn or SalukiNet and determining the most effective approach. 

 Transitioning all paper-based course evaluation instruments to the online system 
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 Developing a mechanism for providing some level of flexibility for instructors or departments in 
the selection of evaluation questions 

 Maintaining anonymity of responses by stripping personal identifiers from all ratings and 
comments 

 Identifying incentives to maximize response rate  

 Monitoring the performance of the online rating system for accuracy and security 

 Reviewing technology developments and upgrades that can affect data collection. 
 
 

Managing FOIA Requirement 
 
The Board of Trustees, Southern Illinois University, states the following as the University’s purpose in 
compliance with the FOIA requirement. 
 

The public policy of the State of Illinois states "that all persons are entitled to full and 
complete information regarding the affairs of government and the official acts and 
policies of those who represent them as public officials and public employees" 
consistent with the limitations contained in Illinois' Freedom of Information Act 
(hereinafter "Act"). 5 ILCS 140/1 et. seq. 
Pursuant to Section 3(h) of the Act (5 ILCS 140/3), Southern Illinois University has 
promulgated policies governing access to public records of the University in conformity 
with the Act. The purpose of the policies are to provide timely access to public records 
in the possession of the University while, at the same time, protecting legitimate privacy 
interests and maintaining administrative efficiency within the requirements of the State 
Records Act. 5 ILCS 160/1 et. seq. 

 
According to the Illinois Compiled Statutes (ILCS) the public record is quite inclusive and 
therefore would include instructor and course evaluation data. 

 
(c) "Public records" means all records, reports, forms, writings, letters, memoranda, 
books, papers, maps, photographs, microfilms, cards, tapes, recordings, electronic data 
processing records, electronic communications, recorded information and all other 
documentary materials pertaining to the transaction of public business, regardless of 
physical form or characteristics, having been prepared by or for, or having been or being 
used by, received by, in the possession of, or under the control of any public body.  5 
ILCS 140/2 

 

To remain compliant, any and all results of the instructor and course evaluations must be made available 
upon request and in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act policies promulgated by the Board 
of Trustees, Southern Illinois University.   
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Appendix D:  ICE Review Survey Results













siu850554149
Typewritten Text
Appendix E:  ICE Form Item Analysis
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Appendix F:  Mid-Semester Evaluation
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