Proposal by the Joint Committee on Faculty Evaluation (JCFE) – May 4, 2011

A.  Background 

JCFE was charged by the Faculty Senate (October 21, 2010) to investigate the faculty evaluation process and to recommend improvements acceptable to faculty and administration.  It is expected that a revised process will be reflected in changes in the negotiated labor contract as well as in actual practice.   (An extensive draft proposal went to divisions previously for faculty input; see Attachment A.) 

B. Changes to the Evaluation  

1.  Evaluation will be conducted online and available to students in week 9, 10 and finals week.  

2.  For most courses, the evaluation instrument will drop from 45 to 26 questions.


a.  20 questions make up four reliable and valid ‘scales’ on course organization,



  communication, faculty/student interaction and assignments, exams and grading.


b.  1 question is a global assessment of ‘quality of instruction’ related to learning.


c.  5 questions are demographic in nature (e.g. student’s class level or major).

3.  Non-lecture courses such as laboratory or online courses will have additional questions unique to these particular contexts.  These questions are being developed in consultation with relevant groups (e.g. Natural Sciences).  This will be a continuing task of the committee.

4.  The College of Education will continue to use or develop appropriate evaluation instruments as needed for courses conducted outside of the classroom such as field experience, student teaching or practica.  

5.  Open-ended questions are not included as part of this instrument.  Functionally, these have been used in the past to help faculty with course or professional development and responses have not been required for the review process nor shared with Administration.  Thus, this separation creates an opportunity to enhance this function.  

C.  Timing, Transition and Process

1.  The revised evaluation process will begin fall 20ll for TT and NTT as specified in the CBA.

2.  Thereafter, the course evaluation process will be implemented fall, winter and spring.

3.  This spring’s ‘required’ evaluation will make the paper SIR version available to faculty who are intending to go up for tenure or promotion in fall 2011.  This is feasible due to the limited number of forms that remain from earlier terms’ evaluations.  

4.  The committee will forward to the Provost a list of any critical issues that require attention (e.g. statistical reporting format for results) so that they may be addressed.  This committee has volunteered to serve in an advisory role to staff who may be working on such issues.
5.  Process for evaluation will be improved, with steps to include:

a.  Communication to inform students about their important role in this process and provide faculty with ways to increase response rates.


b.  Assistance to faculty who desire to collect open-ended course information.


c.  Information made available to explain how to interpret the statistical results.

D.  Cost

WOU currently owns the questions that will be part of the new evaluation process.  There are no known additional charges associated with their use.   There are no other known direct costs associated with making this change.   
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The Joint Committee for Faculty Evaluation has systematically investigated the current faculty evaluation process and potential alternative processes and offers this Proposal as its recommendation.  The Proposal is organized to align with the Committee’s official charge, shown below.  

On October 21, 2010, the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate approved this as the official charge of the Committee:

The officers of the WOU Federation of Teachers and the Faculty Senate recognize that course and instructor evaluations are a contractual matter best examined by a representative committee of faculty union members. The Joint Committee on Faculty Evaluation will disseminate its findings first to the faculty senate and its divisional units for input, then to the WOUFT executive committee in order to inform future negotiations of contract language regarding evaluations.  The proposed goals and objectives of this committee include the following:

· To investigate the feasibility of offering more frequent and less costly evaluations that will continue to serve the diverse needs of academic units across campus;

· To ensure the reliability and validity of any new evaluation instrument through sufficient testing, including at other universities

· To propose a continuity plan for faculty and an implementation plan for students to ensure evaluation standards remain consistent during the transition to any new evaluation instrument, if adopted

I.  Objective 1:  To investigate the feasibility of offering more frequent and less costly evaluations that will continue to serve the diverse needs of academic units across campus.  

A. History:  Cost of SIR evaluations – printed forms 

1. The direct cost to administer printed SIR forms for one term has been estimated by Administration as approximately $8,000.  (Direct cost includes the cost of SIR forms, printed sheets and envelopes, pencils and labels.)  This estimate seems appropriate; in the Committee’s review of expenses, we could account for at least $7200 in direct expenses based on customary and usual charges.  (See Appendix A.)

