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FACULTY SENATE 
ANNUAL STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
2012-13 ACADEMIC YEAR 

 
Prepared for the Central Washington University Faculty Senate 

 
Faculty Senate Committee: Evaluation and Assessment Committee 
 
Committee Chair:  Jeffrey Snedeker, (CAH) 
 
Committee Representation: 
• Members: Jeffrey Snedeker, (CAH), John Creech (Library), John Hudelson (CEPS), Michael 

Pease (COTS), Lynn Richmond (CB). 
• Administrative assistance:  Janet Shields 
• Ex Officio Members: none 
• Student Representatives: none 
• Guests: Tom Henderson, Melody Madlem, Kayla Tippie/Agency (student publicity group), 

Barry Donahue, Mike Jackson, Tracy Pellett, Kimberly McBride, Staci Sleigh-Layman, 
Steve DeSoer 

 
Committee Charges: 
1. EA12-13.01 Provide a year-end report to the Executive Committee by May 17, 2013. 
2. EA12-13.02 Utilize the attached committee policy and procedures template to delineate 

policy and procedures of the Faculty Senate Evaluation and Assessment Committee. 
3. EA12-13.02 Conduct the bi-annual Faculty Evaluation of Academic Administrators as set 

forth in code.  
4. EA12-13.03 Continue to work with administration on developing and implementing the 360 

degree evaluation policy, paying special attention to dissemination of results to faculty. 
5. EA12-13.04 Continue to revise and improve the SEOI process and content as needed. 
6. EA12-13.05 Disseminate the report on Peer Assessment of Instruction completed spring 

2012.  Inform the University Community of its content and suggestions for implementation. 
7. EA12-13.06 Contribute to the discussion surrounding the study of a transition from Quarters 

to Semesters (Q2S). 
8. EA12-13.07 Take a comprehensive look at evaluation of faculty teaching that could be used 

as part of every department’s retention, tenure and promotion  guidelines.  Please provide a 
recommended structure and framework to better evaluate faculty teaching that goes beyond 
relying only on the current SEOI structure.  Such things that could be included are peer 
evaluation, self-evaluation and administration evaluation, as well as the current SEOI 
structure. 

9. Our committee is also responsible for the annual assessment of the Senate (by the faculty at 
large) and the Senate Executive Committee (by Senators and Alternates).  Both survey 
instruments were reviewed and changes were recommended to the Executive Committee.  
The assessments were conducted in May.  Summary responses for both can be found in the 
Senate Office.  The committee recommended that the results also be posted on the Senate 
website. 
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Report on the Activities of the Committee: 
 
Meeting Dates and Times 

o October 1, 2012 
o October 15, 2012 
o October 29, 2012 
o November 26, 2012 
o January 7, 2013 
o January 22, 2013 
o January 29, 2013 
o February 5, 2013 
o February 12, 2013 
o February 19, 2013 
o March 5, 2013 
o March 11, 2013 
o March 25, 2013 
o April 1, 2013 
o April 8, 2013 
o April 22, 2013 
o May 13, 2013 
o June 3, 2013 

 
Minutes available at: http://www.cwu.edu/faculty-senate/committee-minutes-2012-2013 

 
Reports to the Faculty Senate 

o November 7, 2013 
o January 9, 2013 
o March 6, 2013 
o May 1, 2013 

 
Chair Reports to the FS Executive Committee 

o January 30, 2013 
o February 13, 2013 
o March 27, 2013 
o April 24, 2013 

 
Motions (Motion No. and Current Status) 

o 12-31 passed 5/1/13 
o 12-32 passed 5/1/13 

 
 
Actions on Charges 
1. EA12-13.02 Committee policy and procedures manual submitted to the Faculty Senate May 

17, 2013 (Appendix A) 
 

http://www.cwu.edu/faculty-senate/committee-minutes-2012-2013
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2. EA12-13.02 The bi-annual Faculty Assessment of Academic Administrators was 
administered April 8-May 7, 2013.  Events leading up to this included: 

• Review of current instruments and subsequent significant revision by committee in 
Fall and Winter. 

• Request preliminary input from all respective academic administrators in November. 
• Request suggestions from all faculty regarding appropriate questions for 

administration via GOCentral in February. 
• Request job descriptions, self-statements, and suggestions for appropriate, job-

specific questions from respective administrators in February.  This included a review 
of current assessment instruments. 

