
Graduate School Of Public Health 
Educational Policies and Curriculum Committee 

Agenda for June 16, 2016 
 

1:30-3:30 p.m. 
110 Parran Hall 

 
 

A. New Business: 

1. Essay/Thesis Standardization Policy, Martha Terry  

2. Quarterly MPH Committee Update, Martha Terry  

3. OMET Update & Standard School Questions, Robin Leaf  

4. 2016-17 Workshop Ideas, Robin Leaf 

5. EPCC Web Form Progress – Process Question for the Committee, Robin Leaf 

6. Review Spring Core Course Evaluations, All 

7. Course Description Update Process, All 

8. Early Admissions/3-2 Program, Eleanor Feingold  

9. Approval of EPCC May Meeting Minutes, All 

B. Closed Session 

1. Student Record Review, Spring 2016 Semester, Mary Derkach 

 

Next meeting: July 21, 2016 | 1:30-3:30pm, Parran 110 

 



Suggested Language, 

Recommendation for School-Wide Policies  

Related to Completion of the MPH Essay/Thesis 

Drafted by a Working Group of the Pitt Public Health MPH Committee 

Nancy Glynn, Jeremy Martinson and Martha Ann Terry 

 

[NOTE: These recommendations are being made as a consequence of discussions at the MPH 
Committee meetings about faculty experiences with the essay/thesis.  There are common 
concerns across the seven departments in the Graduate School of Public Health (Pitt Public 
Health), about the essay/thesis process, which seems to be deteriorating over the last year or 
so but particularly in the spring of 2016.] 

 

I. Requesting committee chair/main reader and/or faculty advisor  and additional 
committee members/readers 

Students will confer with their academic advisor or other designee about the 
essay/thesis in the semester prior to the one in which they plan to graduate. 
Requests to serve as committee members/readers will be made to faculty members 
by students no later than the end of the semester prior to the one in which 
students plan to graduate. 

II. Timeline for submitting drafts to committee members/readers 
 
 The chair/main reader and student together will determine the timeline for 
submitting drafts, as many as are needed, so that the student can produce a high-
quality paper and graduate on time, without putting undue pressure on readers. 

 

III. Students will submit the final version of the essay/thesis to committee 
members/readers at least two (2) weeks prior to 
a.  the defense date, in the case of the thesis, or 
b. the final upload date, in the case of the essay.   
c. Requests for extensions to complete work on the thesis/essay can be made of 

Student Affairs only by the director of the program or the student’s primary 
reader. Student Affairs will not grant extensions directly in response to student 
requests. After the readers have indicated their final approval of the 
essay/thesis by turning in the fully-signed ETD form to Student Affairs, 

Commented [RAL1]: Make as a note, not part of the 
policy.  



students may work directly with Student Affairs on formatting issues and any 
extensions that may be required for those.    

d. Not adhering to this timeline can result in the failure of the student to 
graduate in the desired semester, necessitating registration for an additional 
credit in another semester. 

Students are expected to keep their main advisor apprised of all correspondence and 
discussion with their thesis committee members or essay readers.  Students and their thesis 
advisor/essay main reader should discuss the process for getting feedback from other readers. 

The master’s essay/thesis is a scholarly work that reflects the student’s acquisition of 
knowledge, ability to synthesize information into a well-organized, coherent document, and 
development as a professional. While quality of the paper and extent to which feedback from 
outside readers is incorporated are up to the discretion of the student’s department, there is 
an expectation that papers will be high quality and that feedback from all readers reviewed 
and considered. 



Proposed University-Wide Questions (SEEQ Dimensions) 
 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
 

1. The instructor stimulated my thinking. (Learning) 
2. The instructor was enthusiastic about teaching the course. (Enthusiasm) 
3. The instructor presented the course in an organized manner. (Organization) 
4. The instructor maintained an environment where students felt comfortable asking 

questions. (Group Interaction) 
5. The instructor was available for assistance when needed, (Answer only if you sought 

assistance.)  (Individual rapport) 
6. Instructor presented points of view other than his/her own when appropriate. (Breadth) 
7. The instructor provided helpful feedback.  (Examinations) 
8. Homework contributed to understanding of the subject. (Assignments) 
9. Express your judgment of the instructor’s overall teaching effectiveness.  (Overall) 

(Ineffective, Only Fair, Competent, Very Good, Excellent) 
 
 
 
SEEQ Questions 
 

• The Students’ Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) is a widely used body of 
questions. SEEQ questions are categorized into nine dimensions of teaching, learning, 
enthusiasm, organization, group interaction, individual rapport, breadth, examinations, 
assignments, and overall.  

• The SEEQ instrument has been exhaustively researched. Statistical tests repeated over 
13 years (with responses from approximately 50,000 courses and almost 1 million 
students in a wide range of disciplines at both the undergraduate and graduate levels) 
have shown that SEEQ is both valid and reliable1, 2.  

• A set of 9 questions from the SEEQ Item list. 
• Many of the questions currently used throughout the University are part of the widely 

accepted body of SEEQ questions.  The questions for the Learning, Organization, 
Individual Rapport, and Overall dimensions are currently on the Arts & Sciences form. 

• Schools will be able to add a few standard questions. 
• As always, faculty will be able to add items from Question Bank or write their own. 
• 1 Marsh, H., & Hocevar, D. (1991). Students’ evaluations of teaching effectiveness: The 

stability of mean ratings of the same teachers over a 13-year period. Teaching & 
Teacher Education, 7, 303-314. 

• 2 Marsh, H., & Roche, L. (1997). Making students’ evaluations of teaching effectiveness 
effective: The critical issues of validity, bias, and utility. American Psychologist, 52 (11), 
1187-1197. 

 
 



  /    
  OMET  Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire

1 SELF RATINGS

1.1 Amount that you learned from this instructor.         

1.2 Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

        

2 TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1 The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

        

2.2 The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

        

2.3 The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of subject.         

2.4 The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

        

2.5 The instructor generated interest in the subject.         

2.6 The instructor presented course content in an organized
manner.

        

2.7 The instructor included worthwhile information in class
that was not duplicated in course materials.

        

 

 

DIRECTIONS:  Your instructor has requested a survey of teaching in this class.  Please give it your serious attention.  After final
grades have been submitted, a report summarizing your responses will be sent to the instructor along with a photoimage of your
written comments.  Thank you.

DIRECTIONS:  Mark the category which best describes your judgment compared to most courses you have taken. 

 

DIRECTIONS:  Please indicate your response to items 2.1  2.11 by choosing one category.  Judge each item separately. 

Compared to most teachers you have known... 

 

 

SAMPLE



2.8 The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more about
this subject.

        

2.9 The instructor provided useful feedback.         

2.10 The instructor encouraged independent thinking.         

2.11 Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

        

3 COURSE EVALUATION

3.1 Department in which you are enrolled:

3.2 I am taking this course as an elective.

3.3 Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)

3.4 Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:

3.5 When did you receive your bachelor's degree?

3.6 Amount that I learned in this course.

3.7 Course objectives were presented and discussed.         

3.8 Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.         

3.9 Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

        

 

 

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

DIRECTIONS: For items 3.7  3.12, use the following categories.  Judge each item separately. 

