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OVERVIEW

Western Carolina University uses an online course evaluation system, CoursEval™, for
gathering and disseminating the results of student assessment of instruction. The process and
procedures for student evaluations are the same across the campus so that data collected can be
as uniform as possible. These policies and procedures are outlined in this short handbook. It is
recommended that all faculty review this document. Student assessments are often referred to by
the acronym SAI (Student Assessment of Instruction). This term refers to the on-line
evaluations done using the CoursEval system. SAI data are an integral part of the
reappointment, tenure, and promotion process at WCU.




Table of Contents

HIStory and BaCKGrOUNG .........cuoiiiiiiiie ittt ettt sbe e nreas 4
EVAIUALION FOIMS ...ttt sttt b e b et e s ae e nbe st e b e e nbeeneenreas 5
SBCTIONS ..t bbb Rt b et bbbttt ren e 5
0] 0 (T 1Y 0= TP U PP UPPPUPRPPPR 6
Evaluation Of Cross-liSted COUISES .......uuuieiie it it e e e e et e e e e e e 7
THMEIINE .ot b bbb e b et bbbttt 8
COUISEVAl SPECITICS ..uvivieiieeie ettt e et e te e e s te e teesaesreenreeneesnaenneans 9
What Students RECEIVE ANU SEE........ciuiiiiiiiieee ettt nneas 9
What Faculty Members RECEIVE ANT SEE .......ccvviieiieiiiie e 12
GEIING RESUITS ... .ottt e st et e s e sre e aeeneesbeesteeseesteeneesneenneaneenrens 14
Frequently ASKEd QUESTIONS .........oiieieiie ittt ettt sre et esneesteennesnaenneens 19
FPOM STUBNTS ...ttt et et b e be et eeneenbeeneesneenne e 19
(0 = oL ] Y PSS SS 19
QUESEIONS OF PrODIEIMS ...ttt ettt e et e e sbe e st e e sbeeebe e saeesnbeeree e 22
AnNnotated BibHOGIrapNY ........coiiieice e 23
Appendix 1: Default Survey Instrument Selection Criteria..........ccccoeviviieviveresieseese e 29




History and Background

Student Assessment of Instruction is important to both faculty and administrators. The work
involved with reviewing and implementing an online process was considerable.

Previous SAI used Scantron sheets as evaluation tools. The software system used for this
function became increasingly unreliable and finally obsolete. Additionally, the University of
North Carolina’s General Administration mandated that all UNC system universities create a
uniform mechanism for measuring performance.

A WCU SAl task force formed and agreed with the GA mandate: compiling university-wide data
on student assessment of instruction would be useful. Any new SAI would need to demonstrate
uniform and universal bases for evaluation. The task force also recognized that WCU was
offering a greater diversity of courses than in the past. SAI instruments would need to be able to
work for many different types of courses and to offer enough flexibility to address the distinctive
aspects of WCU’s many departments and programs.

The Faculty Senate investigated the SAI issue and generated a list of standardized questions to
be used in course evaluation. As a result, 12 different form types of SAI questions were created.
These form types applied to different types of courses. This system satisfied the two goals
outlined by the task force. A resolution adopting these 12 “master” question sets was passed by
the Faculty Senate in 2005.

A task force was then created to review online course evaluation systems available through
current software used on campus. Online evaluation systems provide a uniform approach for
gathering course evaluation information (thus meeting the GA mandate). The task force
determined the logistics of online course evaluation and investigated three potential solutions:
WebCT/WebCat, Banner, and Ultimate Survey. For logistical reasons (privacy, customization,
product support, etc.), these solutions were deemed as not feasible options.

A new task force was created to investigate outside vendors that could provide online SAI
systems. This task force selected Academic Management System’s product CoursEval3. A pilot
program was conducted in Spring 2007 and included five volunteer departments: Psychology,
Political Science, Applied Criminology, Marketing and Business Law, and Chemistry & Physics.
The results were evaluated to determine the utility and efficacy of the online system. Upon
review, the pilot project was successful and implementation was recommended for campus-wide
use.

CoursEval became open to all faculty and all departments as of
the Fall 2007 academic year. Response rates have steadily
increased and the University conducted a full validation study
to ensure that the results of these evaluations provide faculty,
administration, and departments with the necessary
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information. Oversight of the CoursEval process is now shared
among The Office of the Provost, the Office of Institutional
Planning and Effectiveness, and the Faculty Senate.