• Committee review of results in May; report to Senate EC. 
 

3. EA12-13.03 Worked with administration on developing and implementing the 360 degree 
evaluation policy, which was put in university policy in the Fall—Section 06-30-020.  
CONCERN: there is still no provision in the policy for dissemination of information or 
results of the evaluation process. 
 

4. EA12-13.04 On the subject of SEOIs, the committee’s activities had several areas of concern. 
o The Committee conducted three polls from October to April on the following: 

o Should faculty know who has/has not completed SEOIs?   
o When should student access to SEOIs close? 
o How long should students have access to online SEOIs? 

 
The results of these polls led to recommendations to the Executive Committee who 
communicated them to President Gaudino 

 
o The Committee reviewed a proposal for an SEOI for Education Field Experience 

(EFC 330) and Student Teaching (EFC 480).  See Senate Motion 12-31. 
o The Committee partnered with the Office of Institutional Assessment to explore ways 

of improving response rates for SEOIs.  In the Winter the student publicity group 
Agency held an informational event at the SURC.  CONCERN: Response Rates are 
still lower than faculty like—need to research further. 

o The Committee also considered proposals from the Associate Provost regarding SEOI 
summary reports.  There were significant concerns expressed and shared with the 
Executive Committee regarding the content of the proposed reports. 
 

5. EA12-13.05 The report on Peer Assessment of Instruction (completed spring 2012) was 
distributed to the University Community in the Fall.  http://www.cwu.edu/faculty-
senate/sites/cts.cwu.edu.faculty-senate/files/PETeach.pdf. 
 

6. EA12-13.06 The committee did not contribute much to the discussion surrounding the study 
of a transition from Quarters to Semesters because the subject seemed to be outside of the 
committee responsibilities. 
 
 

http://www.cwu.edu/faculty-senate/sites/cts.cwu.edu.faculty-senate/files/PETeach.pdf
http://www.cwu.edu/faculty-senate/sites/cts.cwu.edu.faculty-senate/files/PETeach.pdf
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7. EA12-13.07 The committee studied the evaluation of faculty instruction, using the 2005 
Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation of Faculty Instruction as a point of departure.  The 
result was Motion 12-32, which sets the stage for further study in 2013-2014.  See Appendix 
B. 
 

8. Both survey instruments for the annual assessment of the Senate (by the faculty at large) and 
the Senate Executive Committee (by Senators and Alternates) were reviewed and changes 
were recommended to the Executive Committee.  The assessments were conducted in May.  
Summary responses for both can be found in the Senate Office.  The committee 
recommended that the results also be posted on the Senate website. 
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Appendix A 
 

Faculty Senate Committees Procedures Manual 
Evaluation and Assessment Committee 

 
1.   According to Academic Code Section IV.D.1.e and Faculty Senate Bylaws IV.A.e: 
 

The Faculty Senate Evaluation and Assessment Committee shall be concerned 
with assessment tools affecting faculty or requiring faculty input.  It shall receive, 
review, initiate, and make recommendations regarding assessment tools used for 
the quarterly Student Evaluation on Instruction (SEOI), the biennial Faculty 
Assessment of Academic Administrators, and the annual Faculty Senate and 
Senate Executive Committee Assessments.  It shall also perform other related 
tasks as charged by the Senate Executive Committee. In all of the above-
mentioned tasks, it shall coordinate its efforts with other individuals, groups, or 
committees as necessary or appropriate.  The membership shall consist of five 
(5) faculty members (one from each college plus one from the library) nominated 
and ratified to staggered terms. 

 
2.  Responsibilities of the committee 

2.1 The committee receives charges related to its purpose from the FS 
Executive Committee 

2.2 The committee reports first to the Executive Committee and to the Faculty 
Senate, as requested. 

2.3 The committee may also consider topics or issues that are then sent to the 
Executive Committee, requesting committee time for consideration and 
formal charges, as needed. 

