Teaching Evaluation: Panther180 Examples

In the Spring of 2023, KF-SCIS approved new Guidlines for Evaluation of Teaching. These Guidelines can
be found on the Faculty Policies page, available here: https://www.cs.fiu.edu/about/policies/faculty-

policies.

A key component of the new Guidelines is now the inclusion of additional sources of feedback, from
three sources: Student, Peer, and Self. The degree to which a KF-SCIS faculty takes into account these
sources of feedback (positive or negative) and uses them to improve their course(s) now composes 30%
of the KF-SCIS teaching evaluation (10% for each component).

On the same Faculty Policies page, there is a Repository of Resources available with pedagogically
documented options for collecting this feedback, as well as a Handbook that includes a step-by-step
guide (with visuals) documenting how to submit this information on Panther 180.

Note that as of this release, the rubric used for each of these components is as follows:
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Between all of these resources, KF-SCIS faculty can understand what to submit (the repository), how to
submit (the handbook), and how they will be evaluated (the guidelines). With this document, the intent
is to provide one additional resource: an example.

Following is an example of what the Teaching Evaluation Committee considers as a submission that
would earn a “5” on all three components (student, peer, and self). We have subsequently broken down
the key components of this submission that ensure all attributes of the above rubric are covered. Faculty
are not required to follow this same format, but they are encouraged to use any elements they find
useful when composing their own Annual Evaluations in Panther180.

Sources have been color-coded: Student, -, Self. This coding will not be available in Panther180, it is
only used for clarity in the example.



Activity: SPOTS
Results:
Comments
indicated a
need for better
Apple software
support, fast
pace, and
unnecessary
Zybook
sections.

Activity:
Gateway
Survey
Results: 50%
felt
unprepared,
37.5% could
not make
office hours.
87.5% said Las
were helpful.
37.5%
interacted with
LAs fewer than
half of the
classes.

Source: Student
Last Year’s Plan: Build a portal of resources for
Quartus/ModelSim for CDA3102. Status. Done,
the link is attached*.

This Year’s Interpretation: SPOTS indicated the
software support | provided for CDA3102 was not
sufficient (not enough Apple support)?, students
needed more time to learn software/VMs, and the
ZyBook is too inflated. Gateway Survey tells me |
have a strong but underutilized LA team.

Next Year’s Plan: Budget more time for interactive

sessions and software training. Review ZyBook
carefully, condense to essentials.




Notes on this submission:

1.

The answers are concise and to the point. This is a very key component. Faculty must
remember, KF-SCIS administration will be reviewing these for every faculty, and the longer the
paragraphs, the more challenging it will be to uncover key points. Please be direct in your

responses and include only what is necessary.

All of the information is included in Panther180. Faculty should not submit this information in
an attachment. KF-SCIS administration will first query Panther180 to obtain the results of this
table, then download attachments that are referenced in the table. Note: As a side-benefit, this
will help ensure (1), as the table in Panther180 imposes character limits on each column. All of
the responses above fit within these limits.

The answers have a structure. Although you are not required to supply a structure like this
example (i.e. Activity, Results, Interpretation, Plans) — providing it makes it much easier for the
administration to ensure all components of the rubric have been addressed.

When it comes to providing evidence for last year’s plan being followed, the faculty attached
evidence (marked with a *). Panther180 does allow you to attach files, and we encourage
faculty to attach for the purposes of providing evidence for following their prior year plan. Note
all attachments will appear in the first column (this is an uncontrollable attribute of P180); KF-
SCIS administration understands this.

For one of the prior year plans (marked with a +), this faculty member decided against following
through. This is perfectly acceptable, as they documented with a reason why.

For one of the next year plans (marked with a #), this faculty member said that the plan was the
same for peer feedback as for student. This is also acceptable, as the connection is clear
between less interaction time (peer) and budgeting more time for interactive sessions and
software training (student next year plan). You may very well find that multiple sources of
feedback point to the same type of intervention.

When interpreting results, the feedback source was always provided (i.e. “SPOTS indicated”,
“Gateway Survey tells me”). We encourage faculty to do this, as it completes a bridge for the
administration between the feedback source and the proposed intervention.

For one of the feedback sources (marked with a *), this example was able to draw a conclusion
regarding the effectiveness of last year’s plan, and build on the intervention for the next year.

Faculty are encouraged to reflect on their prior year plan and take advantage of every
opportunity to improve it based on the current year feedback, as this is in line with one of the
core values of the KF-SCIS Guidelines for Evaluation of Teaching, which is to encourage faculty to
view development as a continuous (not discrete) process.



