Lock Haven University of PA
Student Evaluation Instrument Committee

Minutes
Wednesday December 2, 2009 from 12:20 PM to 2:15 PM in Sullivan 310
Members present: Troy Dermota, Jerry Eisley, Steven Guthrie, Jonathan Lindzey, Andrew Talbot
A) Selection of a secretary
AT volunteered to act as secretary for the meeting

B) Approval of Agenda

The agenda was approved on a motion by JL and a second by SG.

C) Approval of Minutes from Nov. 17, 2009

Tabled until next meeting pending completion

D) Motion to make this the last meeting of the semester by JL, second by BF

E) Report on the APSCUF membership meeting discussion of the SOIS revision

SG and TD attended the meeting at which there was a large attendance. The rough draft of the survey was given to EC. The faculty at large asked if they would get to see the document before it was implemented. They were assured they would see it and have input into its development. TD reported that he has not received any feedback from EC on the revisions. 

A suggestion was made to put the revisions on the @Faculty email so as to engender discussion or comments, but the committee didn’t feel that was the right forum for this matter. The question of taking it back to the EC was raised, but perhaps it would be better to get it to all faculty when we believe we are done with it.  It was suggested that we send it to department chairs and ask them to gather and summarize their faculty’s comments. We would still need some forum for individual responses.
Some faculty noted a need for normative data and comparative data w/department and university. This is a potential, depending what provider we go with, but this data’s usefulness is questioned. Someone asked for a Laptop Initiative question to be on the survey—our response is to believe we need to focus the survey, not expand it to cover every possible question request for specific areas.

F) Course Eval online SOIS trial

TD read from the minutes about the possibility of doing a trail. Much discussion and debate over the essential elements of a possible study of the differences between in-class vs. online administration took place. The main issue regarded what type of data we need and how much we are willing to do to get it. If we want specific student information, so that we can tell the responders vs. non-responders, student informed consent forms would have to be used. This would alter the survey experience and threaten generalizability of the results. It was decided to keep the study as simple as possible. The data would be faculty-level only. IRB approval is necessary, as reported by AT. In addition, we need to have consent forms and other documents before proceeding.
G) The literature review being worked on by AT was determined to wait until the Spring when we have our own data and can add that into the analyses gathered from other studies

H) Fall timing of the SOIS.

There was some discussion of moving the evaluation up to the 11th week of the semester, as proposed by SG. JL believed that would be too early. BF noted that often there are more new concepts being presented in the later classes, but he also thought that students know before midterms if the teacher is “good.”

I) New survey questions
Not addressed
The committee members were charged to review the Revised SOIS document, specifically to denote category use and placement of questions.
Meeting adjourned at 2:15 pm

Respectfully submitted

Andrew Talbot