2. The indirect cost, however, is likely to be substantially more.   A ‘process map’ that accounts for each step of the process demonstrates this. (See Appendix A.)  For example, a review of course enrollment for a campus-wide, mandatory evaluation reached a conservative estimate of 22,570 SIR forms, nearly as many open-ended question sheets, requiring an estimated approximate 1700 printed and labeled envelopes and nearly 900 instruction sheets.  This massive amount of paper is ‘touched’ multiple times:  printed, counted, distributed, counted, collated, stuffed, distributed, checked back in, unstuffed, verified, corrected, re-stuffed, ordered by CRN, unstuffed and scanned. 

3. In a normal term, the process takes weeks with work-study or student assistants helping our administrative staff prepare the material.  Even the scanning takes approximately a full week with night shift workers at University Computing Services.   

B.  Increasing frequency while reducing costs 

1. The most reasonable way to increase frequency and reduce cost is to move evaluations to an online system.  

2. The Committee did not make this decision easily or lightly.  We investigated the kinds of evaluation systems in place at other institutions and considered the implications.  However, one factor weighed heavily in our decision.  That factor is that WOU currently owns the rights to unlimited use of the SIR II questions, if used as written and used only online for WOU purposes.  This arose from a nominal fee paid by Bill Kernan at a time when UCS was beta-testing the various systems required to do an online evaluation. 

3. Therefore, the Committee began to consider an online version of the SIR II questions as a solution to meet Objective #1.  

II.  Objective 2:  To ensure the reliability and validity of any new evaluation instrument through sufficient testing, including at other universities

A.  Reliability and Validity

1. The SIR II questions are two types:


a.  Questions that as a group make up a ‘scale’.  Each scale measures a single dimension 
or  construct based on the answers to all of the questions.  For example, five questions 
together may be used to measure “Communication” (the construct) between student and 
instructor.


 b. Questions that stand alone.  The answers to these questions can not be combined with 

others because they measure different things.  For example, questions might be about the 
student’s expected grade, class level, or gender.

2.   Statistical psychometric data
The Committee reviewed the validity of the overall SIR II as well as the reliability statistics of the scales; validity and reliability are deemed to be at necessary and appropriate levels for WOU use.  In detail, these have been reviewed:

a. Factor analysis of scales:  this establishes that the five questions for each scale work together to measure one and only one dimension.

b. Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha):  this establishes the internal consistency of each scale, meaning whether students are responding to all questions within the scale in a similar way. 

c. Test – Retest reliability for items and scales:  this establishes that students respond to the questions consistently over time.

B.   RECOMMENDATION

The recommended evaluation instrument is a shorter version (26 items) of the SIR II, based on those scales that related to the course and student/instructor interaction.  The scales that relate to the student (e.g., ‘Student Effort’) are NOT included in the recommendation.

1. The scales and individual questions are described below.  

a. The evaluation form consists of four ‘scales’; each of these contains five questions.  Each scale measures a single dimension of the classroom experience.  These scales have been taken in their entirety from the long version of the SIR II and include:


1. Course organization and planning  (Section A in the SIR II)


2. Communication  (Section B in the SIR II)


3. Faculty/ Student Interaction  (Section C in the SIR II)


4. Assignments, Exams & Grading  (Section D in the SIR II)

b. One scale contains only one question.  It is a global assessment of the course as a whole.   



“Rate the quality of instruction in this course as it contributed to your learning”


c.  Five questions are stand-alone questions and provide demographic information about 
the student.  These include:



1. Course (major/minor, college requirement, elective, other)



2. Class level



3. Communicate (better in English, better in another language, equally well in both)



4. Sex



5. Expected grade

2.  The shorter length (26 items) compared to the previous instrument (45 questions) is intended to provide a more succinct, relevant and structured approach to students’ course evaluation for the purpose of faculty promotion and tenure.  In addition, the shorter length should reduce completion time and therefore lessen student objection to completing the questions. 