 

 

 

SAMPLE



3.10 Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

        

3.11 Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

        

3.12 Course content duplicated that of other courses I have
taken.

        

3.13 Would you recommend this course to other students?

3.14 Lectures

3.15 Discussions

3.16 Readings

3.17 Assignments

3.18 Exams

3.19 Projects

3.20 Written papers

3.21 Handouts

3.22 Classroom activities

 

 

Please select...

 

 

Please continue to page 3... 

 

DIRECTIONS: Rate each of the following according to how much it contributed to your attainment of course objectives. 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

Please select...

 

SAMPLE



3.23 Lab/Recitation

3.24 Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course material.         

3.25 There was continuity in content from one lecturer to the
next.

        

3.26 The teamteaching approach provided insights a single
instructor could not provide.

        

3.27 Teamteaching was used effectively in this course.         

4 PUBLIC HEALTH COURSE COMMENTS

4.1 In future offerings of this course, what do you feel should be added or given more time or emphasis?  Feel free to suggest
ideas which you think would improve the course.

Please select...

 

Please select...

DIRECTIONS:  Answer 3.24 & 3.25 ONLY if you had guest lecturer(s) in this class. 

 

 

 

DIRECTIONS:  Answer questions 3.26 & 3.27 ONLY if your class was teamtaught. 

 

 

 

Please continue to next side... 

 

  SAMPLE



4.2 Are there sections or topics which you feel should be deleted? (Explain)

Licensed to UNIV OF PITTSBURGH  Class Climate V5.1 (1952)  Scantron Corporation, All rights reserved. Copyright © 2013 Electric Paper Evaluationssysteme
GmbH

 

Close Window

SAMPLE

https://classclimateadmin.pitt.edu/classclimate/doc/accessibility.en.html
http://www.scantron.com/


 
Professional Development Workshop Series Ideas for 2016-17 
updated JUNE 2016 | For Distribution  
General: 

- Getting Started Using Social Media for Student Recruitment (Academic Impressions–on-demand webinar, nominal fee) 

- Creating Brand Management with Adult Student Market (Academic Impressions–on-demand webinar, nominal fee) 

- Keep EndNote 3x year (Barb Folb, Public Health – HSLS Librarian) 
o Split: beginner and expert users’ sessions [check with Barb] 

- Supervising Student Workers 

- CARS & Counseling Center Services for faculty and staff 

- How to Have Successful Difficult Conversations (for Supervisors) (HR OD staff) 

- Thinking Creatively (Academic Impressions–on-demand webinar, nominal fee) 

- Negotiation (Jennifer Woodward, Office of Research)  

- Professional Career Path Showcase/ Panel 

- IDPs for Staff 

- About first generation college students 

- New Faculty Orientation (Velpandi Ayyavoo) 

- Mock Study Session (Jane Cauley and selected Pitt Public Health faculty)  

Advising & Teaching Focused: 

- What’s New with Teaching Evaluations (OMET and CIDDE) 

- Advising 101 at Pitt Public Health (forms, process, procedures, etc.) (Pitt Public Health) 

- Continuation of Academic Integrity/ Cultural Competence (CIDDE and OIS experts) 

- Writing: practical application of, what are/ should be instructor expectations, and how to add into current teaching 
structure (CIDDE and/or Writing Center staff) 

- Educational Learning Theories (CIDDE, Education, LRDC) 

- How to Detect Plagiarism and Tools Available (Turnitin/ iThenticate) and how to administratively deal with it and other 

cheating incidences (CIDDE and Pitt Public Health) 

- Overview of CourseWeb & “tour” of recent updates (CIDDE) 

- How to refurbish a long taught course (CIDDE) 

- Integrating workplace writing skills and public speaking skills into a course (CIDDE and Writing Center)  

- Diversity and Mentoring: Interactive Presentation (Sheba Gittens, Dietrich School A & S)  

- Teaching for Diversity and Inclusion (Pitt Public Health) 

- Mentoring TAs (CIDDE) 



EPCC Web Form Progress - Process Question for the Committee 
 

Would the EPCC would like to continue to have hard copy approval pages with 
signatures for new/ modified courses. Currently, the faculty submitting the form signs it, 
the department chair, and if the course is cross listed that faculty member.  

There are a couple of options that they can work into the system.  
1 – No signature needed at all with the understanding that the person completing the 
form has the authority to submit the form to EPCC 
 
2 – The web form creates a paper signature form to be printed out, signed, and turned 
into us for EPCC records 
 
3 – Built into the workflow of the form is an e-mail that gets sent automatically to the 
department chair asking for approval (they’d need to open, read, and complete a step 
like submitting an approval button on the web for approval to be granted)  
 
4 – Built into the workflow of the form is an e-mail that gets sent automatically to the 
department chair noting that this is an information message and if they disagree with it 
they should contact me or Quinten 
 



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Martha Terry:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for SOCL BEHVRL SCI & PUBLC HLTH(BCHS-2509)-1030.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)
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Professor Martha Terry
 

SOCL BEHVRL SCI & PUBLC HLTH(BCHS-2509)-10302164_UPITT_BCHS_2509_SEC1030
Spring 2016

30  RESPONDENTS = 51.72% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=30

av.=4.33
dev.=0.92

3.3%

1

3.3%

2

0%

3

43.3%

4

50%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=30

av.=4.33
dev.=0.96

3.3%

1

3.3%

2

3.3%

3

36.7%

4

53.3%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.27
dev.=0.74

0%

1

3.3%

2

6.7%

3

50%

4

40%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.47
dev.=0.97

3.3%

1

3.3%

2

3.3%

3

23.3%

4

66.7%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.5
dev.=0.68

0%

1

3.3%

2

0%

3

40%

4

56.7%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.73
dev.=0.69

0%

1

3.3%

2

3.3%

3

10%

4

83.3%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.37
dev.=0.93

3.3%

1

0%

2

10%

3

30%

4

56.7%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.27
dev.=0.83

0%

1

3.3%

2

13.3%

3

36.7%

4

46.7%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.23
dev.=0.86

0%

1

6.7%

2

6.7%

3

43.3%

4

43.3%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.27
dev.=0.87

0%

1

3.3%

2

16.7%

3

30%

4

50%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.17
dev.=0.95

0%

1

10%

2

6.7%

3

40%

4

43.3%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.5
dev.=0.86

3.3%

1

0%

2

3.3%

3

30%

4

63.3%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=30
av.=4.47
dev.=0.82

0%

1

6.7%

2

0%

3

33.3%

4

60%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=30BCHS 0%

EPID 13.3%

IDM 16.7%

BIOS 0%

HPM 16.7%

MMPH 16.7%

EOH 16.7%

HUGEN 6.7%

OTHER (non GSPH) 13.3%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=29No 89.7%

Yes 10.3%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=30A 86.7%

B 13.3%

C 0%

D 0%

F 0%

H/S/U 0%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=30Less than 12 credit hours 30%

12-23 36.7%

24-35 23.3%

36 or more 10%
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When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=30Less than 5 years ago 70%

5-9 years ago 20%

10-14 years ago 6.7%

15 or more years ago 3.3%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=30Much less than in most courses I've taken 3.3%