Evaluation Forms

Sections

The form is divided into five major sections reflecting the “seven dimensions of teaching” as
described in the Faculty Handbook:

Organization and Clarity

Enthusiasm and Intellectual Stimulation
Rapport and Respect

Feedback and Accessibility

e Student Perceptions of Learning

Each section contains four statements. These statements vary by course format. Response
categories follow a Likert-type format with response options of:

Strongly Agree / Agree / Disagree / Strongly Disagree / N/A

A typical set of questions used for the “Standard Course” form is below:
Organization and Clarity

My instructor is well prepared for class meetings.

My instructor explains the subject matter clearly.

My instructor clearly communicates course goals and objectives.
My instructor answers questions appropriately.

Enthusiasm and Intellectual Stimulation

My instructor is enthusiastic about teaching this course.
My instructor presents the subject in an interesting manner.
My instructor stimulates my thinking.

My instructor motivates me to do my best work.

Rapport and Respect

My instructor helps students sufficiently with course-related issues.
My instructor is regularly available for consultation.

My instructor is impartial in dealing with students.

My instructor respects opinions different from his or her own.




Feedback and Accessibility

Assessment methods accurately assess what | have learned in this course.

Grades are assigned fairly.

The basis for assigning grades is clearly explained.

The instructor provides feedback on my progress in the course on a regular basis.
Student Perceptions of Learning

My instructor advances my knowledge of course content.

My instructor promotes my understanding of important conceptual themes.

My instructor enhances my capacity to communicate effectively about the course subject
matter.

My instructor encourages me to value new viewpoints related to the course.

To see all the formats and the questions being used in each format please refer to the following
website http://www.wcu.edu/8356.asp.

Form Types

The WCU Faculty Senate adapted the twenty statements from the Standard Course form to suit
the variety of courses being taught across campus. If a faculty member is dissatisfied with the
Standard Course form, there are eleven other possible formats including:

o Activities Course

o Hybrid Course

« Independent Research Course

« Internship, Practica, and Clinical Course

¢ ITV-Delivered Course

o Laboratory Course

o Lecture/ Lab (Project) Course

e Lecture/ Lab (Traditional) Course

¢ Online Course

¢ Seminar Course

« Standard Course

o Studio-Performance Course

Click on the links to see the statements available for each format.

The default instrument used for each course is based on the combination of the course’s
instructional method and the schedule/activity type, part of the course information in Banner.
(See Appendix 1 for more details.) Each semester a list is compiled by the Office of Institutional
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Planning and Effectiveness and distributed to each department head. This list indicates all of the
courses for which evaluations are slated to be conducted, the instructor(s) associated with each
course, and the default instrument that has been assigned to each course. Should a faculty
member desire to implement a different assessment form for a course, he/she should consult with
his/her department head prior to the beginning of the term.

Evaluation of Cross-listed Courses:

Many of the courses coded as cross-listed in Banner need to be combined to represent a single
course section for faculty evaluations as well as have the appropriate default instrument selected.
Since courses are cross-listed for various reasons it is difficult to determine which courses to
combine as one and to select an appropriate default instrument. Therefore the following
guidelines will be used.

Guidelines for Evaluating Cross-Listed Courses
Courses which are coded as cross-listed in Banner will be setup for Course Evaluations using
the following procedures:

1) An instructor’s cross-listed courses which have the same level (UG/GR), instructional
method and schedule/activity type, and are under a single department will automatically
be combined into one course evaluation for a given evaluation period.

2) Graduate and undergraduate courses which are cross-listed will be evaluated separately.

3) For all other cross-listed courses which a department wishes to have evaluated as one
course, the department head must inform the Office of Institutional Planning and
Effectiveness (OIPE), and identify the courses as well as the evaluation form to be used.
Examples are (a) cross-listed courses with different delivery methods which are
essentially the same, such as cross-listed EDHES31 lecture sections with face-to-face and
ITV delivery methods; (b) cross-listed multi-departmental courses which are identical
except for the course name, such as BIOL 361 and CHEM 361.

The standard files sent by OIPE which request changes to course evaluation forms will contain
additional fields which will identify cross-listed courses and will allow department heads to flag
those courses falling under #3 above which they wish to have evaluated as one.




Timeline

For courses with a 15 week duration:

The SAI period shall begin on the Sunday three weeks before the beginning of finals week and
close on the Sunday one week prior to the beginning of finals week, thus SAls will be open for
two weeks.

For courses with duration less than 15 weeks and greater than four weeks duration:
The SAI period shall begin on the Sunday two weeks from the end of classes and close on the
Sunday of the final week of classes, thus SAIs will be open for one week.

For courses with duration less than four weeks and greater than or equal to two weeks:

The SAI period shall begin on the day five class periods from the last class period and close prior
to two (including the last class) class periods from final class period, thus SAls will be open for
60 hours.