3.  The Committee acknowledges that there is still a need to address certain diverse needs not yet met by this recommendation.  For example, laboratory and online courses have unique attributes that require additional questions.  The Committee will continue to investigate how to meet these needs and requests input from faculty in these areas. 

C.   Open-ended questions 

Open-ended questions provide additional insight into the students’ perceptions and may provide some context for their quantitative responses.  Historically at WOU, question sheets have been distributed and collected at the same time as the in-class evaluation; furthermore, these responses have been viewed by faculty and not by Administration.  Moving these open-ended questions to the online format may offer advantages based on findings from assessment research:


a. The number of comments typically increases online.


b. The detail in comments and the amount of written text increases when done online.


c. Students are more confident that their comments will be anonymous if their handwriting 

is NOT seen by the instructor.


d. Typing, rather than writing by hand, is perceived by students as a benefit and increases 
their willingness to provide comments.

D.  RECOMMENDATION for open-ended questions

1. If open-ended questions are continued as part of the evaluation process, it seems reasonable that those responses are collected online as well.  However, the Committee recognizes that some faculty members are concerned about the data being collected and stored online, or to whom it may be made available.  For example, one possibility is to report content to faculty and the count of comments to Administration. 

2. Therefore, the Committee recommends that inclusion of open-ended questions be temporarily delayed.  This delay is intended to allow for time for further faculty and institutional discussions on topics such as what questions to use, who should have access to viewing the comments, faculty opportunities to opt-out, or alternatives to collecting qualitative data.   The Committee requests faculty input on all aspects related to open-ended questions. 

3. Accordingly, in the OPTIONAL Winter, 2011 course evaluation, the open-ended questions have been deleted.  Faculty members are encouraged to pursue other alternatives to distribute open-ended questions to their course students.  

III. Objective 3:  To propose a continuity plan for faculty and an implementation plan for students to ensure evaluation standards remain consistent during the transition to any new evaluation instrument, if adopted.

A.  Implementation timing

1. The Committee recommends that implementation begin as soon as possible after this document is approved by Faculty Senate and negotiation on the Collective Bargaining Agreement is finalized.   

2.  Accordingly, it is expected that full implementation of the new online evaluation and the associated promotional activities be Fall, 2011.  

B.  Evaluation timing

1.  The Committee recommends that student evaluations be conducted every term as a regular part of the course schedule.  Consistency across terms is considered essential to establishing this as a regular action by students.  

2.  Evaluations should be available to students starting in the 9th week of each term.  This earlier timing allows activities intended to remind students and increase response rates. 

C.  Transition Plan  -  Spring 2011

1.  The Spring, 2011 mandatory evaluation will be conducted online.  The current long version of the online SIR will be continued until a new evaluation system is adopted by Faculty Senate and negotiations completed between WOUFT and Administration.

2.  The Committee strongly and unequivocally notes that it is inappropriate to make comparisons between online results and any prior evaluation using manually completed forms.  (Research findings suggest that the differences in the response channel makes the online evaluation a fundamentally different process.)   

3.  Although Spring, 2011 evaluations are mandatory, it should be considered a trial run for many of the changes being described in the this document.  The results will be influenced by lower response rates and process changes.  Thus, Spring 2011 results should NOT be used in a way that adversely influences a faculty member’s promotion and tenure review process.  For example, the results should not be used to demonstrate a trend, as this implies that Spring 2011 was equivalent to earlier results.  

4.  Junior tenure-track faculty members that may have particular concerns about student evaluation data for their PRC reviews are encouraged to contact Committee members or the Chair for assistance. 

D. Transition Plan - Academic Year 2011-2012

1. The Committee’s goal is that this Proposal for evaluation goes into full effect Fall, 2011.

2.  The Committee expects that it may take as much as a full academic year to reach an acceptable response rate for the University based on other institutions’ experience.  The Committee expects that the WOU office with oversight for evaluation will review program activity and response rates each term and recommend and implement appropriate changes for continuous improvement.   