Somewhat less 3.3%

About the same 6.7%

Somewhat more 43.3%

Much more 43.3%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=30

av.=4.4
dev.=0.81

0%

1

3.3%

2

10%

3

30%

4

56.7%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=30

av.=4.43
dev.=0.77

0%

1

3.3%

2

6.7%

3

33.3%

4

56.7%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=30

av.=4.37
dev.=0.93

3.3%

1

3.3%

2

0%

3

40%

4

53.3%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=30

av.=4.33
dev.=0.76

0%

1

3.3%

2

6.7%

3

43.3%

4

46.7%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=29

av.=4.1
dev.=0.86

0%

1

6.9%

2

10.3%

3

48.3%

4

34.5%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=30

av.=2.4
dev.=1.45

33.3%

1

33.3%

2

10%

3

6.7%

4

16.7%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=30Definitely not 0%

Probably not 6.7%

Probably yes 33.3%

Definitely yes 60%
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Lectures3.14)

n=30Very little 3.3%

Moderate amount 16.7%

Very much 80%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=30Very little 6.7%

Moderate amount 13.3%

Very much 80%

Does not apply 0%

Readings3.16)

n=30Very little 10%

Moderate amount 56.7%

Very much 33.3%

Does not apply 0%

Assignments3.17)

n=30Very little 3.3%

Moderate amount 13.3%

Very much 80%

Does not apply 3.3%

Exams3.18)

n=30Very little 16.7%

Moderate amount 40%

Very much 40%

Does not apply 3.3%

Projects3.19)

n=30Very little 10%

Moderate amount 36.7%

Very much 53.3%

Does not apply 0%

Written papers3.20)

n=30Very little 3.3%

Moderate amount 23.3%

Very much 70%

Does not apply 3.3%
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Handouts3.21)

n=29Very little 10.3%

Moderate amount 27.6%

Very much 37.9%

Does not apply 24.1%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=30Very little 10%

Moderate amount 10%

Very much 80%

Does not apply 0%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=30Very little 0%

Moderate amount 3.3%

Very much 3.3%

Does not apply 93.3%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=4.25
dev.=1.06

6.3%

1

0%

2

6.3%

3

37.5%

4

50%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=14

av.=4.57
dev.=0.65

0%

1

0%

2

7.1%

3

28.6%

4

64.3%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=8

av.=4.25
dev.=0.89

0%

1

0%

2

25%

3

25%

4

50%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=8

av.=4.5
dev.=0.76

0%

1

0%

2

12.5%

3

25%

4

62.5%

5
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Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Martha Terry,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

SOCL BEHVRL SCI & PUBLC HLTH(BCHS-2509)-1030 (2164_UPITT_BCHS_2509_SEC1030)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=30 av.=4.33 md=4.50 dev.=0.92

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=30 av.=4.33 md=5.00 dev.=0.96

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.27 md=4.00 dev.=0.74

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.47 md=5.00 dev.=0.97

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.50 md=5.00 dev.=0.68

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.73 md=5.00 dev.=0.69

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.37 md=5.00 dev.=0.93

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.27 md=4.00 dev.=0.83

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.23 md=4.00 dev.=0.86

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.27 md=4.50 dev.=0.87

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.17 md=4.00 dev.=0.95

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.50 md=5.00 dev.=0.86

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=30 av.=4.47 md=5.00 dev.=0.82

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=30 av.=4.40 md=5.00 dev.=0.81

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=30 av.=4.43 md=5.00 dev.=0.77

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=30 av.=4.37 md=5.00 dev.=0.93

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=30 av.=4.33 md=4.00 dev.=0.76
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=29 av.=4.10 md=4.00 dev.=0.86

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=30 av.=2.40 md=2.00 dev.=1.45

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=4.25 md=4.50 dev.=1.06

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=14 av.=4.57 md=5.00 dev.=0.65

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=8 av.=4.25 md=4.50 dev.=0.89

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=8 av.=4.50 md=5.00 dev.=0.76



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Aaron Barchowsky:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH & DISEASE(EOH-2013)-1030.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)
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Professor Aaron Barchowsky
 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH & DISEASE(EOH-2013)-10302164_UPITT_EOH_2013_SEC1030
Spring 2016

58  RESPONDENTS = 55.24% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=57

av.=3.39
dev.=0.96

3.5%

1

14%

2

31.6%

3

42.1%

4

8.8%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=57

av.=3.33
dev.=1.02

5.3%

1

14%

2

33.3%

3

36.8%

4

10.5%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.47
dev.=0.91

1.8%

1

10.5%

2

38.6%

3

36.8%

4

12.3%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.88
dev.=0.83

0%

1

3.5%

2

29.8%

3

42.1%

4

24.6%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.95
dev.=0.74

0%

1

1.8%

2

24.6%

3

50.9%

4

22.8%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.81
dev.=0.9

1.8%

1

3.5%

2

29.8%

3

42.1%

4

22.8%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.42
dev.=0.98

1.8%

1

15.8%

2

35.1%

3

33.3%

4

14%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.65
dev.=0.94

1.8%

1

10.5%

2

24.6%

3

47.4%

4

15.8%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.84
dev.=0.9

1.8%

1

3.5%

2

28.1%

3

42.1%

4

24.6%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=56
av.=3.36
dev.=0.98

3.6%

1

14.3%

2

35.7%

3

35.7%

4

10.7%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=55
av.=3.35
dev.=1.09

5.5%

1

12.7%

2

41.8%

3

21.8%

4

18.2%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=56
av.=3.57
dev.=1.09

5.4%

1

8.9%

2

30.4%

3

33.9%

4

21.4%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=57
av.=3.65
dev.=0.94

1.8%

1

8.8%

2

29.8%

3

42.1%

4

17.5%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=55BCHS 30.9%

EPID 9.1%

IDM 18.2%

BIOS 0%

HPM 9.1%

MMPH 12.7%

EOH 3.6%

HUGEN 10.9%

OTHER (non GSPH) 5.5%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=56No 85.7%

Yes 14.3%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=56A 83.9%

B 14.3%

C 1.8%

D 0%

F 0%

H/S/U 0%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=54Less than 12 credit hours 22.2%

12-23 53.7%

24-35 24.1%

36 or more 0%
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When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=55Less than 5 years ago 87.3%

5-9 years ago 7.3%

10-14 years ago 3.6%

15 or more years ago 1.8%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=56Much less than in most courses I've taken 1.8%

Somewhat less 19.6%

About the same 32.1%

Somewhat more 41.1%

Much more 5.4%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=55

av.=3.85
dev.=0.97

0%

1

9.1%

2

27.3%

3

32.7%

4

30.9%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=57

av.=3.93
dev.=0.9

0%

1

7%

2

22.8%

3

40.4%

4

29.8%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=57

av.=3.32
dev.=1.09

3.5%

1

22.8%

2

26.3%

3

33.3%

4

14%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=56

av.=3.55
dev.=1.14

3.6%

1

17.9%

2

21.4%

3

33.9%

4

23.2%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=57

av.=4.16
dev.=0.86

0%

1

1.8%

2

24.6%

3

29.8%

4

43.9%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=56

av.=1.88
dev.=1.1

48.2%

1

30.4%

2

10.7%

3

7.1%

4

3.6%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=56Definitely not 5.4%

Probably not 25%

Probably yes 46.4%

Definitely yes 23.2%
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Lectures3.14)

n=57Very little 7%

Moderate amount 36.8%

Very much 56.1%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=55Very little 25.5%

