
Course Evaluation System Committee Meeting 
October 27, 2016 

 
Updates:  Center for Disability Studies reached out to Debbie Halbert for ADA complaint; meeting is 
tentatively set for the week of Nov. 14th; Debbie will report back to the committee the outcome of that 
meeting.  The Nursing Dept. met for pilot program in spring; meeting with Hae-not set yet.  Tentative 
institutional questions and gen ed questions needs to be formulated soon.  Since ACM has been slow to 
commit to piloting, it was suggested that another department be contacted to pilot. 
Working doc-remove colors; reformatting; Jessica downloaded the data for data analysis. 
Yao has some recommendations already even though she is not complete with analysis. 
 
Next steps:  Pilot the institutional and gen ed questions with Nursing.  How should the committee survey 
the institutional questions?  Town Hall meeting? 
 
One dept emailed Deb (astronomy vs. astronomy in physics) which are two separate departments, asked 
that they be both included separately.  It was noted that they do not have a dept. chair which is the 
reason one dept was not polled. 
 
Gen Ed:  years ago there was an attempt to implement questions; failed mission.  Learned there was a 
whole lot of questions specifically for WI courses.  Top four listed on handout provided by Hoku.  Sample 
questions using the SALG model (1-5).  Can the two different scales (eCafe vs. SALG) be implemented 
into the new evaluation syste?.  Deb suggested that they go back to the Board and discuss that.  Sample 
question #3 seems less likely WI focused and overlap with institutional questions.  It was discussed that 
SALG questions were direct, but not the scale.   Also suggested that we vet the chosen questions to a 
diverse set of departments for applicability.   
 
Institutional Questions (aggregated data):  The possible institutional questions and their wording 
continued to be discussed.  There was some debate about how many questions and what the specific 
question wording to include.  We now have 10 institutional questions, but it was noted that some 
faculty will not include individual-level questions and some departments may not do so either.  Thus, it 
may be that the length will not be a problem. 
 
Suggestions:  Yao is doing a qualitative analysis on the last section of the survey; waiting for Hae’s 
response on the low response rate-waiting issue; we do need to figure out how to communicate to the 
students that the results will be used so that students feel more confident and willing to complete the 
survey. 
 
Next meeting scheduled for Thursday, November 3, 2016. 