For courses with duration less than two weeks:

The SAI period shall begin three (including the last class) class periods from the last class
period and close prior to one class period from final class period, thus SAls will be open for at
least 48 hours.

The Office of the Provost issues the dates when CoursEval will be open before each semester
begins. Faculty are strongly encouraged to put these dates on syllabi as it helps both students
and instructors remember opening and closing dates of assessments.




CoursEval Specifics

What Students Receive and See

CoursEval will be open when approximately 80% of the course is completed. During this
period, email notifications will be sent to students’ Catamount email accounts indicating that
course evaluations are now open. These emails include instruction about when and how to log-
on to the CoursEval system. The University will also have banners, flyers, and billboards
displayed on campus that encourage student participation in the program. Figures 1 — 3 illustrate
student views of CoursEval.

Course Evaluation

Announcement oty o ey

Dear Roland, If you have problems logging in
please reply to this message or click
here.

Please use the information in this message to access our Course
Evaluation site and complete the course and faculty evaluations available = =
to you. Login Information

** We welcome your feedback on the course and the instructor. Please be User Name: rdeschain
aware that, because this is a course that has five or fewer students in it,
yvour professor may be able to determine from whom your comments came.
In this course, as in all courses regardless of their size, your instructor will
not see your cornments or ratings until after final grades have been
submitted. **

If for any reason you are unable to use the log-in buttons to the right, ' ™
please use the following: ogin Now

Password: =

Your User Narme is: rdeschain

Your password is the same password that is normally associated with this
user name.

(For students, this is the password you use to log in to MyCat., For
employees, this is the password used to log in to Outlook through the
Internet.)

Here is the link, (You may need to copy and paste this into your browser.)
http:/fcourseval.wcu,edu

If you experience difficulties, try clearing your browser of cookiesftermp
files; in Internet Explorer you can go to Tools, Delete Browser History, and
delete the Termporary Internet Files and Cookies,

If you are still experiencing difficulties, email wecucourseval@email.wecu.edu
for assistance. Please include your 92# and a description of the problem.

Course Avallable

Courss Ham & natructoris)

Humber until

BTH 119 hirodecton © Algebra Dean, Eteard [N Rl )
ENG 233 Themes v Early Amercan Lierature Waker, Swanal [ G =t e ]
HIS 212 Cobalal Lath Amerka Deepacan, Aaron (1Yt
PHI3ID Mock ny Araktic Thowght A, Jack L1200

Support email: wou evalBemai.n
Link to Site: 1t pEV L8

CoursEval~

Figure 1. Initial email to students.




‘Wastern Carolina University S _ . ot e
Undergraduate and Graduate SUrvey = &l og Ou ame

Survey List

Click the 'Open Survey' button to view a survey questionnaire. Buttons with green pages indicate you have begun completing the survey, but have

not finished.
Course E
't'e" Sl

Clinical Practicum Il NSG486B2 81 B. Gamer

Course
HEs)

Nursing Science Il NSG486B2 81 B. Gamer

2009 Spring - Internship - 3M5 - 3/22 Survey

2003 Spring - Standard Lecture - 3/15 - 322 Survey

Figure 2. Student view of the CoursEval website.
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Test curvey for bralning (200610 2008

Gourses Information
Cowrss Name: TR101 01 - CoursEval Training
Department:  Training
InsEructer:  wr caf Mount

F you have questions or comments about this sureey, ciick [here] to send a message to e sureey adminksatorn.

* 3tandard Cource Form
Mound, Cat A

Organization and Clarfy  (Moent, Cat A
Te mark ol quastions i ths secticn e Mot Appabis, Sick bare: E‘l-

1) My metrusdor Ic well preparsd for clacs e
" gwongly Agree - Agres ' Disagree - Strongly Disagree - Mot Agpiicabie

3 My imsirucior sxplaing the cubdeot matier olaarky.
Efrongly Agree Agre=  * Disagres Btrongly Disagree. “' Mot Appikcakie

3 My imstrucior olearly sommunicates soures goals and obdeotves.

-

2 Bfrongly Agres Agre= - Disagres o Edrongly Cissgres o Mot Azpilcabis

4] My mstrusior quast] apgprop V-

i ssrongly Agree Agre= - Disagres ' Biongly Disagree ' Mot Aopllcable

5] S Frogims

Enthusiaem and inbsliootual 3fmulabion  (Wount, Cat A1
Tex sark all quastion in his seion i Mot Applicabie, Sick Fara: Dl-

£ My insirustor lc snthmciactis abowt tesching this cowrncs.