Moderate amount 36.4%

Very much 36.4%

Does not apply 1.8%

Readings3.16)

n=55Very little 10.9%

Moderate amount 45.5%

Very much 41.8%

Does not apply 1.8%

Assignments3.17)

n=55Very little 18.2%

Moderate amount 38.2%

Very much 29.1%

Does not apply 14.5%

Exams3.18)

n=54Very little 14.8%

Moderate amount 33.3%

Very much 22.2%

Does not apply 29.6%

Projects3.19)

n=56Very little 25%

Moderate amount 37.5%

Very much 25%

Does not apply 12.5%

Written papers3.20)

n=54Very little 5.6%

Moderate amount 7.4%

Very much 1.9%

Does not apply 85.2%
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Handouts3.21)

n=54Very little 3.7%

Moderate amount 13%

Very much 5.6%

Does not apply 77.8%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=54Very little 7.4%

Moderate amount 20.4%

Very much 5.6%

Does not apply 66.7%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=54Very little 1.9%

Moderate amount 3.7%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 94.4%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=54

av.=3.91
dev.=0.98

1.9%

1

7.4%

2

18.5%

3

42.6%

4

29.6%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=52

av.=3.56
dev.=1.14

7.7%

1

9.6%

2

21.2%

3

42.3%

4

19.2%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=13

av.=3.31
dev.=0.63

0%

1

7.7%

2

53.8%

3

38.5%

4

0%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=12

av.=3.75
dev.=0.97

0%

1

8.3%

2

33.3%

3

33.3%

4

25%

5



Professor Aaron Barchowsky, ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH & DISEASE(EOH-2013)-1030

05/17/2016 Class Climate evaluation Page 6

Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Aaron Barchowsky,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH & DISEASE(EOH-2013)-1030 (2164_UPITT_EOH_2013_SEC1030)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=57 av.=3.39 md=4.00 dev.=0.96

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=57 av.=3.33 md=3.00 dev.=1.02

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.47 md=3.00 dev.=0.91

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.88 md=4.00 dev.=0.83

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.95 md=4.00 dev.=0.74

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.81 md=4.00 dev.=0.90

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.42 md=3.00 dev.=0.98

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.65 md=4.00 dev.=0.94

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.84 md=4.00 dev.=0.90

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=56 av.=3.36 md=3.00 dev.=0.98

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=55 av.=3.35 md=3.00 dev.=1.09

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=56 av.=3.57 md=4.00 dev.=1.09

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=57 av.=3.65 md=4.00 dev.=0.94

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=55 av.=3.85 md=4.00 dev.=0.97

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=57 av.=3.93 md=4.00 dev.=0.90

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=57 av.=3.32 md=3.00 dev.=1.09

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=56 av.=3.55 md=4.00 dev.=1.14
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=57 av.=4.16 md=4.00 dev.=0.86

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=56 av.=1.88 md=2.00 dev.=1.10

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=54 av.=3.91 md=4.00 dev.=0.98

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=52 av.=3.56 md=4.00 dev.=1.14

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=13 av.=3.31 md=3.00 dev.=0.63

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=12 av.=3.75 md=4.00 dev.=0.97



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Alton James:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for HLTH POLC & MGT IN PUBLC HLTH(HPM-2001)-1070.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)



Professor Alton James, HLTH POLC & MGT IN PUBLC HLTH(HPM-2001)-1070

05/17/2016 Class Climate evaluation Page 1

Professor Alton James
 

HLTH POLC & MGT IN PUBLC HLTH(HPM-2001)-10702164_UPITT_HPM_2001_SEC1070
Spring 2016

33  RESPONDENTS = 54.1% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=33

av.=3.91
dev.=0.8

0%

1

6.1%

2

18.2%

3

54.5%

4

21.2%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=33

av.=3.88
dev.=0.89

0%

1

6.1%

2

27.3%

3

39.4%

4

27.3%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.18
dev.=0.73

0%

1

0%

2

18.2%

3

45.5%

4

36.4%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.21
dev.=0.7

0%

1

0%

2

15.2%

3

48.5%

4

36.4%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.45
dev.=0.62

0%

1

0%

2

6.1%

3

42.4%

4

51.5%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.27
dev.=0.88

0%

1

3%

2

18.2%

3

27.3%

4

51.5%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=3.91
dev.=0.84

0%

1

3%

2

30.3%

3

39.4%

4

27.3%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.03
dev.=0.77

0%

1

0%

2

27.3%

3

42.4%

4

30.3%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=3.97
dev.=0.88

0%

1

6.1%

2

21.2%

3

42.4%

4

30.3%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=31
av.=3.9
dev.=0.83

0%

1

0%

2

38.7%

3

32.3%

4

29%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=3.64
dev.=0.99

0%

1

15.2%

2

27.3%

3

36.4%

4

21.2%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.03
dev.=0.64

0%

1

0%

2

18.2%

3

60.6%

4

21.2%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=33
av.=4.18
dev.=0.68

0%

1

0%

2

15.2%

3

51.5%

4

33.3%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=33BCHS 33.3%

EPID 21.2%

IDM 15.2%

BIOS 0%

HPM 3%

MMPH 6.1%

EOH 12.1%

HUGEN 6.1%

OTHER (non GSPH) 3%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=33No 93.9%

Yes 6.1%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=33A 87.9%

B 12.1%

C 0%

D 0%

F 0%

H/S/U 0%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=32Less than 12 credit hours 12.5%

12-23 43.8%

24-35 34.4%

36 or more 9.4%
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When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=33Less than 5 years ago 84.8%

5-9 years ago 15.2%

10-14 years ago 0%

15 or more years ago 0%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=33Much less than in most courses I've taken 0%

Somewhat less 6.1%

About the same 24.2%

Somewhat more 45.5%

Much more 24.2%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=33

av.=4.03
dev.=0.77

0%

1

3%

2

18.2%

3

51.5%

4

27.3%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=33

av.=4.21
dev.=0.65

0%

1

0%

2

12.1%

3

54.5%

4

33.3%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=33

av.=4.21
dev.=0.74

0%

1

3%

2

9.1%

3

51.5%

4

36.4%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=33

av.=4.24
dev.=0.94

3%

1

3%

2

6.1%

3

42.4%

4

45.5%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=31

av.=4.45
dev.=0.77

0%

1

0%

2

16.1%

3

22.6%

4

61.3%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=33

av.=2.36
dev.=1.45

39.4%

1

24.2%

2

9.1%

3

15.2%

4

12.1%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=33Definitely not 0%

Probably not 6.1%

Probably yes 42.4%

Definitely yes 51.5%
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Lectures3.14)

n=33Very little 3%

Moderate amount 12.1%

Very much 84.8%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=32Very little 18.8%

Moderate amount 31.3%

Very much 31.3%

Does not apply 18.8%

Readings3.16)

n=32Very little 25%

Moderate amount 56.3%

Very much 18.8%

Does not apply 0%

Assignments3.17)

n=31Very little 9.7%

Moderate amount 41.9%

Very much 45.2%

Does not apply 3.2%

Exams3.18)

n=32Very little 6.3%

Moderate amount 50%

Very much 43.8%

Does not apply 0%

Projects3.19)

n=32Very little 3.1%

Moderate amount 15.6%

Very much 15.6%

Does not apply 65.6%

Written papers3.20)

n=32Very little 3.1%

Moderate amount 62.5%

Very much 28.1%

Does not apply 6.3%
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Handouts3.21)

n=32Very little 0%

Moderate amount 21.9%

Very much 6.3%

Does not apply 71.9%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=32Very little 6.3%

