The Citadel Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

	Meeting Date and Time:

	Thursday, November 16, 2006, 11:00 am

	Meeting Location:
	Daniel Library Instruction Lab

	Meeting Type:
	Regular


I. Call To Order
The Chair called the regular meeting of the Faculty Council to order. An agenda had been distributed previously by email; a copy of the agenda was displayed on-screen for attendees. The Chair welcomed those attending and asked if there were any additions to the agenda; there were none. 

II. Attendees
	Faculty Council Members (attending members shown by “x” in right column)

	Betterton, Carl
	Business Administration
	x

	Briggs, Patrick
	Physics
	x

	Brown, Kathy
	Education
	x

	Brown, Victor
	Military Science
	

	Calloway, Licia
	English
	x

	Comer, Steve
	Mathematics
	x

	Crawford, Kevin
	Chemistry
	x

	Davis, Jeff
	Civil Engineering
	x

	Foster, Sheila / J. Moody
	Business Administration
	x

	Grenier, Kathy
	History
	

	Gustafson, Danny
	Biology
	

	Heisser, David
	Library
	x

	McKinney, Mark
	Electrical Engineering
	x

	McNamara, Robert
	Political Science & Criminal Justice
	x

	Virginia DeRoma for Politano, Mike
	Psychology
	x

	Ramsdell, Keith
	Air Science
	

	Sinisi, Kyle
	History
	x

	Skow-Obenaus, Katya
	Modern Language
	x

	Templeton, Josey
	Health, Exercise, & Sport Science
	

	Thompson, Scott
	Naval Science
	

	Thompson, Tom (Chair)
	English
	x

	Margaret. Francel for Trautman, David
	Mathematics
	x

	Woelfel, Kay
	Education
	x

	Elizabeth Connor
	Guest
	x


III. Approval of Minutes from Last Meeting
The minutes of the previous meeting (26 Oct 06) had been sent to all members via email, and comments or corrections requested. The minutes as distributed were approved.
IV. Old Business
Charge to the ad hoc Committee on College Governance – Chair Thompson reported several names of those who has responded to the earlier call for potential members, and asked in the interest of broad representation who present might be willing to serve. Several members indicated willingness. By voice vote Council approved the following list of committee members, which includes all those who responded to the original call, plus those who volunteered:

Member

School
Brown, Kathy

Education

Davakos, Harry

Science and Mathematics

Greim, Peter

Science and Mathematics
McKinney, Mark
Engineering
Politano, Mike

Humanities & Social Sciences
Silver, Steve

Business
Sparks, Don

Business
Woolsey, Bill

Business
Zuraw, Lisa

Science and Mathematics
The charge from Faculty Council to this ad hoc committee was drafted and discussed. Generally wide latitude for the committee was thought appropriate. A question of budget needed by the committee was raised; Chair Thompson agreed to coordinate with the committee on potential financial needs. Following discussion the committee charge was approved by voice vote with no dissent as follows:

· Bill Woolsey (who volunteered first) to call the first committee meeting.

· The committee to elect its own chair.

· The committee to investigate various models of college governance.

· The committee to make a recommendation to Faculty Council regarding governance at The Citadel by the Faculty Council’s March meeting if possible, or the April meeting at
the latest.

V. New Business

Recommendations from Committee on Evaluation of Instruction – The committee has been referred to by several names; a motion to fix the name as “Committee on Evaluation of Instruction” passed without dissent. Elizabeth Connor presented the committee’s recommendations as summarized in a handout dated 16 Nov 2006, “SEI Committee Recommendations Related to Student Evaluations.” After discussion the sense of Council was that members should solicit wider comments on the set of recommendations from constituent faculty groups across campus. It was agreed that the summary of recommendations would be sent to members in electronic format (attached as Exhibit I).
Updates from Academic Board, Graduate Council, and Senior Staff meetings – Chair Thompson gave the following summation of recent activity:
· Provost Search is moving along. Good-quality applicants. Initial interviews in December, with finalists coming to campus in January.

· Academic Board might revisit the requirements for an “empty tube” at graduation. (Currently, cadets with as many at 17 hours remaining can, if they meet other criteria, walk at graduation. We might tighten up those requirements.)

