In attendance:
/IDXUD 29'Z\HU
Anthony Annunziato
Sharon Beckman
Mary Ellen Carter
Chris Constas
Thomas Crea

Joseph Du Pont

Gregory Kalscheur, S.J.

PURYRVWIV $GYLVRU\ &RXQFLO
March 21, 2019Meeting
8:30-10am, Lynch Center, Fulton 515

& K DWiliam Keane

Jonathan Laurence David Quigley
Karen Lyons John Rakestraw
John Mahoney Patricia Riggin
Allison Marshall Akua Sarr
7TKHUHVD 271.HHIH Billy Soo
Mariela Paez Sasha Tomic
Claudia Pouravelis Thomas Wall

1. The summary of the February 14, 2019meeting was approved.t will be sent to the
SUHVLGHQWTTV 2IILFH $00 VXPPDULHWdbsiteimsibeérg/aleG RQ W
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open students to bias as they are not tied to a particular teaching methaaoiology
objective

X The more spefic the questions, the more useful the evaluation feedback will be.
Course evaluations are sometimes referred to as student satisfaction surveys and can
take on the feel of a popularity contest.

x Course evaluations may discourage innovative teachingpooaching difficult topics,
especiallyby nontenured faculty members.

x Course evaluations may lead to grade inflation.

X The current tool has no diagnostic element. queestiondravebeen in place for years
without any significant changes.

x Core and sence classes, and large section courses, are evaluated more harshly than
humanities and seminar courses.

Kathy gave an overview of some of the trends and features of newer course evaluations and
instruments used.
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less likely to generateseful feedback. Newer tools ask students more targeted questions on
learning objectives and outcomes. Some tools attémipélp studentsee thenselves as
stakeholder# thelearning experience, by asking questions about howaresgngaged.

Research also shows that narrative commar@ften overly subjectivean stray off topic,
and that the numbeof freeresponse questions should be limited to one. Thisoappr
however, could result in a loss of the additional feedback tisanietimeduried in the free
response gestions beyond the first one.

Billy Soo added that feedback from the deans and department chairs indicated that while they
do read the commesyt they generally focus on the two primary questitheg ratethe
professor and the coursm an overall basis Freeanswer questions caalso be very
inconsistent. Kathy added that students easily get off task and talk about things unrelated to
the couse or the instructan the open answer section.

There is also a trend of asking faculty to complete an annual reflection narrative on their
teaching for the year based on the course evaluations.

As a result of the findings, subcommittee was formed to look at the existing system, and
suggestlternatives. The hope is that a new course evaluation system will be ithglyear
after next The subcommittee is looking at two primary questions:

x What kind of questions wilprovide the most meaningful feedback?
x What kind of report is going to help faculty make sesfs@and act on, the feedback?

The subcommittee hdsoked at the existing platform (Blue) and an alternative (IDEA). One
benefitto Blueis that the school owrtbe instrument BC has autonomy to create or change
guestions. Thens additional functionality withirthetool that is not currently being utilized



that could be exploredAn added positive to continuing to use Blue is thatdleauld e a
pilot of any new evaluation instrument.

IDEA hasfour instruments with differing numbers of questions (7, 12, 18, andnf)ding
guestions on learning goalslectedy the instructor. It provides a comprehensive diagnostic
with feedbackfor the faculty memberas well as the ability to create a repibrt provides
information on the course to students. &an also be aligned with NECHfEandards, thus
centralizing data for accreditation need®EA would however come at an additional cost
and BC would not be able to run a pilot before adopting it.

A council member asked abothe inherent bias iblind evaluationsKathy explained that
blind evaluations were administered ancontrolled experment where a faculty member
taughttwo onlinesectionsand wasunidentifiableby the studentsin one section, the faculty
member waslenotedas male and in the other, femaléhe evéuationsfrom the female
identified faculty membewvere significantly bwer than the one where the same faculty
member was identified as makathy added that by focusing the questions on methodology
and course organizatipthe student will be forced to answer



Montserrat inclusion are made bKH 2I1ILFH Rl J)LQDQFLDO $LG DQG ZKL
package may change from year to year, they remain a Montserrat student throughout their four
years at BC.

Jeremiah provided some additional information on Hesskd financial aid. Nedzhsed
finandal aid assumes that the parent and student are primarily respdosfiiancing college
costs,anddDPLO\fVY DELOLW\ WR SD\ LV GHWHUPLQHG WKURXJK
X Federal Methodologydetermines eligibility for Federal and State funds
X Institutional Methodology+determines eligibility for BC funds

In the past, students were selected on Pell Grant eligiliBlitlyin recent years, BC reevaluated

how need was beindetermined and Pell eligibility was removed as a determining factor.
Institutional Estimated Family Contribution (EFC) provides a more accurate depiction of need
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range, with an EFC of $24,485 or belawe eligible for the Montserrat progna

Yvonne then dlked about resources that Montserrat is able to provide to students, through
partnerships with a network of offices on campus, including Athletics, Campus Ministry,
Learning to Learn, Student Affairs, UGB@ndthe Volunteer and Service Learning Center,
among others. These collaborations allow for Montserrat students to have access to passes for
athletic events, tickets to campus events and plays, sdaiating for trips and retreatand

direct access to regsentatives from partner offices

Through a partnership with lofmation Technology Services, Montserrat \ah$ to start a
laptop loan program, which allows students to check out a laptop for use during the semester.
Additionally, the Office has cul



conversations. She talked about the overlap thi¢ghLearning to Learn Office whichlso
provides significant support to first generation students. Jahesmaded that the office strives

to help them navigate financial aid and billing, a process that is complicated for many students,
andnot just first gneration.

A council member asked if there was a way to connect first generation students with faculty
who were first generation students themselves beyond the work that athletics does in that
regard. Another member noted that many faculty and staff may not beawiaeevork that
Montserrat does, but who might be willing to donate if they were made more aware. Yvonne
responded that there is a firgrgeration group on campus, and thatGtice is working on

ways to more meaningfully connect students and facoétgnbersand to get the word out on