Moderate amount 12.5%

Very much 6.3%

Does not apply 75%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=32Very little 3.1%

Moderate amount 6.3%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 90.6%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=32

av.=4.19
dev.=0.9

0%

1

3.1%

2

21.9%

3

28.1%

4

46.9%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=32

av.=3.94
dev.=1.01

3.1%

1

6.3%

2

15.6%

3

43.8%

4

31.3%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=4.57
dev.=0.53

0%

1

0%

2

0%

3

42.9%

4

57.1%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=4.71
dev.=0.49

0%

1

0%

2

0%

3

28.6%

4

71.4%

5
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Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Alton James,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

HLTH POLC & MGT IN PUBLC HLTH(HPM-2001)-1070 (2164_UPITT_HPM_2001_SEC1070)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=33 av.=3.91 md=4.00 dev.=0.80

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=33 av.=3.88 md=4.00 dev.=0.89

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.18 md=4.00 dev.=0.73

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.21 md=4.00 dev.=0.70

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.45 md=5.00 dev.=0.62

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.27 md=5.00 dev.=0.88

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=3.91 md=4.00 dev.=0.84

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.03 md=4.00 dev.=0.77

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=3.97 md=4.00 dev.=0.88

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=31 av.=3.90 md=4.00 dev.=0.83

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=3.64 md=4.00 dev.=0.99

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.03 md=4.00 dev.=0.64

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=33 av.=4.18 md=4.00 dev.=0.68

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=33 av.=4.03 md=4.00 dev.=0.77

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=33 av.=4.21 md=4.00 dev.=0.65

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=33 av.=4.21 md=4.00 dev.=0.74

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=33 av.=4.24 md=4.00 dev.=0.94
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=31 av.=4.45 md=5.00 dev.=0.77

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=33 av.=2.36 md=2.00 dev.=1.45

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=32 av.=4.19 md=4.00 dev.=0.90

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=32 av.=3.94 md=4.00 dev.=1.01

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=4.57 md=5.00 dev.=0.53

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=4.71 md=5.00 dev.=0.49



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Jeremy James Martinson:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC HEALTH(PUBHLT-2011)-1030.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)
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Professor Jeremy James Martinson
 

ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC HEALTH(PUBHLT-2011)-10302164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2011_SEC1030
Spring 2016

36  RESPONDENTS = 56.25% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=36

av.=3.56
dev.=1.03

0%

1

16.7%

2

33.3%

3

27.8%

4

22.2%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=36

av.=3.47
dev.=1.11

2.8%

1

13.9%

2

41.7%

3

16.7%

4

25%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4.11
dev.=0.85

0%

1

5.6%

2

13.9%

3

44.4%

4

36.1%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4.22
dev.=0.83

0%

1

2.8%

2

16.7%

3

36.1%

4

44.4%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4.39
dev.=0.77

0%

1

2.8%

2

8.3%

3

36.1%

4

52.8%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4.22
dev.=0.93

0%

1

8.3%

2

8.3%

3

36.1%

4

47.2%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4
dev.=1.01

2.8%

1

2.8%

2

25%

3

30.6%

4

38.9%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=3.83
dev.=0.88

0%

1

5.6%

2

30.6%

3

38.9%

4

25%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=3.92
dev.=0.97

0%

1

5.6%

2

33.3%

3

25%

4

36.1%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=3.78
dev.=1.1

0%

1

13.9%

2

30.6%

3

19.4%

4

36.1%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=3.64
dev.=1.25

5.6%

1

13.9%

2

25%

3

22.2%

4

33.3%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=3.94
dev.=0.98

0%

1

8.3%

2

25%

3

30.6%

4

36.1%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=36
av.=4.11
dev.=0.89

0%

1

5.6%

2

16.7%

3

38.9%

4

38.9%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=34BCHS 0%

EPID 11.8%

IDM 23.5%

BIOS 23.5%

HPM 20.6%

MMPH 0%

EOH 5.9%

HUGEN 8.8%

OTHER (non GSPH) 5.9%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=35No 91.4%

Yes 8.6%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=35A 62.9%

B 28.6%

C 2.9%

D 0%

F 2.9%

H/S/U 2.9%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=35Less than 12 credit hours 20%

12-23 34.3%

24-35 20%

36 or more 25.7%
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When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=35Less than 5 years ago 80%

5-9 years ago 20%

10-14 years ago 0%

15 or more years ago 0%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=36Much less than in most courses I've taken 11.1%

Somewhat less 22.2%

About the same 33.3%

Somewhat more 13.9%

Much more 19.4%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=4.11
dev.=0.82

0%

1

2.8%

2

19.4%

3

41.7%

4

36.1%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=4.14
dev.=0.8

0%

1

2.8%

2

16.7%

3

44.4%

4

36.1%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=3.19
dev.=1.24

0%

1

41.7%

2

22.2%

3

11.1%

4

25%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=3.94
dev.=0.98

0%

1

8.3%

2

25%

3

30.6%

4

36.1%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=4.22
dev.=1.05

2.8%

1

5.6%

2

11.1%

3

27.8%

4

52.8%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=2.61
dev.=1.27

22.2%

1

27.8%

2

27.8%

3

11.1%

4

11.1%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=35Definitely not 8.6%

Probably not 25.7%

Probably yes 45.7%

Definitely yes 20%
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Lectures3.14)

n=36Very little 11.1%

Moderate amount 27.8%

Very much 61.1%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=36Very little 22.2%

Moderate amount 25%

Very much 25%

Does not apply 27.8%

Readings3.16)

n=36Very little 25%

Moderate amount 38.9%

Very much 25%

Does not apply 11.1%

Assignments3.17)

n=36Very little 13.9%

Moderate amount 25%

Very much 36.1%

Does not apply 25%

Exams3.18)

n=36Very little 19.4%

Moderate amount 55.6%

Very much 22.2%

Does not apply 2.8%

Projects3.19)

n=36Very little 0%

Moderate amount 33.3%

Very much 61.1%

Does not apply 5.6%

Written papers3.20)

n=34Very little 2.9%

Moderate amount 14.7%

Very much 11.8%

Does not apply 70.6%
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Handouts3.21)

n=34Very little 20.6%

Moderate amount 20.6%

Very much 20.6%

Does not apply 38.2%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=34Very little 14.7%

Moderate amount 17.6%

Very much 8.8%

Does not apply 58.8%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=34Very little 5.9%

Moderate amount 2.9%

Very much 2.9%

Does not apply 88.2%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=3.69
dev.=1.09

5.6%

1

5.6%

2

27.8%

3

36.1%

4

25%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=36

av.=3.22
dev.=1.15

11.1%

1

11.1%

2

33.3%

3

33.3%

4

11.1%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=3.56
dev.=1.26

6.3%

1

12.5%

2

31.3%

3

18.8%

4

31.3%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=3.56
dev.=1.15

6.3%

1

12.5%

2

18.8%

3

43.8%

4

18.8%

5
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Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Jeremy James Martinson,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC HEALTH(PUBHLT-2011)-1030 (2164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2011_SEC1030)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=36 av.=3.56 md=3.50 dev.=1.03