 
3.  Process for election of the committee chair 

3.1 Nomination process—nominations for committee chair are made at the 
first meeting of the academic year. 

3.2 Election process—the election of the chair is accomplished by simple 
majority. 

 
4.  Responsibilities of the committee chair.  The committee chair: 

4.1 Ensures that the committee’s responsibilities, outlined in Section 2, are 
fulfilled, as charged 

4.2 Determines committee meeting days and times (in consultation with 
committee members) 

4.3 Manages committee meetings by 
 4.3.1 Calling meetings 
 4.3.2 Setting agendas for meetings 
 4.3.3 Presiding over meetings 
4.4 Manages committee workload, in consultation with the Senate 

Chair/Executive Committee. 
4.5 Ensures that meeting minutes are taken and handled appropriately 
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4.5.1 Ensures that minutes are taken either by the secretary or 
administrative assistant; or, if neither is present, assign a 
committee member to take minutes. 

4.5.2 Reviews draft minutes submitted by the secretary or administrative 
assistant (or the assigned committee member), and suggest 
revisions as necessary 

4.6 Liaises between the committee and the Faculty Senate by 
4.6.1 Reporting to the Senate on the work of the committee as requested 

by Senate and/or as scheduled by the EC (at least once per 
quarter) 

4.6.2 Reporting to the committee on any Senate work relevant to the 
committee 

4.7 Liaises between the committee and the Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee by 
4.7.1 Providing the Executive Committee with timely written and oral 

communications as needed regarding the committee’s work and 
concerns of lack of member participation, if any. 

4.7.2 Preparing and presenting motions to the Executive Committee for 
Senate consideration, and being present at Senate meetings when 
they are presented. 

4.7.3. Preparing and presenting the committee’s Annual Report to the 
Senate/Executive Committee 

4.8 Collaborates with other Senate and University committee chairs, as 
needed 

4.9 Prepares and sends evaluative letters of committee members regarding 
participation (annually) 

 
5. Responsibilities of the committee secretary or administrative assistant 

5.1 Prepares meeting minutes, which should include meeting date and time, 
names of attending and absent members, and motions as approved by the 
committee, start and end times 

5.2 Forwards draft minutes to the committee chair for review, and make 
revisions as appropriate 

5.3 Forwards an electronic committee-approved minutes to the Faculty 
Senate Office 

5.4 Arranges location of meetings, and any equipment needed for telephone 
connections or presentations 

 
6. Responsibilities of the committee members 

6.1 Attend committee meetings and other events, e.g., forums, related to 
committee business 

6.2 Review meeting documents and prepare for upcoming meetings 
6.3 Participate actively in carrying out the committee’s responsibilities, 

outlined in Section 2 
6.3 Prepare reports and lead discussions on specific topics, as assigned at 

committee  
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Appendix B 
 

Faculty Senate Motion 12-32, passed May 1, 2013 
 

Proposal to the Faculty Senate 
from the FS Evaluation and Assessment Committee, May 1, 2013 

 
In February, the FS Executive Committee charged the Evaluation and Assessment 

Committee to take a comprehensive look at evaluation of faculty teaching that could be used as 
part of every department’s retention, tenure and promotion guidelines.  We were asked to 
provide a recommended structure and framework to better evaluate faculty teaching that goes 
beyond relying only on the current SEOI structure. 

Since then, amid other charges, the committee has taken time to consider this charge very 
carefully.  It is clear that this is a potentially volatile topic among faculty, and will require more 
time to do this responsibly.  That said, we consulted several resources, including a broad view of 
evaluation of teaching offered in a Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation of Instruction report 
submitted March 2005.  The research supports a balanced approach to faculty evaluation, 
whether of teaching or otherwise. 

With this in mind, the Faculty Senate Evaluation and Assessment Committee proposes 
that the following be adopted in principle by the Faculty Senate: 
 
1.  That the following parameters of teaching be used as a preliminary structure for further 
study by the FS E&A Committee in 2013-14: 

• Content Expertise 
• Instructional Design Skills 
• Instructional Delivery Skills 
• Instructional Assessment Skills 
• Course Management 

 
2.  These five parameters should be examined in the context of the sources of information, 
specifically the participation of: 

• Student Evaluation 
• Peer Evaluation 
• Supervisor Evaluation 
• Self-Evaluation 

 
3.  The opportunity to move forward with this preliminary structure assumes the following: 
 

1. Systematic consultation with all stakeholders will take place (faculty, department 
chairs, students, personnel committees, UFC, etc.) 