© swongly Agree © Agre= ' Dismgree 7 Grongly Dismgree ' Mot Agplicabie

& My Insiruotor prasanic the cubjsct I an Interecting manner.

© prongly Agree 0 Agres 7 Disagree 7 Btrongly Disagree 7 Mot Agpiicabie

71 My mstrusior shimulsies my thimking.

* swongly Agree O Agree ' Disagpree ' Strongly Disagree 7 Mot Acpilcabie

8 My Instrustor mobivates me to do my bast work.

Figure 3. Student view of survey.
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Open-Ended Questions

The SAI also contains a section with the following two open-ended questions:

1. Describe the best aspects of this course.
2. Describe changes that could be made to improve the course.

Students have a text box in which to respond to these questions.

All open-ended responses are viewable only by the specific faculty memberand department head.
Open-ended responses may be included in reappointment, tenure, promotion, and annual
evaluation documents. The inclusion of open-ended responses is at the discretion of individual
faculty.

The open-ended questions were selected to provide formative information, i.e. be constructive in
helping faculty to continue to improve teaching. Faculty may choose to use them as part of the
summative evaluation, however, that is not the primary purpose.

What Faculty Members Receive and See

Faculty members receive a message several days prior to their CoursEval opening. Then an
additional email is sent to the faculty member alerting him/her that CoursEval is open (Figure 4).
Approximately half way through the CoursEval period, a second email is sent to the faculty
member indicating the percentage of students that have responded at that time (Figure 5). At this
point, it is appropriate to remind students of the importance the CoursEval process and
encourage them to participate.

Course Evaluation

An n n m n t Western Carolina Uniwversity
o u c e e Undergraduate and Graduate
This message is notification that course evaluations are now open to If you have problems logging in
students for the following courses: please reply to this message or click
here.
Courss = Survey
Number wction Course Name Clowe 5 )
- Login Information

MTH 1 1264 Intodection © ARl LG5l cr ]

MTH 223 o3 Lhvear Agebia Cha000e

MTH 433 1231 Eplraton b Ak TactAkeba IR E )

User Name: rdeschain

Experience has shown that faculty members who encourage their students Password: 2

to participate in evaluations obtain a significantly higher response rate than
those who do not. Please take a moment to discuss the evaluation with
vour class and encourage therm to participate in the process.

Thank ! -
SR Login Now

Course evaluations will be available for faculty review at the end of the I king the bu ybave
terrmm. In you have any questions or experience any difficulties, please ake e Survey
contact wocucourseval@ermail. wcu, edu or call 828-227-3042, AN T Sy SOl it the

Support email:
Link to Site: Ly

CoursEval>
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Figure 4. First faculty notification that CoursEval is open.
Course Evaluation

Announcement

This is a CoursEval update. If your response rates are lower than you would  If you have problems logging in
like, please remind your students about the evaluations and ask them to :"“*‘{“ reply to this message or click
participate. Thank you! aste.

Evaluations for these courses will be closing on: XXXKXKKRKK Login Iriformation

Couse

Number FECUN Conrse Name Epeced Receked

MTH 119 1250 hiodicton © AKebia 0 72 User Name: rdeschain
MTHZ23 034 Lhear Akgebra s k)

Password: »

Course evaluations will be available for faculty review at the end of the
terrn. In you have any questions or experience any difficulties, please

contact weucourseval@ernail. weu.edu or call 828-227-3042. .
Login Now

Support emall: woucoursevalBemaid.weu.edu
Link to Site: nii; vl AMse 2 1/ etw eval.asp?i=51

CoursEval®

Figure 5. Email to the faculty indicating response rate.
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Getting Results

After final grades have been recorded, a last CoursEval email will be sent to the faculty member
indicating evaluation results are available. This email contains password and username
information. Faculty will go to the CoursEval site and enter their personal user name and
password. These are usually the same as the Outlook passwords (i.e. not 92 numbers). Once
logged into the system go to reports, then evaluation reports. Be sure that “view” is set to
“comparative”.:

©) Evaluation Reports - Mozilla Firefox
File Edit Wiew History Bookmarks Tools Help

@ > c ¢ &Y ‘-_L:]lhttps:nwww.ams—“"' C Jets] id=C¥28conid_naf G5635 <7 - [G]- £ .-4) "

[ 8] Mast visited 5 Latest Headlines P Getting Started | | Western Carolina Univ...