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=36 av.=3.47 md=3.00 dev.=1.11

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.11 md=4.00 dev.=0.85

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.22 md=4.00 dev.=0.83

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.39 md=5.00 dev.=0.77

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.22 md=4.00 dev.=0.93

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.00 md=4.00 dev.=1.01

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=3.83 md=4.00 dev.=0.88

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=3.92 md=4.00 dev.=0.97

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=3.78 md=4.00 dev.=1.10

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=3.64 md=4.00 dev.=1.25

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=3.94 md=4.00 dev.=0.98

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=36 av.=4.11 md=4.00 dev.=0.89

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=4.11 md=4.00 dev.=0.82

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=4.14 md=4.00 dev.=0.80

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=3.19 md=3.00 dev.=1.24

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=3.94 md=4.00 dev.=0.98
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=4.22 md=5.00 dev.=1.05

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=2.61 md=2.50 dev.=1.27

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=3.69 md=4.00 dev.=1.09

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=36 av.=3.22 md=3.00 dev.=1.15

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=3.56 md=3.50 dev.=1.26

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=3.56 md=4.00 dev.=1.15



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Candace Kammerer:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1040.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)
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Professor Candace Kammerer
 

CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-10402164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2016_SEC1040
Spring 2016

7  RESPONDENTS = 33.33% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=7

av.=2.43
dev.=0.79

14.3%

1

28.6%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=7

av.=2.57
dev.=0.53

0%

1

42.9%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

0%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.71
dev.=0.76

0%

1

0%

2

42.9%

3

42.9%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.43
dev.=0.79

0%

1

0%

2

71.4%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.43
dev.=0.79

0%

1

0%

2

71.4%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.86
dev.=0.9

0%

1

0%

2

42.9%

3

28.6%

4

28.6%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=2.86
dev.=0.38

0%

1

14.3%

2

85.7%

3

0%

4

0%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.43
dev.=0.79

0%

1

0%

2

71.4%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3
dev.=1

0%

1

28.6%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=2.57
dev.=0.53

0%

1

42.9%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

0%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3
dev.=1.15

0%

1

42.9%

2

28.6%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.57
dev.=0.79

0%

1

0%

2

57.1%

3

28.6%

4

14.3%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=7
av.=3.43
dev.=0.79

0%

1

0%

2

71.4%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=7BCHS 14.3%

EPID 28.6%

IDM 14.3%

BIOS 0%

HPM 42.9%

MMPH 0%

EOH 0%

HUGEN 0%

OTHER (non GSPH) 0%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=7No 100%

Yes 0%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=7A 100%

B 0%

C 0%

D 0%

F 0%

H/S/U 0%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=7Less than 12 credit hours 0%

12-23 0%

24-35 28.6%

36 or more 71.4%
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When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=7Less than 5 years ago 100%

5-9 years ago 0%

10-14 years ago 0%

15 or more years ago 0%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=7Much less than in most courses I've taken 28.6%

Somewhat less 71.4%

About the same 0%

Somewhat more 0%

Much more 0%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=3.43
dev.=0.98

0%

1

14.3%

2

42.9%

3

28.6%

4

14.3%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=3.43
dev.=1.13

0%

1

14.3%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

28.6%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=2.14
dev.=0.9

28.6%

1

28.6%

2

42.9%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=3
dev.=0.58

0%

1

14.3%

2

71.4%

3

14.3%

4

0%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=3
dev.=1

0%

1

28.6%

2

57.1%

3

0%

4

14.3%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=7

av.=2.43
dev.=1.51

28.6%

1

42.9%

2

0%

3

14.3%

4

14.3%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=7Definitely not 14.3%

Probably not 71.4%

Probably yes 14.3%

Definitely yes 0%
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Lectures3.14)

n=7Very little 42.9%

Moderate amount 42.9%

Very much 14.3%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=7Very little 0%

Moderate amount 42.9%

Very much 14.3%

Does not apply 42.9%

Readings3.16)

n=7Very little 0%

Moderate amount 42.9%

Very much 14.3%

Does not apply 42.9%

Assignments3.17)

n=7Very little 0%

Moderate amount 85.7%

Very much 14.3%

Does not apply 0%

Exams3.18)

n=7Very little 0%

Moderate amount 0%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 100%

Projects3.19)

n=7Very little 0%

Moderate amount 71.4%

Very much 28.6%

Does not apply 0%

Written papers3.20)

n=7Very little 28.6%

Moderate amount 42.9%

Very much 14.3%

Does not apply 14.3%



Professor Candace Kammerer, CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1040

05/17/2016 Class Climate evaluation Page 5

Handouts3.21)

n=7Very little 14.3%

Moderate amount 28.6%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 57.1%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=7Very little 14.3%

Moderate amount 85.7%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 0%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=7Very little 14.3%

Moderate amount 0%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 85.7%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=2

av.=3.5
dev.=2.12

0%

1

50%

2

0%

3

0%

4

50%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=2

av.=3.5
dev.=2.12

0%

1

50%

2

0%

3

0%

4

50%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=0

0%

1

0%

2

0%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=0

0%

1

0%

2

0%

3

0%

4

0%

5
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Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Candace Kammerer,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1040 (2164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2016_SEC1040)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=7 av.=2.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=7 av.=2.57 md=3.00 dev.=0.53

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.71 md=4.00 dev.=0.76

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.86 md=4.00 dev.=0.90

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=2.86 md=3.00 dev.=0.38

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.00 md=3.00 dev.=1.00

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=2.57 md=3.00 dev.=0.53

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.00 md=3.00 dev.=1.15

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.57 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.79

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=0.98

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=3.43 md=3.00 dev.=1.13

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=2.14 md=2.00 dev.=0.90

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=3.00 md=3.00 dev.=0.58
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=3.00 md=3.00 dev.=1.00

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=7 av.=2.43 md=2.00 dev.=1.51

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=2 av.=3.50 md=3.50 dev.=2.12

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=2 av.=3.50 md=3.50 dev.=2.12

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=0

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=0



University of Pittsburgh
Office of Measurement and Evaluation of
Teaching

Dear Professor Candace Kammerer:

Student Opinion of Teaching Questionnaire Results

This form contains survey results for CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1060.

Attached is a report in PDF format containing your Student Opinion of Teaching Survey results from last
term.  The report is best viewed and/or printed in color.

The evaluation results are broken down into three distinct categories.  The first part of the report shows a
breakdown of student responses to the quantitative questions.  For each item, the number of students (n)
who responded, the average or mean (av.) and standard deviation (dev.) are displayed next to a chart or
histogram that shows the percentage of the class who responded to each option for that question.  The
percentages are above the number on the rating scale which increases from left to right,  i.e. the number
1 equals the least favorable rating and the number 4 or 5 (depending on the scale) equals the most
favorable rating.  The sum of percentages will equal 100%.   A red mark is displayed on the chart where
the average or mean is located.  To calculate how many students responded to each option, multiply the
number of students who answered the question by the percentage for that option.  For example, if 14
students answered the question and 50% responded to option 3 then 7 students marked option 3 for that
item (14 x .50 = 7).  The standard deviation is a common measure of dispersion around the mean that
may be useful in interpreting the results.

The second part displays individual comments to each question in the open-ended section of the
evaluation.  All the responses to the first question will be listed together after the first question and then
the responses to the next question will be listed together after the next question, and so on.

