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Task Force Meeting Dates or Selected Members/Summary of Actions
	Date
	Change Description

	6/8/2015
	· Open Discussion about challenges of current SET

· Goals for creation of new SET

· Focus areas to assess with new SET

· Evaluated existing tools, comparison of other tools, resources available

· Develop timeline

	6/29/15
	· Creation of main ‘categories’ to focus questions
· Discussion of use of tool primarily for formative assessment
· Set parameters for tool

· Started drafting questions under ‘categories’

	7/8/2015
	· Presentation by Academic Management Systems

· Suggestion of running one semester free pilot of system

	7/20/2015
	· Finalized questions under each ‘categories’ for tool

· Discussed process moving forward to implement pilot

	8/12/2015
	· Presented questions for tool to Faculty Senate Rep Group
· Volunteers solicited for pilot

	5/23/2016
	· Reconvened task force with sales representative, Sally Garvin, from Academic Management Systems, now called Invoke Education to review pilot that ran during the fall 2015 and spring 2016 terms in CourseEval. 
· Discussion was facilitated after presentation to commit to the new Student Evaluation Tool developed within this task force and to commit to utilization/collection of data from this SET with CourseEval

· Discussion of utilization of this SET would need to occur for a minimum of 3-5 years to develop validity and reliability

	6/29/2016
	· Creation of implementation process for CourseEval was discussed with selected group of stakeholders as determined by Dr. Jody Woodworth, VPAA
· Implementation of NMC SET through CourseEval set for Fall 2016

	7/6/2016
	· Drafted in collaboration with VPAA communication regarding CourseEval as well as feedback survey to determine final SET questions

	8/3/2016
	· Discussion with CourseEval Rep to implement training day for September 6, 2016

	8/15/2016
	· Finalized SET questions with VPAA based on feedback survey

	8/17/2016
	· Presentation at CREATE! Half Day Teaching and Learning Development Event to introduce and educate faculty on SET


1 TASK FORCE OVERVIEW
Create what was termed a ‘home-grown’ student evaluation tool for Nebraska Methodist College to facilitate moving away from the independent, standardized tool currently used across the majority of the college.  This task force was developed per request of College Administration in response to needs expressed by faculty, Program Directors, and Academic Deans. 
2 PROJECT CONDITIONS
2.1 Essential Objectives
· Question: What are essential elements we as faculty envision a SET should assess?
· Fundamental principles and theories 

· Learning

· Critical Thinking

· Synthesis of Information

· Engagement

· Student

· Faculty

· Pedagogy

· Implementation

· Innovation
· Course Management

· Organization

· Objectives

· Expectations

· Assignments/Coursework

· Feedback/Interactions

· Constructive

· Faculty to Student

· Student to Student

· Quality vs. Quantity

· Frequency and Timing

· Question: What are ideal parameters for a SET?
· Universal usage

· Applied at Associate, Bachelor’s, Master’s, and Doctorate level

· Ability to have tool interface with current Learning Management System

· Online Administration

· Faculty and Student Friendly

· Reliability and Validity of tool

· Maintenance of Professionalism

2.2 Project Challenges
· Low Response Rates
· Multiple faculty per course

· Multiple course settings (clinical, laboratory)

· Survey fatigue

· Class/sample size

· Online Delivery

· Understanding/Utilization of data

· Education about use

· Cost
3 PROJECT SCOPE
3.1 Goals and Objectives of Task Force
	Goals
	Proposed Objective

	1. Increase response rates
	· Set parameter to minimize survey fatigue
· Established maximum of 15 questions

-Only have 3-5 questions per Category
· Create one survey to encompass multiple faculty
· Aggregate data from multiple survey periods for courses with small sample size or infrequently instructed to obtain better perspective of data
· Delivery of survey must interface with existing LMS

· Improved visibility and education regarding use of SET to both students and faculty