COther Log Out

Reports Help

Western Caroling University
Undergraduate and Graduate

I Evaluation Reports Cat Mourt l
Survey Type: 1 Survey Year: Survey Period: Survey Status: Survey:
| Standard (» | [ Show &+ | Show All ¥ | Closed % | Show &l v |

%

Include
A

;. Course Responsible Resp. | Resp.
Suryey Name Year Period Frinirein Course Name Close Date . b T 7
Bumber Eaculty Recvd | Exp. | Rec'vd | 141] [None|

Test survey for training 2007 200710 TR101 01 CATeval Training Mount, Cat A 10M8/2007 5 -] 100%
Test survey for training 2009 | 200910 TR101 01 CoutsEval Training Mourd, Cat A 02/23/2000 - 5 A00%

2 recoms found.

Figure 6. Summary Screen on CoursEval for survey results.

Please note that evaluation reports are available indefinitely as long as the faculty member is
employed at WCU. The reports are not available once a faculty member leaves WCU.

To view course results, click on VIEW REPORT in the upper right-hand corner of the table on
the screen. This opens a new window that lists the results for each course section that has been
selected with a check mark on the right side. It should look similar to the following report
(Figure 7):
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Test curesy Tor traiming
200810 2008
Cowrgs: TR0 01 - CoursEval Training
inctrssdor:  Mr. Cat Mount

* giandard Course Form
Organkzation and Clariy

@ My Insfnecion |z wel prepared for Class mesiings.

@ My Insnecion explsins e subject mafer ceary.

@ My Irsecior cearly communicales courss goals and cbjecives.
@4 My Insinecior arswers guestions approprialely.

* aiandard Courcs Form
m and of an

@E My Instnecion |5 enfusiasic shout imaching this course.
@ My Insinecior presents. he subject In an infenesting manner.
@7 My Insfnecior sSmulskes my Sinking.

G My Insfnecior moliveries me fooda my best work.

* giandard Courss Form
Rappori and Recpeot

@ iy Insiructor heips. shidents sufliclenty with course-reivied [ssues.
@0 Wy Insiructor ks reguiarly malable for corsulsion,

@1 Wy Instructor ks impariial in desling wilh sudents.

@2 My Insirucior nespecs opinkons: diferent from his o fer ocsn.

* aiandard Coures Form
Faadiaok and Aooscelbiy

@3 Assessment methods acourately assess what | fave leamed in inls course.
@ld Grades are msigned falry.

GE The basis for assigning grades |z clearly sxplained.
@18 The insinuctor provides feedhack on my progress. in e course on a reguiar basls.

* 3iandard Courcs Form
Sludent Parosptions of Learning

GAT Wy Insiruchor advances my noaledge of course conlent.
@18 My Insiructor promobes mmy undersianding of Imporiant conoapiual hemes.

@B Ky Inslructor enhances my capachy o communicaie efacively about fhe course subject maker.

G Wy Insiructor sncourages me 1o vaiue new deapolnis refaled foine course.

FaouRy: Mounk, Caf &
Gumcilom: Decoribe the best acpecic of this sourss.

Recponcs Rate: Bo.00% (4 016)

1 The Instuctor Ewplains CONCepts FEaly CIEay and Sy Nas bme i mest aflsr class.
| hawe ieamed somuch from s class.

| reaily ik the wriing assgnments.

Wesharn Carolina Universty
Undergraduats and Graduabs

Departmamt  Traming

Rexp. Aeovd [ Expeobed: S/5
Mdount, Cat &
Racponess Indiidual
£ I v S 11 = B, Mode SO, N Mean
3 1 a 1 4 4 117 & a2
4 1 a o 4 4 A1 B a8
z 2 1 o 3 34 5 B a2
z 2 1 o k] 34 5 B a2

Responses: [3.4] Strongly Agres=34 [A] Agree=3 [O] Disagree=2 [30] Strongly Disagree=1

Mount, Cat &
RBcponces Indvicual
[3&] B m [0 ked hiod 0. N kiean
4 1 a a 4 4 A0 [ 18
F 3 a a 3 3 ] L3 1.4
z 3 a a 3 3 A3 [ 1.4
1 4 a a 3 3 A0 [ 3z

Recponcsc: [3.4] Strongly Agres=1 [&] Agreze [O] Disagres=2 [30] Efrongly Disagres=1

Mount, Cat &
Recponces Inidlvidual
(B8  [A [ [EO) Iz, o ED0. N Memn
4 1 o [ 4 4 AD B 8
2 1 1 o 3 4 E-r 4 a3
2 z a 1 3 34 110 & o
2 3 o o 3 E Ag B T4

Responesc: [3.4] Strongly Agres=3 [A] Agres=3 [O] Disagres=2 [30] STongty Disagres=1