The final part gives you a profile of the student responses to the quantitative section of the evaluation.
This is a chart listing all of the means for the scaled items with a dashed red line connecting the means.

If the number of respondents for any of the scaled items is fewer than seven, please be cautious in
interpreting the quantitative results.

Office of Measurement and Evaluation of Teaching (OMET)
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Professor Candace Kammerer
 

CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-10602164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2016_SEC1060
Spring 2016

17  RESPONDENTS = 56.67% OF NUMBER REGISTERED

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

Amount that you learned from this instructor.1.1)
Much moreMuch less n=16

av.=2.06
dev.=0.85

25%

1

50%

2

18.8%

3

6.3%

4

0%

5

Amount this instructor increased your interest in the
subject.

1.2)
Much moreMuch less n=16

av.=2.13
dev.=1.02

31.3%

1

37.5%

2

18.8%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

The instructor explained subject matter in a way that
made it understandable.

2.1)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.75
dev.=0.58

0%

1

31.3%

2

62.5%

3

6.3%

4

0%

5

The instructor made good use of examples to clarify
concepts.

2.2)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.5
dev.=0.89

12.5%

1

37.5%

2

37.5%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

2.3)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.38
dev.=0.81

12.5%

1

43.8%

2

37.5%

3

6.3%

4

0%

5

The instructor maintained an environment where
students felt comfortable asking questions.

2.4)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=3.38
dev.=0.72

0%

1

12.5%

2

37.5%

3

50%

4

0%

5

The instructor generated interest in the subject.2.5)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=15
av.=2.2
dev.=1.01

26.7%

1

40%

2

20%

3

13.3%

4

0%

5

The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

2.6)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.38
dev.=1.02

25%

1

25%

2

37.5%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

The instructor included worthwhile information in
class that was not duplicated in course materials.

2.7)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.13
dev.=1.09

37.5%

1

25%

2

25%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

2.8)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.13
dev.=1.09

37.5%

1

25%

2

25%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5
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The instructor provided useful feedback.2.9)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.25
dev.=0.93

25%

1

31.3%

2

37.5%

3

6.3%

4

0%

5

The instructor encouraged independent thinking.2.10)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.63
dev.=0.89

6.3%

1

43.8%

2

31.3%

3

18.8%

4

0%

5

Express your judgment of the instructor's overall
teaching effectiveness.

2.11)
One of most
outstanding

Ranks below n=16
av.=2.31
dev.=0.95

18.8%

1

43.8%

2

25%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

Department in which you are enrolled:3.1)

n=15BCHS 20%

EPID 33.3%

IDM 13.3%

BIOS 0%

HPM 20%

MMPH 13.3%

EOH 0%

HUGEN 0%

OTHER (non GSPH) 0%

I am taking this course as an elective.3.2)

n=16No 100%

Yes 0%

Grade you expect in this course (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE CATEGORY)3.3)

n=16A 100%

B 0%

C 0%

D 0%

F 0%

H/S/U 0%

Noncredit Audit 0%

Credit hours of coursework you have completed in GSPH:3.4)

n=16Less than 12 credit hours 0%

12-23 6.3%

24-35 18.8%

36 or more 75%



Professor Candace Kammerer, CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1060

05/17/2016 Class Climate evaluation Page 3

When did you receive your bachelor's degree?3.5)

n=15Less than 5 years ago 73.3%

5-9 years ago 13.3%

10-14 years ago 13.3%

15 or more years ago 0%

Amount that I learned in this course.3.6)

n=16Much less than in most courses I've taken 50%

Somewhat less 25%

About the same 12.5%

Somewhat more 12.5%

Much more 0%

Course objectives were presented and discussed.3.7)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=2.81
dev.=1.11

6.3%

1

43.8%

2

18.8%

3

25%

4

6.3%

5

Stated objectives agreed with what was taught.3.8)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=2.69
dev.=0.95

12.5%

1

25%

2

43.8%

3

18.8%

4

0%

5

Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

3.9)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=1.88
dev.=0.96

43.8%

1

31.3%

2

18.8%

3

6.3%

4

0%

5

Assigned work was appropriate to course level and
credits.

3.10)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=2.56
dev.=1.26

18.8%

1

37.5%

2

25%

3

6.3%

4

12.5%

5

Course content reflected recent developments in the
field.

3.11)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=15

av.=2.47
dev.=1.25

26.7%

1

26.7%

2

26.7%

3

13.3%

4

6.7%

5

Course content duplicated that of other courses I
have taken.

3.12)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=16

av.=3.56
dev.=1.15

0%

1

25%

2

18.8%

3

31.3%

4

25%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?3.13)

n=14Definitely not 64.3%

Probably not 28.6%

Probably yes 7.1%

Definitely yes 0%
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Lectures3.14)

n=15Very little 66.7%

Moderate amount 13.3%

Very much 20%

Does not apply 0%

Discussions3.15)

n=15Very little 46.7%

Moderate amount 46.7%

Very much 6.7%

Does not apply 0%

Readings3.16)

n=15Very little 46.7%

Moderate amount 20%

Very much 13.3%

Does not apply 20%

Assignments3.17)

n=15Very little 46.7%

Moderate amount 40%

Very much 13.3%

Does not apply 0%

Exams3.18)

n=15Very little 0%

Moderate amount 6.7%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 93.3%

Projects3.19)

n=15Very little 26.7%

Moderate amount 60%

Very much 13.3%

Does not apply 0%

Written papers3.20)

n=15Very little 40%

Moderate amount 46.7%

Very much 6.7%

Does not apply 6.7%
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Handouts3.21)

n=14Very little 57.1%

Moderate amount 14.3%

Very much 7.1%

Does not apply 21.4%

Classroom activities3.22)

n=14Very little 50%

Moderate amount 28.6%

Very much 21.4%

Does not apply 0%

Lab/Recitation3.23)

n=15Very little 6.7%

Moderate amount 0%

Very much 0%

Does not apply 93.3%

Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

3.24)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=3

av.=2.33
dev.=1.15

33.3%

1

0%

2

66.7%

3

0%

4

0%

5

There was continuity in content from one lecturer to
the next.

3.25)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=3

av.=2
dev.=1

33.3%

1

33.3%

2

33.3%

3

0%

4

0%

5

The team-teaching approach provided insights a
single instructor could not provide.

3.26)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=1

av.=3
dev.=0

0%

1

0%

2

100%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Team-teaching was used effectively in this course.3.27)
To a very high degreeHardly at all n=1

av.=4
dev.=0

0%

1

0%

2

0%

3

100%

4

0%

5
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Profile
Subunit: PUBLIC HEALTH
Name of the instructor: Professor Candace Kammerer,
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

CAPSTONE:PROBLEM SOLVING IN PH(PUBHLT-2016)-1060 (2164_UPITT_PUBHLT_2016_SEC1060)

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. SELF RATINGS1. SELF RATINGS

1.1) Amount that you learned from this instructor. Much less Much more
n=16 av.=2.06 md=2.00 dev.=0.85

1.2) Amount this instructor increased your interest
in the subject.

