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San Juan College CQIN Project I
School of Science Quality Student Classroom Evaluation
San Juan College has joined the CQIN (Continuous Quality Improvement Network) as part of quality learning and activities on campus.  The network consists of community and technical colleges, formed to assist with active organizational transformation via out-of-the-box learning and sharing best practices.  The Network members share innovative ideas and initiatives, materials, successes, challenges, and failures.  The Network conducts workshops, seminars, and institutes on topics related to the purposes of the Network, and links with groups outside education for mutual exchange of ideas and practices.  The Mathematics and Science faculty, along with key administration members, were invited to participate in the first CQIN (Continuous Quality Improvement Network) project at San Juan College in the summer of 2003, since the annual conference theme centered on improving science.

The project team members attended the CQIN annual meeting in St. Paul, MN in August of 2003.  Faculty members Lynn Onken, Dr. Callie Vanderbilt, Gerald Williams, and Joseph Mischel were instructed to find a project idea or proposal that could be adapted to San Juan College and its students.  Although there were many quality sessions and team members participated in a variety of activities, one session in particular highlighted a quality process that the team felt would have a significant impact on student learning at San Juan College.  Team members attended a session given by Dr. Tom Viggiano of the Mayo Medical School, disseminating information about the Quality Student Evaluation process and the impact on improvement of curriculum and instruction at the Mayo Medical School. This project provided the model for the first San Juan College CQIN project.
While the San Juan College team viewed a number of possible projects for San Juan College, they felt the most significant improvement project would come from this improved process for student evaluations.  The purpose of the CQIN project is to revise the traditional Student Evaluation to one that provides more and better data for use by faculty in course improvement.  The first discussions centered on the differences in San Juan College students and the Mayo Medical School model.  The medical school student evaluation form needed revised language and process, to provide an effective evaluation by developmental and community college students rather than those at the graduate level.  In addition, the medical school used a student group summary of the comprehensive evaluations.  While this would be an effective method for summarizing the most critical changes necessary for a course, the method would be cumbersome for the number of students being evaluated at San Juan College.
It was decided the team would pilot an adapted student evaluation form (see attachment A) designed with simple language and additional questions about the student’s perception of themselves.  Faculty from the School of Science asked to participate in the pilot evaluation beginning in the fall semester of 2003 brought the project about 25 volunteers who agreed to administer the new form. It was further decided the form would be administered toward the end of the semester, with results available at the beginning of the next semester, and adapting the student group summary from the Mayo evaluation process would be part of the next phase of the pilot.
· The first phase of the project accomplished the following goals:  
· Development of an administration procedure and process

· Adaptation of the Mayo Medical School Student Evaluation Form
· Design of an on-line evaluation version
· Administration of the first evaluation of classes