Maounk, Cat A
FOSDonEDs Indheidual
[B&] 4 D] [#0( Med Aode S0 N Mean
2 3 o a 3 E] 43 B 34
4 1 o a 4 4 41 & 38
3 2 o a 4 4 43 B a8
2 2 1 a 3 34 J5 B 32

Recponcsc: [3.4] Strongly Agres=1 [&] Agreze [O] Disagres=2 [30] Efrongly Disagres=1
Mount, Cat &

ABEponces
Pelcscte
E-
32
3.4

e,
]
3
3
4 8

REER:

ww-nug
momomo;m E

HowW ok NE

D (e
o o
o a
o a
o a

F
3
3
4
Responcss: [34] Strongly Agres=d [&) Agres=3 [O] Disagree=2 [30]

|
i
i

This |5 one of e best courses il | Foee ever ken ot Weslern, The insfnecior |5 really helipful and does everyihing pessible o heipus eann e molerial | ik e format of e s,
4 eeen though | really hase D spend lols o ime siudying - | o2 ke K5 worb i | lke e assignments. The grading seems fair and reasonabie. | f2ei Ik the Inshucior pushes me o do
' besk vk | Svink: | will sven be abis o wse some of The assignments in 2 portiolo when | go o job Inkerdews!

FaouRy: Mounk, Caf A
Guecilon: Decoribe changes that could bes mads to Improve the ooures.

Figure 7. Typical detailed CoursEval report.
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Scaled Responses

Results are broken down into the five major categories of the Student Assessment of Instruction.
To view the report by category, stay on Evaluation Report, but change the view to “individual”.
Faculty will be able to see how many students Strongly Agreed (SA), Agreed (A), Disagreed
(D), Strongly Disagreed (SD) or N/A with each of the five categories provided in the evaluation
form. These qualitative responses are then converted into their numerical equivalents as follows:

Strongly Agree

Agree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4
3
2
1

To the right of the number of responses received in each category, a table provides the median,
mode, standard deviation, the N, and the mean for each category and for the course as a whole
(Figure 8).

) Survey Report - Mozilla Firefox
Edit View History Bookmarks

File

“_] ‘ https:ffwww.ams-host2.com/etw/etsfet.asp

CEX

Tools Help

Test surveyfor training
200910 2008

Western Carolina University
Undergraduate and Graduate

Course TR101 01 - CoursEval Training Departmenrt: | Training
Instructor: | Mr. Cat Mount # Responses: | §
Faculty: | Cat Mount

Results Summary by Question Category/Sub-Category

Done

Mount, Cat A

Question Categories / Sub-Categories Responses Individual

(59 | 8 | © | (50] | Med. | Mode | $O. | N | Mean
$1 | Organization and Clarity 71; [ G 7 2 [ 71" | 4 4 | 85 20 34
§2 | Enthusiasm and Intell | Stimulati ] 1" 3 3 50 20 35
$3 | Rappont and Respect 10 7 1 1 4 4 A1 19 34
54 | Feedback and Accessibility 1 2 1 4 4 59 20 35
$5 | Student Perceptions of Leaming 9 1 3 3 50 20 3.5
C& | * Standard Course Form 50 | 43 4 | 2 4 4 B7 93 34

Responses: [SA] Strongly Agree=4 [A] Agree=2 [D] Disagree=2 [SD] Strongly Disagree=1

www.ams-host2.com ) @

Figure 8. Summary CoursEval report.
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Each category -labeled S1, S2, etc. - represents four individual questions. To get result
breakdowns by individual question stay on Evaluation Report, but change the view to
“comparative”. (See instructions under Open-Ended Responses below)

To print results, look to the upper right-hand side of the Main Screen for the word “PRINT”
(Figure 10). This will open a new window with a printable version of the report.

J Evaluation Reports - Mozilla Firefox

Ble Edt Yew Hgory Bookmarks Took beb
6 - € X 0l wwsn host2.c st acpPrecappid=CYZticonid_Sri=MBOYWENIHS# %2 -] [B=]coooe P|

[ Most Visited 5. Latest Headines @ Getting Started | | Western Caroina Univ...

Wertern Caroling University
Undergraduste and Graduste

| Evaluation Reports

Survey Type: Burvey Vear: Survey Period. Survey Stalus: Survey:
Standard v‘] Show Al v}l Show Al + | | Clozed | | Show Al v]

Bazo. | %
- ' + . . : B m .
Tt survay for training 2007 | 200710 TRIO1O1 CATaval Training Mount, Cxt A 102007 5 -] 100% |:;|
Tast survay for training 2000 | 200910 TR0 041 CoursEval Teaining Mount, Cmt A ONZI009 [ -] A00% E]
| | | | | | 1 | | - —

Figure 9. Retrieving reports from main results page.

