Lock Have University of PA
Student Evaluation Instrument Committee

Minutes of  March 17, 2008

(emended 3/21)

310 Sullivan Hall – Monday 11:10 to 12:00 pm
(Members: Troy Dermota, Jerry Eisley, Steven Rush, Denise Shoemaker, Andrew Talbot, Benjamin Green, Steven Guthrie)

A) Approval of Agenda – Moved by Steve Rush; seconded; approved
B) Approval of minutes from 2/29 – tabled
C)
General information and discussion


1)  Minutes.  Troy Dermota – There has been some confusion about what to do with minutes.  We need to determine where to send them.  Troy will find out the information.


2)
Meeting Times.  We need longer blocks of time for meetings.  Except for Steve Rush, Fridays are good times.  Steve has commitments for some Fridays.


We will meet on these Fridays 3/21, 4/11, from 11:15 – 1:10.



Proposes that we extend Monday meetings.  Drew Talbot has 12:00 Monday meetings.  He will try to move his 12:00 meetings.  Troy has a class which doesn’t get out until 11:00 on Mondays.



We will meet on these Mondays:





3/25 11:10 – 12:20  (Actually a Tuesday, but we have a Monday schedule that day) 

3/31  11:10 – 12:10

C) Old business

a.  Discuss administering the SOIS in electronic format

Haven’t head from Jan Bottorf re:  response rate; computer storage needs for electronic evaluations.  


Troy will contact Online Course Evaluations. com for an updated cost estimate.  (They had given us a cost estimate on 9/30/05.)


b.  Develop rationale for removing or revising existing instrument questions.


This was the last item of business.  Spent about 30 minutes.

1) 
As per Denise’s suggestion, decided to continue to discuss question items by category (in the survey report) rather than in a numerical order.
2)
Question #9 (survey questionnaire) / #13 of Survey Report (Rate instructor as a speaker)


Should it focus solely on how they speak (as it currently reads), or should it include other methods of communication?    (Note, all four “communication” questions focus on speaking, but not on other methods of communication.)  


In a related point, this question presupposes that lecture is/ should be the preferred pedagogical method to communicate course content.  Yet faculty can, and often do, use other pedagogical methods which “communicate” the course content.

Considerable time was spend discussing whether other methods of communication/ pedagogy should be assessed.  It was decided that other methods were covered elsewhere


Does this question relate merely/ primarily to personality?  Some people are excellent teachers without being excellent speakers.

Decision:  Delete question # 9, because it seems to be more a personality question.


If others outside this committee prefer to keep this question, then we need at least to delete “English fluency” because that evaluation based on English fluency is not in keeping with our emphasis on diversity, and tends to discriminate against non-native-English speakers.
3)
Question 14 (survey report)/ #11 on questionnaire.  (Instructor explains new/difficult material satisfactorily) 

Does #14 overlap with 16 (Provides helpful explanations)?  General consensus is that it does.


Decision:  Incorporate 16 into 14, and remove 16.  Revised #14 will be something like:


“14.  How often does the instructor explain difficult or new material satisfactorily, and provide helpful answers to questions in class?


This discussion was left unfinished.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Guthrie