· Design of the results format for departments and faculty

· Compilation of the first evaluation results

· Feedback to instructors in the pilot group
The project team wanted to provide an updated, easy to administer form so an on-line version was created for the first administration.  An instruction guide outline for administration was written, classes scheduled for computer administration, and the first sections tested.  The results included 368 students, 36 sections of classes, covering courses in seven different content or program areas. Results included the counts and percentages for each question of each class and course, with comments included on the individual instructor’s report. The instruction guide, an example of a course analysis, and class results are attached (see attachment B, C, and D).
The first administration is considered to be an overwhelming success.  The faculty response was universally positive in terms of the ease of administration and validity of the questions.  During the pilot administration, it was suggested that the URL be available in an easy location rather than the original access via URL, since students and faculty found this difficult to use to access the form. The URL link was placed on the School of Science homepage and students used the link to open the evaluation.  While this allows open access to the instrument, it also potentially will allow multiple evaluations and other administration problems.  It was decided this would be a temporary fix for the difficulty students experienced accessing the instrument.
Students responded favorably to the instrument and did not take any more time using this form than the traditional form.  In general, they responded to the radial buttons more favorably than the comments sections, selectively entering comment boxes. Several students requested we reduce the number of comment boxes.  Students did not appear to have difficulty using the form or typing the comments, and generally stated a satisfaction with the overall format.  Students especially liked the on-line administration of the evaluation and the use of radial buttons.
Students were concerned with the security of their results, asking if the evaluation form was tied to their computer log-in. Their concern centered on instructor access to the individual evaluation (whether instructors could identify the student). The project team will need to work with Information Technology to find a solution for security to protect the integrity of the instrument, student concerns about identification, and the overwhelming number of student evaluations that are potentially possible should this evaluation be opened as an option to faculty. Providing adequate access to technology during the administration period could prove to be problematic and the processing of the results needs further attention.
The next phase in the project will be a second administration of the initial instrument, with a formal survey of the faculty satisfaction with the process and instrument. The CQIN team presented the results of the initial pilot to the faculty during the beginning of the spring semester.  Instructors outside of the School of Science are interested in the evaluation, particularly as a model to adapt to other content areas.  Consequently, other instructors will be included in the next administration of the pilot evaluation.  The instructors who administered the new model in the fall will provide information for revision of the process for administration and guide.   A process for compilation and recording results will be developed, to provide timely results to faculty.
Challenges to the CQIN Project

The San Juan College CQIN Student Evaluation Pilot project has uncovered several challenges that will need to be addressed prior to implementation as a campus-wide option for student evaluation.

I. Information Technology

A. Laboratory Utilization

In the first pilot group, several of the classes scheduled students in a lab for a class period.  The evaluation period could easily overwhelm the labs and some of the instructors could not schedule a lab due to classes in session for labs.  Classes who ordinarily meet in a lab had no difficulty scheduling a time for the evaluation.

B. Laptop Utilization

Classes in the pilot who did not use a computer lab used a laptop cart in their classroom.  Again, one difficulty was in scheduling the cart and an additional problem resulted from the lack of technical assistance to the faculty member.  The laptops needed a minor change in preferences before faculty could use them to do the evaluation, leading to some frustration on the part of the faculty and students.  This was simple for the faculty once they were aware of the change to make.

II. Integrity

A. Student Security

Student access to the evaluation instrument was made available through a URL, which was placed on the School of Science homepage during the pilot.  Faculty and students had difficulty with using the URL (from email or typing), so it was decided a link to the instrument would simplify the process.  While this made access easy, students questioned whether faculty could identify them through the log-in procedure, or through the link.  It is essential that students feel the process will not allow individual identification.

B. Instrument Protection
When putting the link on the School of Science homepage, the instrument had no security to protect the integrity of the instrument.  An efficient method to prevent those who are not currently class members from access, eliminating duplication of evaluation, and assuring a list of those who have evaluated separate from those who have not completed the evaluation is needed.

III. Dissemination of Results

A. First Results

The first results were compiled through the use of an Excel file, with program, course, and section data results.  The original data was sorted from the large comprehensive data and comment file.  The comments were included in the individual instructor’s section, with hard copies distributed to all faculty in the pilot.  This required the design of a data sheet and results sheet for each program, course, and faculty member.  While a template for the data and results sheet was designed, the process was cumbersome and time-consuming.  A process for uploading the data into a database file and compiling results with a report are needed.

B. Process for Analysis
A process for course and program comparison, leading to course and program revision is needed.  In addition, this process could include a summative report, accessible to all faculty in the department, to assist in guiding the course and program improvement.

IV. Adaptation of Survey

A. Discipline Specific Surveys

Requests for the on-line evaluation, to adapt to specific disciplines and content areas, have already been received.  A process to adapt the evaluation instrument, selection to include particular questions for all evaluations, as well as those to be discipline-specific must be designed.

B. Adaptation to On-line Survey

An adaptation of the survey for distance education courses is additionally desired.  A specific question set for the distance education component needs to be developed.

