Facul ty Eval uati on Revi ew Subcommi ttee M nutes
Tuesday Novenber 5, 2002
3: 30 pm Oxendi ne Sci ence Buil di ng, Room 105

Menbers present: Danny Davis, Merrill MIller, Jean Sexton,
Vel i nda Wori ax

Menmber s absent: Jim Frederick, David Maxwel |, Peggy
Opitz

l. Call to Order: Velinda Wriax called the neeting to
order at 3:55 p.m

1. Approval of the Mnutes from October 1, 2002: The
m nutes were approved with the correction that Jean Sexton
was excused fromthe |ast neeting.

I11. Approval of the Agenda: The agenda was approved as
di stri but ed.

V. dd Business

A Gat hering of copies/information of m nutes from
| ast year: Velinda Woriax gathered copies of the ninutes
fromlast year and summarized | ast year's activities for
t he subcomm ttee.

B. Revi si on of Student Eval uation of Instruction:
Jean Sexton reviewed the results of the survey from | ast
year. Fifty-seven surveys were returned. The foll ow ng

guestions had the highest percentage of Strongly Di sagree
responses:

Was avail able to student outside of class

Knew when students had mastered the concepts or skills
present ed

Assi gned grades fairly

Chal | enged students and required an adequate anount of
wor k

Respected students and treated them as worthwhile
persons

The text and other materials that students were
required to purchase were relevant to the course and
useful .

Di scussi on about the source of the weakness of
t he above questions focused on two themes. The first one
was the question of the students' ability or inability to
know how the instructor knew that students had mastered



mat erials or assigned grades fairly to the class as a
whol e. The second

t henme was the problemthat some questions conmbined two
guestions into one. Answers to that type of question cannot
identify true strengths or weaknesses because it cannot be
known if the answer applies to the first part, second part,
or both parts of the question.

After nmuch discussion about if and how to proceed with
altering the questionnaire, the notion was nmade by Merril
M1l er and seconded by Danny Davis, "The Subcomrittee is to
| ook at the questions and try to inprove the weaker ones.™
The notion passed unani mously. Jean Sexton volunteered to
draft sonme alternative questions to bring to the
Subcommi tt ee.

After discussion about when the questionnaires were
di stributed and how or if the results were used, the notion
was nade by Merrill MIler and seconded by Danny Davi s,
"The Subconmmittee is to address the issue of parity of how
t he surveys are used and conducted within the departnents.”
The notion passed unani nously.

C. Clarification of policy on flow of material in
Tenure and Pronotion Process: After a close review it was
determ ned that there are sonme di screpanci es between the
"Typi cal Cal endar of Events for Tenure and/or Pronotion”
(p. 4A-57-59 in the Faculty Handbook) and the "Interim
Clarification for 2001-2001 [i.e. 2002] Academ c Year and
Procedure Proposal FLOW CHART with TIME LINES." This was
tabl ed until the Decenber neeting.

V. New Business: It was suggested that the subcommttee
exam ne the issue of portfolio design guidelines.

VI . Announcenents: The Subcommttee will nmeet in the 1st
fl oor Conference Room (Room 105), Oxendi ne Sci ence Buil di ng
at 3:40 on the follow ng days:

Decenmber 3, 2002
January, no neeting
February 4, 2003
March 4, 2003

April 1, 2003

VI1. Adjournnent: The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m



Respectfully subm tted,

Jean Sexton, Secretary