2. The assessment materials used in actual evaluation will be based on current, existing 
systems of Student, Peer, Supervisor, and Self evaluation—it is not the intent to foist 
more work onto faculty, but to bring each aspect of evaluation of instruction already 
in place into a more balanced whole. 
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3. The role of the information gathered and produced in formative and summative 
assessment of instruction will be considered carefully, with recommendations 
offered. 

4. In the fall, the committee will conduct a preliminary assessment of 
committee/faculty workload and budget needs associated with this study; financial 
needs will be communicated to the Executive Committee and Provost Office. 

 
 
RATIONALE 
 
Raoul Arreola (Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System, 3rd ed., 2007) identifies 
Five Dimensions for Evaluation of Teaching.  These are: 
 
1. Content Expertise: actual expertise that can be evaluated by peers and supervisor (teaching 
assignment) and perceived expertise as evaluated by students.  The parameters of content 
expertise include (but are not limited to) evidence of faculty currency in the field, and accuracy 
and appropriate level of information presented to students. 
 
2. Instructional Design Skills:  the designing and sequencing of information or activities to 
promote learning/achievement.  Course syllabi, learner objectives, handouts, media, content 
organization, grading standards and tools would be evaluated by peers, with student perceptions 
added (e.g., course difficulty, connections to examinations, etc.).  The parameters of instructional 
design skills include syllabi, grading standards, and appropriateness of learning objectives. 
 
3. Instructional Delivery Skills: these involve human interaction—the ability to motivate, 
generate enthusiasm, and communicate effectively using various forms of transmittal—thus 
contributing to the creations of an environment conducive to learning.  These would include oral 
and written communication skills, as well as use of technology, appropriate to content and setting 
(lecture, lab, etc.). Written skills include clarity of syllabi, handouts, feedback to students, 
graphs/charts/maps, notes, case studies.  Skills in technology include utilization of video, audio, 
computers, etc. appropriate to content/objectives.  Students are in the best position to evaluate 
delivery (interactive skills) and learning environment in the context of the appearance of 
competence as a teacher.  Peers and other experts in delivery can participate, too, but videotaping 
for later study is considered much better than classroom visitation.  The parameters of 
instructional delivery skills include presentation skills, clarity of speech, use of media. 
 
4. Instructional Assessment Skills: the development of tools, procedures, and strategies for 
assessing student learning and then providing meaningful feedback during the course, leading to 
achievement and learning—effective grading practices.  These skills would be evaluated 
primarily by peers, tempered by student perceptions.  The parameters of instructional assessment 
skills include valid and reliable exams, timely feedback. 
 
5. Course Management Skills: these skills include timely feedback to students, handling 
student/course paperwork, ensuring working, useable technology, placing appropriate materials 
on reserve for availability, arranging field trips, coordinating guest speakers.  These can be 
evaluated by peers and supervisors, with some student input.  The parameters of course 
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management skills include availability of learning support materials (e.g., timely feedback, etc. 
above), and the proper physical environment (including speakers, field trips, etc.). 
 
Thus, faculty instruction in these areas could possibly be evaluated by (but not limited to): 
 
Students 

• SEOIs (snapshot of course in a given quarter) 
• Combined summary reports over time (showing improvement in student 

responses/perceptions) 
• Participate in measures to evaluate “deep learning”—student performance in subsequent 

classes, alumni surveys  
• Students meet with Chair/faculty to clarify or offer more comments??? 

 
Peers 

• Classroom visitations (preferably for formative evaluation only) 
• Observations of video-recorded classes (preferably for formative evaluation only) 
• Peer review of SEOIs (individual quarters and long-term) 
• Evaluation of syllabi, course materials, course content and design, assessment strategies 

and tools 
• Meet with students??? 
• Create/review measures to evaluate “deep learning”—student performance in subsequent 

classes, alumni surveys 
 
Department Chairs 

• Provide evidence/documentation of Classroom management concerns 
• Review of SEOIs 
• Meetings with students??? 
• Classroom observations (personal or review of documented observations) 
• Observations of video-recorded classes 

 
Self-Evaluation 

• Reflection on SEOI and other results of assessments 
• Presentation of evidence of development activities 
• Explanation of goals and objectives of courses 
• Evidence of success in teaching (student success, deep learning) 
• Participate in review of video-recorded classes 
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