3.  The Committee recommends that a written review be produced each term by the WOU office with oversight, and made available to the Faculty Senate and the Provost’s office.  

4.  The Committee (existing members) agrees to serving on an ad-hoc basis as advisors to the WOU office that will be implementing this Proposal.  
E.   Education – Faculty

There is a need to provide information to faculty about how they might positively influence the response rate as well as to address concerns they may have about elements that might reduce their ratings.  (There is assessment literature as well as anecdotal evidence suggesting at least six key strategies that have a positive impact on response rates.)

F.  Education – PRC committees and Chairs

Material must be written to communicate to PRC committees and Chairs the appropriate interpretation for the statistical results for the scales (e.g., the mean, standard deviation, comparisons).  This material must instruct them in what constitutes meaningful changes across time (positive or negative), meaningful differences across individuals or appropriate comparisons across faculty, department or division.  Currently, there is no campus-wide standard for interpretation and this leads to inaccurate, inappropriate and inconsistent use of the results.  The Committee strongly recommends that this material be available as soon as possible and no later than the implementation of the Proposal.  

G.  Confirmation of Analysis Formulas

In order to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the results provided to faculty and Administration, the Committee recommends that the University contract on a limited basis with a statistical consulting group to review the formulas used in WOU data analysis.  (For example, such statistical services are available at institutions like Oregon State University.)  Our intention is to be sure that missing responses or choice of ‘O’ (not applicable) are treated appropriately in the statistical calculations, as well as to review the statistical reliability of comparison groups, or other results.   On approval of this Proposal, the Committee will assist Administration in writing a ‘scope of work’ that specifies the needed work.  

IV:     Challenges -  Response rate, Communication plan, Oversight 
A. Response rate

1. Universities that transition to online evaluation systems typically see an initial and significant drop in response rate.  However, response rates do improve with consistent and systematic attention to those factors that reduce response.  

The online evaluation ‘beta-tests’ that have occurred at WOU demonstrate a worst-case scenario of benign neglect because no attention was given to critical factors such as communication to faculty and students. (This is not any one person’s fault, but rather, the lack of centralized oversight for the evaluation process.)  Therefore, past results are not considered to be indicative of what is achievable.

2. Response rates are strongly influenced by students’ perceptions, such as:  does faculty think student perspective is meaningful and valuable? does faculty highlight the importance of the evaluation?, will anyone ‘listen’ or address problems? 

3. Research literature and anecdotal evidence from other institutions suggest several key ways that a faculty person may increase response rate; several of these are communication-related, others are ‘structural’ (e.g. reminders, withholding access to final grades, or minimal extra credit.) 

According to two studies, offering extra credit appears to be a minimal incentive with a significant impact.  Faculty who are interested however, should know that extra credit must be awarded on an all or nothing basis for the class.  This is because student responses are anonymous and not associated with their name; only overall class response is accessible.    

If faculty members are interested in this, please share it with your representative so that we know whether to put the system in place to track incremental response levels. 

B. Communication plan

The Committee recommends that a communication plan be implemented including creating specific communication materials.  This is part of an overall proactive strategy necessary to reach and maintain response rates.  The following items are suggested as critical elements:

1.  Text to help faculty explain the value to students when announcing the evaluation; text to explain how students can access the evaluation; reminders about the upcoming deadline at end of period.  

2.  Instructions for faculty such as how to send an email with an evaluation link, how to post an evaluation link on the course Moodle site.

3.  Announcing the evaluation period to a campus-wide audience; setting up and announcing response booths with incentives, if used; keeping all involved parties informed relative to key dates and activities.

4. Evaluating the use of various incentive programs, potentially implementing an incentive program and then evaluating the cost/benefit of it.

5.  Networking with student groups on campus to increase awareness and communication about the value of the evaluation process to students. 

6. Monitoring response rates and communicating to participating faculty if target levels are met for faculty who are offering extra credit for class response. 

C.   Oversight of the evaluation process / program

1.  The Committee recognizes that this proposed evaluation process provides summative data but isn’t sufficient or robust enough to help faculty interested in continuous, formative, professional development.  The Committee notes that their intention with this Proposal is the former, not latter.  

