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Meeting on: 14 January 2013 
Conference centre, conference room 1.1 
The working group for evaluation of teaching 
 
Present: Berit Lassesen, Ken Henriksen, Eva Karring, Klaus Mors Kristensen, 
Lars Brian Krogh, Ole Sonne, Jonas Ostersen, Erik Østergaard, Jonas Geil 
Pedersen and Hanne Kargaard Thomsen (keeper of the minutes) 
Absent: Nina Bjerre and Hanne Birkmose 
 

MINUTES 

1. Discussion of the structuring of accounting by the mandate  
 

 Which universities/major main academic areas, if any, are to be in-
cluded in the accounting? Based on what inclusion criteria? 

 
The international group (Working group 3: Hanne S. Birkmose (coordinator), Ken 
Henriksen, Eva Karring, Erik Østergaard and Ole Sonne): 
 
The group has scrutinised various candidates and generally speaking, it was a chal-
lenge to find useful information on various websites. It will require personal contact if 
real experience is to be reaped from the practices within evaluation of teaching from 
the places. The following has been investigated: 
 
University of Oxford (Eva): The University has a “Department of Education - Univer-
sity of Oxford” which is an education department with several offices. Professional 
work is clearly being done with it. Berit said that quite a few of the people who were 
involved in developing the very carefully completed system of evaluation of teaching 
at the University of Sydney come from Oxford.  
 
University of Edinburgh: Berit looks into whether or not any inspiration can be 
obtained from there and will find a contact so that the international group can make 
further contact. 
 
Lund University (Ken on behalf of Hanne Birkmose): An “Office of evaluation” has 
been centrally placed. It is difficult to find satisfactory information on the website but 
certain principles for the completion of evaluations of teaching exist. These are based 
on the lecturer’s experience and the students’ experience. Furthermore, there is a 
summary of an evaluation of these. A couple of supplementary PDF files are attached. 
Content, form and organisation are not available on the website.  
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Berit looks into whether or not any inspiration can be obtained from there and will 
find a contact so that the international group can make further contact. 
 
University of Sydney (Ken):  
The university has a carefully prepared and highly well-defined system for evaluation 
of teaching and much of it is freely available on the university’s website. The evalua-
tions are organisationally rooted in the central, pedagogical unit.  Institute of Teach-
ing and Learning. Both academic and administrative staff are employed in the sec-
tion.  
 
The system has been under construction since 1999. Originally, all subjects were 
evaluated once a year. This was reduced to every other year and is now a form of 
stratified screening.  The evaluations are based on a central questionnaire: Student 
course experience questionnaire (SCEQ - enclosed to the minutes) but supplemented 
with various forms tailored to fit laboratory courses etc.  
 
The questionnaire can be answered by mail or electronically. The choice is free, but 
there is a subsequent reminder procedure and people have been hired to follow up. 
The method is linked up to a national evaluation policy. 
 
The best course programmes are awarded - 1-10, while, at the same time, pedagogical 
support is offered to the programmes needing support.  
 
Berit has a contact at University of Sydney. 
 
Ken’s circulated links: 
http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/sceq/SCEQ_questionnaire.pdf 
http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/sceq/ 
http://sydney.edu.au/education_social_work/learning_teaching/feedback/staff/use.shtml 
 
Umeå University (Erik): Contacted the university, there were no major initiatives of 
interest. 
 
University of Bergen (Erik): The university puts much effort into quality assurance 
and has a good website. Furthermore, Erik received some material but it looks like 
there is not much inspiration to be obtained from it.  
 
Regarding the German universities: Sparse information on websites.  
Eva contacts a university in Berlin in order to look into the relevance.  
 
Maastricht University (Ole): Seems like there is nothing of interest on their web-
site. 
 

http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/sceq/SCEQ_questionnaire.pdf
http://www.itl.usyd.edu.au/sceq/
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The University of Manchester (Ole): There is quite a lot of information on the 
website but it is difficult to get an overall impression.  That would require a personal 
contact. 
 
It seems like there are quite a few Canadian and American hits when searching on 
keywords regarding evaluations of teaching. University of Toronto conducted a major 
review on existing research within evaluations of teaching based on a Canadian per-
spective (2008).  Berit circulated the report to the group.  
 
 Working group 2: Klaus Mors Kristensen (coordinator), Jonas Os-

tersen, Jonas Geil and Nina Bjerre 
SDU (Jonas Geil): Jonas has been in contact with the Faculty of Social Sciences. SDU 
has a relatively thoroughly prepared evaluation system connected to the quality poli-
cy of the university. The system contains a sub-policy for methods of evaluation and 
for evaluation of teaching and also contains a number of requirements regarding im-
plementation of the evaluation of teaching within each subject. The plan is to be pre-
pared by the board of studies together with the lecturers. The plan must mention: 
frequency, method, feedback, follow-up etc. in order to provide freedom to plan the 
process. SDU has positive experience with survey exact.  
 
AAU (Aalborg University) (Jonas Ostersen): AAU is currently working on similar ac-
counting regarding evaluation of teaching. At present, questionnaires for most study 
programmes are available on the website (survey exact is being used). There is a cen-
tral procedure for evaluations of study programmes and teaching. Furthermore, there 
is a centrally developed form for evaluation of teaching which is tailored to fit each 
subject area. Experience shows that they have been too long. It is a requirement that 
the response rate is not below 60.  
 
RUC (Hanne K.): RUC has a thoroughly prepared and coherent system from policy to 
system to documentation. There is an evaluation policy/procedure on the website 
with a catalogue of possible evaluation methods. Furthermore, annual director of 
studies reports which recap and conclude on the quality of the subjects, including 
evaluations, are prepared.  
 
CBS (Copenhagen Business School) (Klaus): There is an evaluation strategy on CBS’s 
website containing purpose, what is evaluated, who will receive it, and how are the 
results being used. In part, common evaluation forms are used across study pro-
grammes.  
 
KU (University of Copenhagen) (Klaus): There is a central evaluation procedure con-
sisting of 1) Mininum standard for frequency of evaluation 2) A checklist for deter-
mining the evaluation procedure of the faculties 3) A checklist for preparing specific 
evaluation plans at the educational level and 4) A procedure for publishing summary 
evaluation reports.  Each faculty must prepare an evaluation procedure.  
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Summary 
International universities 
Based on the initial research, the working group agreed to focus on University of 
Sydney for the time being, probably Lund and maybe Edinburgh which would be in-
teresting to include in the report in correlation with the international part.  
 
If AU is to reap any real experience, the group agreed that an oral dialogue is neces-
sary in order to get behind the more or less well-described websites when it comes to 
evaluation of teaching. The group therefore aims to arrange a seminar with interna-
tional representation as soon as possible but awaits the budgets.   
 
Danish universities 
Based on the initial research, the group decided to enter into a dialogue with SDU 
and RUC as the group believes that especially good inspiration can be obtained from 
these universities.  SDU and RUC will be invited to one of the coming meetings so 
that the group can hear more about their experience. Jonas G. will contact SDU and 
Hanne K. will contact RUC. 
 
Furthermore, Berit and Hanne will prepare a draft for an accounting model which 
will be discussed at the next meeting of the group on 1 February.  