Much less Much more
n=16 av.=2.13 md=2.00 dev.=1.02

2. TEACHING EVALUATION2. TEACHING EVALUATION

2.1) The instructor explained subject matter in a
way that made it understandable.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.75 md=3.00 dev.=0.58

2.2) The instructor made good use of examples to
clarify concepts.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.50 md=2.50 dev.=0.89

2.3) The instructor conveyed his/her knowledge of
subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.38 md=2.00 dev.=0.81

2.4) The instructor maintained an environment
where students felt comfortable asking
questions.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=3.38 md=3.50 dev.=0.72

2.5) The instructor generated interest in the subject. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=15 av.=2.20 md=2.00 dev.=1.01

2.6) The instructor presented course content in an
organized manner.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.38 md=2.50 dev.=1.02

2.7) The instructor included worthwhile information
in class that was not duplicated in course
materials.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.13 md=2.00 dev.=1.09

2.8) The instructor stimulated a desire to learn more
about this subject.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.13 md=2.00 dev.=1.09

2.9) The instructor provided useful feedback. Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.25 md=2.00 dev.=0.93

2.10) The instructor encouraged independent
thinking.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.63 md=2.50 dev.=0.89

2.11) Express your judgment of the instructor's
overall teaching effectiveness.

Ranks below One of most
outstanding n=16 av.=2.31 md=2.00 dev.=0.95

3. COURSE EVALUATION3. COURSE EVALUATION

3.7) Course objectives were presented and
discussed.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=2.81 md=2.50 dev.=1.11

3.8) Stated objectives agreed with what was taught. Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=2.69 md=3.00 dev.=0.95

3.9) Course made a worthwhile contribution to my
professional development.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=1.88 md=2.00 dev.=0.96

3.10) Assigned work was appropriate to course level
and credits.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=2.56 md=2.00 dev.=1.26
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3.11) Course content reflected recent developments
in the field.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=15 av.=2.47 md=2.00 dev.=1.25

3.12) Course content duplicated that of other
courses I have taken.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=16 av.=3.56 md=4.00 dev.=1.15

3.24) Guest lecturers avoided repetition of course
material.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=3 av.=2.33 md=3.00 dev.=1.15

3.25) There was continuity in content from one
lecturer to the next.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=3 av.=2.00 md=2.00 dev.=1.00

3.26) The team-teaching approach provided insights
a single instructor could not provide.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=1 av.=3.00 md=3.00 dev.=0.00

3.27) Team-teaching was used effectively in this
course.

Hardly at all To a very high
degree n=1 av.=4.00 md=4.00 dev.=0.00



Semester Class (DEPT ####) Instructor (Last name, First name) Overall Teaching Effectiveness - Class Mean Mean Median Percent above score of 3.5
Spring 2016 BCHS 2509 Terry,Martha Ann 4.47 3.91 3.88 66.67%
Spring 2016 EOH 2013 Barchowsky,Aaron 3.65
Spring 2016 HPM 2001 James,Alton Everette 4.18
Spring 2016 PUBHLT 2011 Martinson,Jeremy James 4.11
Spring 2016 PUBHLT 2016 Sec1060 Kammerer,Candace Marie 2.31
Spring 2016 PUBHLT 2016 Sec:104 Kammerer,Candace Marie 3.43



Graduate School of Public Health 
Educational Policies and Curriculum Committee 

Meeting Minutes | May 19, 2016 

 

Present: Gerry Barron, Quinten Brown, Jane Clougherty, Mary Derkach, Ying Ding, Eleanor 
Feingold, David Finegold, Nancy Glynn, Mary Hawk, Robin Leaf, Zsolt Urban 

Absent: Cindy Bryce, Melanie Callahan, Kathleen Creppage, Hristina Denic, Patricia Documet, 
Taru Gupta 

 

The meeting was called to order at 1:33pm by Dr. Nancy Glynn, Acting Chair.  

 

 
WritePlacer Discussion, Eleanor Feingold 

Pitt Public Health has been using the WritePlacer writing test for the last two years, with the 
hopes of identifying writing issues in our first-year students. Recently, discussions have been 
taking place regarding the test’s effectiveness of identifying students with writing deficiencies. 
Opinions vary throughout the departments within Pitt Public Health about the test. Some 
departments like the test, and others do not. 

WritePlacer’s writing prompts are similar to what one would encounter on the SATs, and the test 
attempts to see if the student can assemble coherent paragraphs. The consensus is that this 
type of writing test is ineffective for our school’s needs. 

Action – Eleanor will contact Pitt Public Health Program Directors to gauge their interest in 
discontinuing the WritePlacer exam. 

 

Math Prep/Bootcamp Discussion, Eleanor Feingold 

The faculty within Pitt Public Health have noticed that some incoming students are not where 
they need to be mathematically. The discussion amongst our community has centered on 
options we could provide students to gauge their math readiness. 

After much discussion, Pitt Public Health is going to offer an optional math placement test to our 
incoming students. This test will be provided to our students before they arrive for orientation. 
The hope is that after students take the test, they will have a better understanding of their math 
readiness. The hope is that they will also be able to sharpen any deficiencies in their 
mathematical skills. Pitt Public Health will provide additional resources to the students, with the 
end-goal of having the students ready for the mathematical coursework ahead of them.   

Action – Eleanor will send a math placement test to the committee for their review. 

 

 



Discussion of Writing Courses, Eleanor Feingold  

The creation of writing courses within Pitt Public Health has been an ongoing discussion, similar 
to the previous topics discussed during this EPCC meeting. Over the last several years, faculty 
have noticed that the writing quality of our students, both academically and professionally, has 
been unsatisfactory.   

Resolving the issue of what to offer the students have proven to be difficult. Different students 
have different writing needs, so a one-size-fits-all approach would not be effective. The two 
ideas currently being discussed are: 

• A professional writing course 
• A scientific writing course 

The courses listed above would potentially be half-semester, 1-credit courses. Faculty/advisor 
buy-in would be critical for these classes to succeed. Students would be able to self-identify the 
need for extra writing work, but our faculty/advisors would also be asked to recommend 
students take the course(s) if they see a need. 

This conversation has taken a step further, and the committee anticipates a resolution to this 
issue soon. The hope is to have the professional course in place for the fall. 

 

Action – Eleanor will contact Steve Fine, a guest to a previous EPCC meeting, regarding the 
creation of a professional writing course. 

 

 

The April meeting minutes were approved, with one minor edit: 

• All of the syllabi being edited/created for the revised BIOST courses (2011, 2041 & 
2042) will need to come back to EPCC for review. This was not clearly stated in April’s 
meeting minutes. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:28pm by Dr. Glynn.  

 
 
 
 
 
 


	EPCC_June_2016_MeetingAgenda
	essay policy draft for EPCC
	OMET Documents for EPCC
	OMET_University-Wide Teaching Survey Questions (SEEQ)
	Graduate-School-of-Public-Health OMET School Template

	Ideas for 2016-17 Workshops-For Distribution
	EPCC Web Form Progress_Process Question
	Core Course Evaluations_Spring 2016
	Terry_BCHS2509_2164
	Barchowsky_EOH2013_2164
	James_HPM2001_2164
	Martinson_PUBHLT2011_2164
	Kammerer_PUBHLT2016_2164
	Kammerer_PUBHLT2016-1060_2164
	Core Course Teaching Effectiveness_Spring 2016
	Sheet1


	Draft_EPCC_May_2016_MeetingMinutes