J Evaluation Reports - Mozilla Firefox

Fle Edt Vew History Bookmarks Tooks Melp
6 +~ C X & ulv fi host2.comfetw/ets), d id WENIIHS# 2 - G- +| =

L8] Most Visked 5 Latest Headlines ’Gﬂﬂw&u’bad _‘] Wastarn Carolina Univ. .

‘Waestern Caraling University
Undergraduale and Oraduate

| Evaluation Reports
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Figure 10. Main results page.

Faculty should include these reports in reappointment, tenure, and promotion documents as well
as annual faculty evaluation dossiers. The exact format for including information in these
documents may vary by department and college.

Open-Ended Responses
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Open-Ended responses can be located in two places: a) the Evaluation Report where the view is
set to comparative or b) the Detailed Report when the Overall Report is clicked (Figure 11). In
the Detailed Report, a full report can be viewed (including scaled and open-ended responses) for
each individual class. Color charts are also provided. The responses to the open-ended
questions follow the scaled responses on this report. They appear in individual text boxes
(Figure 12).
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Question: | Describe the best aspects of this course,

| Response Rate: | 80.00%  (d40f 5)

1 | The instructor explains concepts really clearly and always has time 1o meet after ¢lass,

2 | | have leamed so much from this class,

“w

I really like the writing assignments.

This is one of the best courses that | have ever taken at Westem. The instructor is really helpful and does ewverything possible to help us leam the matenal. | like the format
of the tests, even though | really hawve to spend lots on time studying - | feel like t's worth . | like the assignments. The grading seems fair and reasonable. | feel like the
instructor pushes me to do my best work. | think | will even be able to use some of the assignments in a portfolio when | go to job interviews!

=

Faculty: | Mourt, Cat &

Question: | Describe changes that could be made to improve the course.

Response Rate: | 80.00% (40f5)

1 | | wish the tests werz more spread out overthe semester.
2 | We covertoo much materal in a short time.
3 | The syllabus is confusing. Other than that, | can't really think of hing. This profs is llent, and | would definitely recommend this course to my friends.
: .Nuthing
| 1,
Done www.ams-hostz.com () (@

Figure 12. Open-ended student responses.
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Frequently Asked Questions

From Students

Why are student assessments of instruction important?
Student evaluations are important for two reasons. First, individual instructors can
and do use student assessments to improve their teaching. Second, student
assessments are used as one of several factors in judging the teaching component in
reappointment, tenure, and promotion, as well as salary determinations.

What if I don't want to evaluate my courses?
While students are strongly urged to complete course evaluations, the process is
voluntary.

Will my evaluations be confidential?
All evaluations are kept strictly confidential.

When are the evaluations shared with faculty?
Faculty are only allowed access to the evaluation after all grades for all course
sections for the semester have been posted.

Can | see past evaluations of WCU faculty?
Access to past evaluations is not available.

From Faculty

How does the use of online course evaluation systems like CoursEval affect response

rates?
This answer depends a great deal on how the program is administered; the
bibliography of this manual has suggested readings. Variation in response rates exist.
Most research indicates that the initial phases of implementing an online course
evaluation system will result in lower response rates than traditional paper systems
(the average is approximately 30%; WCU had a pilot response in the mid-40's). Itis
expected that response rates will improve over time for online evaluation methods.

What can | do to improve response rates?
Faculty can help increase response rates by announcing to students the change in the
evaluation system and leading a discussion in class on how their evaluations are used
by the individual faculty members and the University. The University will be using a
variety of methods to inform students about the new CoursEval system including
banners, posters, and radio announcements on WWCU-FM. In some departments
administrative staff or department heads may visit classes to make announcements to
the classes.

Computer labs are available on campus and faculty can reserve time to facilitate
evaluations as a class. Again, reminding students and identifying ‘time lines’ on the
syllabi are beneficial. It is not acceptable policy to provide extra credit or incentives
to students for participation in the evaluation process.
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How will the use of CoursEval affect the quality of student responses?
Available evidence indicates that no difference occurs in quantitative ratings
(comparing online and in class written evaluation formats), and that written
comments (both positive and negative) tend to be longer in online evaluations than on
evaluations filled out by hand in class.

How will I know if my students have filled out an evaluation?
Faculty members receive a midpoint report by email during the evaluation period.
The reports indicate the number of students who have yet to fill out the evaluations,
but will not identify individual students. Similar reports will go to department heads.