2.  The Committee recognizes that one of the major weaknesses in the existing evaluation process AND the major obstacle to initiating a new process is the lack of centralized oversight.  Thus, the Committee strongly and unequivocally recommends that oversight for implementation and tracking of evaluation performance be centrally located.  

One possibility is in the Center for Teaching and Learning, because of its faculty-centered orientation.  For example, the Center’s mission to provide “opportunities and resources for faculty to enhance their professional lives and promote student learning” suggests that oversight for the evaluation process is aligned with the Center’s current activities.  

However, the Committee recognizes that it is outside of its mandate to make this decision. 



APPENDIX A:  Continued

Detail for Estimates used in Process Map

1.  Estimate of forms needed for campus-wide participation:      22, 570

a. Assumptions used in calculation:  


Used Spring 2011 listing of classes (49 printed pages!)


Used ‘Max. Students’ as proxy for actual number of students


‘Max Students’ total rounded down, e.g. 22 counted as 20, 18 counted as 15, etc. 


Some classes were not counted in order to underestimate, rather than overestimate 
    the potential number.  These were not included:



all graduate level  (500-600 level)



all online classes



‘special topics’



repeated class date/time because of different room on different day



all performance classes (MUEN)



PE physical activity classes (100-level, e.g. badminton)



language conversation classes



TA production classes 



classes with < 10 maximum



practicum courses



ED classes held off-campus

b. Factors with unknown values:

-   Which classes don’t achieve maximum number of students.  However, it seems reasonable to assume that overall, classes achieve a major percentage of the maximum in order to remain on the schedule.  In addition, the numbers were rounded DOWN rather than up in order to allow for some decrease. 

-  Which classes are cancelled or otherwise not held.

-  Which classes are not included because of the faculty schedule for P/T review may not require evaluation every year.    

2.  Number of courses:   approximately 840

Estimated based on the number of courses noted in making the count of students. 

Division admin:  Email/phone contact with faculty; facilitate student pick-up of materials & instruct student.





Appendix A.  PROCESS MAP for printed SIR forms 


 (Boxes represent touchpoints; expanded boxes imply multiple touchpoints)


 





Open-ended sheets are printed.


Direct cost:  $1805 (at .08 per copy)





Post-scanning calculations, posting to website for distribution and other related tasks are primarily automated with staff oversight for coding issues. 





UCS:  Receives SIR envelopes.  Opens envelope by course.  Enters CRN number, and auto-feeds forms through scanner.  Checks count. 


Indirect cost:   Labor cost (This takes a week minimum of night shift workers, also requires equipment be available and maintained for this purpose.) 





Division admin:  Ensures envelopes are returned, open envelopes, ensure only SIR in SIR envelope, align direction, check CRN for accuracy, enter missing CRN #’s, take out unused forms for re-use. SIR envelopes forwarded to Julie in Provost’s office who ensures course envelopes are in order by CRN.   Open-ended forms stored for distribution after grades posted.  





In-class administration; envelopes returned to Division office and checked in by staff.





Distribution to Division Admin staff: SIR forms, open-ended sheets, and instruction sheets. 





Division administrative staff:  Double check labels, Labels are affixed to printed, brown envelopes. (1 version for SRI, another for open-ended). Count out correct number of both forms and stuff folders with forms & instructions.    Direct cost:  $588  (1680 at .35 per printed envelope)





Pencils purchased and sharpened 


Direct cost: ~$50 for 800 pencils





(Additional step for optional term)   Kathy/Tiffany enter course, CRN, faculty name into an interface program so system knows who to recognize as participating. 





2 sets of labels must be printed for each course:  CRN, course name, student #, faculty person name.    Direct cost:  $85 (1680 at .05 per label)





SIR Forms:    .23 each per form only (quantity pricing) +  shipping (approx. 8%). (Price does not include cost of instruction sheets.)    Direct cost of campus-wide evaluation:  $5606 (Based on usage estimated at 22,570 – see attached document)