· Deployed students – Chair Thompson brought this subject up at senior staff, and is still waiting on data from Jenkins Hall. Academic Board already has a proposal for the BOV to restart a modified veterans’ program—essentially, to broaden the definition of “day student” so returning vets would have the option of finishing as cadets or as day students.

· The early draft of the 2007/2008 Academic Calendar is available from Spike Metts.

· Grad Council voted to revise the MBA program, as well as to allow some requested changes in classes and programs in other schools.

· Physical Plant has begun talks with a parking consultant.

· BGEN Carter is working on a Survey Approval Committee to screen and approve surveys used on campus—both so we don’t violate IRB rules and so we don’t overwhelm cadets and faculty.

VI. Adjournment
The Chair thanked members for their attendance and efforts, and adjourned the meeting at 11:45 am.

Next regular Faculty Council meeting is 25 January 2007
Respectfully submitted, 
Carl Betterton, Secretary
Note for information - regarding the ad hoc Committee on College Governance members given above, after the meeting Kathy Brown asked to be replaced by Ken Murray (Education) on the ad hoc committee

Exhibit I

November 16, 2006    CEI Committee Recommendations Related to Student Evaluations

	Issue
	Choice 1
	Choice 2
	Choice 3
	Data to consider
	SEI Vote

	A. Form of quantitative student evaluation 
	On-line
	Hard copy
	
	Faculty survey input:

44% on-line

44% hard-copy

Please note:

67% of faculty surveyed agreed to online evaluations of their concerns could be addressed.
	Choice 1

	B. When student eval. should be administered
	Last week of class
	Last two weeks of class
	Last three weeks of class
	Faculty survey input:

· 35% last week of class

· 28% last 2 wks. of class

· 21% last 3 wks. of class
	Choice 1

	C. Controlled conditions used for completion of evaluations
	Academic building with computer facilities 
	Computer labs on campus (academic buildings or barracks)
	Any computer from any site at any time
	Faculty survey input:

· 54% favor academic building

· 25% favor barracks computer labs (proctored)

· 13% favor any computer from any site at any time
	Choice 1

	D. Low student response rates
	Entire class escorted to computer lab during class time
	Completion or decline affirmation yoked to grade release
	
	Research: 

On-line response rates ~ 60% 

Faculty survey input:

· 79% want controls

· 31%  >70% Threshold

· 36% > 80% Threshold
	Choice 2

	E. Limits to Anonymity
	Comments:   anonymous and confidential
	Comments:  anonymous, but not confidential
	Hard copy evaluation w/numerical ratings w/o comments
	Faculty survey input: 

Uncomfortable with threatening comments from students   
	Choice 2

	F. Written comments by students attached to ratings
	Student has ability for unlimited written comments
	Limit(e.g., 120 words) or eliminate written comments
	Invalidate surveys with vulgar or threatening language or use filter to eliminate offensive words
	Mentas D. (1991).

(Survey mode may affect yield of  threatening comments)

Wilkerson, J. M. et al. (2002).

(Mode effects were not significant; online versus hard copy surveys are equivalent related to socially desirable responses)


	Tie – Choice 2

Choice 3

	G. (In)sufficient attention to selecting and developing student evaluation instrument
	Selection
Retain existing evaluation instrument
	Selection

Pilot 2 or more new tools with current  to evaluate split-half reliability and validity (small sample)
	
	Pallett, W. (2006). 

(Lists insufficient attention to instrument selection as 1 of 6 abuses of student ratings when evaluating faculty performance)
	Choice 2

	
	Development
Periodic instrument evaluation by OIR
	Development
Ongoing instrument evaluation by OIR
	N/A
	
	Even Split 

–

Undecided


Mentas D. 1991. The effects of telephone, written, and in-person modes of survey administration and content threat on extreme responses. Dissertation Abstracts International 51(8-B): 4098.

Pallett, W. 2006. “Uses and abuses of student ratings.” In Evaluating faculty performance: a practical guide to assessing teaching, research, and service, edited by Peter Seldin. Boston: Anker Publishing.

Wilkerson, J. M., Nagao, D. H., and Martin, C. L. 2002. Socially desirable responding in computerized questionnaires: When questionnaire purpose matters more than the mode. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 32 (3): 544-559.