	2. Establish Categories for Assessment Questions
	· Course
· Teaching

· Learning

	3. Develop questions within each Category
	· Reference attached draft Student Evaluation Tool Questions v.2

	4. Implement Pilot of Student Evaluation Tool 
	· After demo from Academic Management System it was agreed to pilot utilizing their product

· Survey Monkey discussed to be utilized

	5. Establish Reliability and Validity of Student Evaluation Tool
	· Utilize five point Likert Scale

· Will be in progress after pilot


4 RESOURCES UTILIZED

4.1 Local and Other Institutions

· Various Task Force Members Provided Knowledge and Resources from local intuitions that are comparable in size, program offerings, and/or institution structure

· College of Saint Mary

· Clarkson College

· Bellevue University

· Other Sources

· Iowa State University of Science and Technology: Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching

· Berkley University of California: Center for Teaching and Learning
· Academic Senate at San Francisco State University. (n.d.). Online student
evaluation of teaching effectiveness feasibility study and pilot project. Retrieved from http://senate.sfsu.edu/committee/online-eval 
· McCracken, B., & Kelly, K. [for Academic Senate at San Francisco State
University]. (2011, December 6). Online course evaluations: Feasibility study project plan and draft report. Retrieved from
http://senate.sfsu.edu/sites/sites7.sfsu.edu.senate/files/assets/committee/online-eval/OCE_ProjectPlan_v8.pdf
4.2 Investigation and Alignment with Best-Practice Information

· Chickering, Arthur & Ehrmann, Stephen C (1996).  Implementing the seven principles: 
Technology as lever, AAHE Bulletin, October, pp. 3-6.
· 1.   Good practice encourages contacts between students and faculty.

· 2.   Good practice develops reciprocity and cooperation among students.

· 3.   Good practice uses active learning techniques.

· 4.   Good practice gives prompt feedback.

· 5.   Good practice emphasizes time on task.

· 6.  Good practice communicates high expectations.

· 7.  Good practice respects diverse talents and ways of learning.

· Utilization of this tool was a cornerstone focus and was already utilized as a source for the graduate programs when developing their student evaluation tool questions 

· University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Instructor and Course Evaluation System

Center for Teaching Excellence, Measurement and Evaluation

· The Instructor and Course Evaluation System (ICES) is a computer-based system for obtaining student ratings of instructors and courses. With this system you select items or complete rating forms which you consider to be the most appropriate for evaluating your course. This catalog contains over 600 items and 4 complete forms.

· Spooren, P., Brockx, B., & Mortelmans, D. (2013) On the validity of student evaluation of
teaching: The state of the art. Review of Educational Research. 
DOI: 10.3102/0034654313496870
Retrieved from: http://rer.sagepub.com/content/early/2013/08/12/0034654313496870
· 2005 National Schools of Character: Award Winning Practices.

Published and distributed by the Character Education Partnership
5 FINAL STUDENT EVALUATION QUESTIONS FOR PILOT STUDY

· All Questions utilizing a 5-point Likert Response

· Strongly Agree

· Agree

· Neutral

· Disagree

· Strongly Disagree

· 1. The instructor actively assisted /facilitated my learning in the course.
· 2. The instructor provided feedback according to the stated time-frame.
· 3. The instructor provided feedback intended to improve my course performance.
· 4. The instructor was approachable and available for assistance.
· 5. The overall teaching and learning strategies contributed to meeting the course objectives.
· 6. I have a better understanding of the subject matter as a result of this course.
· 7. The course content contributed to my learning in this course.
· 8. The assigned course work contributed to my learning in this course.
· 9. The student-to-student interaction on assignments and/or discussions played an important role in contributing to my learning in this course.
· 10. The course challenged me appropriately for the subject matter, learning objectives, and course level.
· 11. The course was well planned and organized.
· 12. The course was easy to navigate.
· 13. The course objectives and expectations were clearly stated.
· 14. Any additional comments:
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