How long do students have to complete the evaluations using CoursEval?
The evaluation period will last from 2 weeks to one day depending on the length of
the course and takes place near the end of the course. For the more usual 15 week
courses, for example, course evaluation occurs in the two weeks prior to the last week
of classes.

What will be done with the evaluation results once they have been entered? Who gets to

see them?
Currently, the information is stored by Academic Management Systems, the company
that hosts CoursEval. The information will be accessible to the same people that get
to see faculty paper-based evaluations, i.e. individual faculty and department head. It
will also be made available to the Office of Institutional Planning and Effectiveness,
but that data will be compiled and distributed without attribution to individual
instructors. Faculty will be able to read student responses and view summary reports
(sample reports) after the evaluation period ends and grades are posted.

How do | know to which type of Student Assessment of Instruction (SAl), i.e., lecture, lab,

seminar, etc., my course is assigned?
The default instrument used for each course is based on the combination of the
course’s instructional method and the schedule/activity type, part of the course
information in Banner. Each semester a list is compiled by the Office of Institutional
Planning and Effectiveness and distributed to each department head. This list
indicates all of the courses for which evaluations are slated be conducted, the
instructor(s) associated with each course, and the default instrument that has been
assigned to each course. Should a faculty member desire to implement a different
assessment form for a course, he/she should consult with his/her department head
prior to the beginning of the term.

20




Do I have to use CoursEval? Can I use supplementary evaluations?

Yes to both questions. The UNC PACE evaluation process has identified the paper-
based course evaluation system as an expense that can be reduced dramatically
through the use of technology. Thus, the paper system is no longer operational at
WCU and there are no other options available. Also, with the growing number of
courses being taught online, these evaluations are the only option.

Faculty are invited to supplement the data from the online evaluation forms with

other instruments; however, the costs of such supplements will be borne by the
department or the individual faculty member.
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Questions or Problems

What do | do if I have a problem with or question about CoursEval?

If the problem is largely technical in nature (login problems or difficulty viewing certain
screens,), contact WCUcourseval.email.wcu.edu .

Contact Information:

Alison Joseph

Research Specialist

Office of Institutional Planning and Effectiveness (OIPE)
H.F.R. Administration Building 440

Western Carolina University

Cullowhee, NC 28723

(828) 227-3042

Email: ajoseph@email.wcu.edu

If the problem or question relates to using the data to improve teaching scores, faculty are urged
to discuss the matter with the appropriate department head. The Coulter Center is also available
to the faculty member for guidance and assistance.

Contact Information:

Dr. Anna McFadden

Director and Professor

Coulter Faculty Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning
Office: Hunter 182

Phone: 2093

E-Mail: amcfadden@email.wcu.edu

Web page: http://paws.wcu.edu/amcfadden
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courses the study found that women were more likely than men to respond, students who earned higher grades
were more likely to respond, and students with a higher overall GPA were more likely to respond. For two
courses the online evaluations had a slightly higher average item rating. For the other course 2 significant
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These annotations were compiled by Scott Krajewski, Augsburg College,
krajewsk@augsburg.edu and by OnSet: Online Student Evaluation of Teaching in Higher
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Appendix 1: Default Survey Instrument Selection Criteria

Default Form

Instructional Merthod

Schedule/Activity Type

1. Standard Lecture F Lec, Peo
2. Lab Torm T Lab

3. Online Form 0, 0A

4 Lec/Lab Trad. Combo departmental selection only

53 Seminar Form F T.es. Sem
6. ITV-Delivered Form I

7. Activities Form F ICA

8. Studio-Performance F Prf Rcet, Stu
9 Intern-Practica-Clinical |F Cln, Cop, Int, Std
10. Independent Research |F Ind, Res, The
11. Hybrid Form C

12. Lec-Lab Project Crs F Llc
INSM Code= Description

C Face-to-Face and Online Combo

F Face-to-Face

I ITV remole

e Online: Specific Time to Login

0A Online: No Specific Mtg Times

Schedule Code Description

CLN Cliniecel

COP Cooperative Education

ICA Informal Credit Activity

IND Independent Study

INT Internship

LAB Laboratory

LEC Leeture

LES Lesson/Individual Instruction

LLC Lecture Lab (in same section)

ONL Online

FEO Phys Educ Outdoor

FLA Placeholder Tracking Only

FRF Performance/Recital/Ensemble

RCT Recitation

RLS Independent Reszarch

SEM Seminar

STD Student Teaching

STU Studio

THE Thesis

WEB Web
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