Minutes

Ad Hoc Portfolio Meeting

January 3, 2014 at 2:00 PM on Lee Campus-Building U, Room 202 Conference Room
Present

Absent

Dr. John Meyer, Chair
X


Dr. Maria Cahill

X


Professor Ray Lenius




X

Dr. Rebecca Gubitti




X

Professor Munir Al-Suleh
X


Professor Arenthia Herren



X
Dr. Joan Van Glabek

X via video


Dr. Theo Koupelis

X


Lisa Dick


X
Dr. Meyer called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM.  He welcomed and thanked everyone for agreeing to serve on the Committee.  Members of the Committee introduced themselves.  There were enough members present for a quorum.
A Committee meeting schedule and roster was distributed.
Dr. Meyer reviewed what he understands Dr. Wright’s vision to be regarding this Committee’s goal.  He said that our charge is to review the faculty evaluation process for efficacy, utility, and value.  








The Committee discussed the following points in detail:

1. Charge of Committee

a. Review fulltime faculty evaluation process.

b. Look at other schools and instruments for best practices

c. Ensure that the process is fair and equitable

2. How the current evaluation tool is weighted

a. Dr. Meyer:  Primary tool is Appendix A which makes the SIR IIs disproportionate in evaluating faculty – 60 – 70% of evaluation rests on SIR II results

b. Dr. Cahill:  The faculty portfolio demonstrates other things about the instructor.  She agreed that the process needs tweaking but she likes the format.  Dr. Cahill believes that more credit should be given to outside of classroom activities/professional development, and that College service needs to have more weight in the process.

c. Dr. Koupelis:  Requested clarification of “weighted in favor of SIR IIs”.   He said that 42.5% depends on SIR II results.  Dr. Meyer clarified that the Committee needs to investigate what other schools do and look at current literature for SIR II evaluation vs. other electronic evaluation tools.  For example: What is efficacy of instructor? Do we need more input from students?  More instructor self evaluation?  Is our evaluation process the best it could be or do we need to compare to others?   Maybe we are happy with what we do now for faculty evaluation and don’t need to change.
d. Professor Al-Suleh asked if our process includes peer review.  It is not a current requirement.  Dr. Koupelis said that many years ago, deans were expected to visit classes and that a form was used to evaluation. This practice was discontinued a few years ago without explanation.
e. Dr. Cahill reported that several faculty members researched the need for deans to sit in on classes and that it was agreed that for this practice to be effective, the deans would have to sit in on at least eight classes per faculty to be meaningful and that it would be wasting administrative time based on validity (this was attributed to Dr. Steve Adkins).
f. Dr. Van Glabek also stated that she believed there is a state law that prohibits faculty evaluating other faculty.  Dr. Van Glabek also agreed to forward a copy of the results of the first committee’s review of the faculty evaluation process.
3.  Length of administration time and training of administrator of SIR IIs

a. The Committee agreed that to be effective, the amount of time assigned to administer the SIR II in each class should be 30 minutes.  The Committee also agreed that there needs to be a better second page to the evaluation for detailed information from the students.

b. The Committee discussed the possibility of developing a specific training for administrators of SIR II.  Dr. Meyer mentioned having a “faculty pool” of administrators or a process of having other instructors administer all SIR IIs as a way of getting students to take this process seriously.  It was agreed that the value of SIR II is in the details and that the rules of administration of the SIR II tool be enforced.
c. The possibility of filtering out the most important questions on the SIR II survey form was discussed and the Committee agreed that it would be helpful if the College could control the amount of questions and type of questions used on the form.  Questions concerning textbooks, frequency of evaluation, and timing of evaluation during the semester were discussed.  Should only the first four components of the SIR II form be used?  Sections EFGH should be student self evaluation.
d. It was agreed that written student evaluations of classes - not just having them fill out a form – might yield more useful data.

e. Members of the Committee shared their own practices of class evaluation in addition to the SIR II including:

Cahill – adds own evaluation in mid class that is included in her portfolio

Al-Suleh – uses learning outcomes in syllabus and asks students: Did you learn…?

Koupelis – uses own evaluation at beginning of class when syllabus is distributed:  What do you expect to learn?

4. What should the results of the faculty evaluation process show?

a. Growth of faculty member

b. Ensuring that faculty members take advantage of the SIR IIs as a learning experience
Dr. Meyer then asked for volunteers to research six points of researching the faculty evaluation process.  The following are the assignments:
Committee Member Assignments

1. Dr. Joan Van Glabek:


Research what new literature exists on the SIR II





evaluation tool
2. Dr. Koupelis/:Professor Herren
Look at competing electronic evaluation tools

3. Dr. Maria Cahill/: Professor Gubitti
Research literature on classroom observations

4. Professor Lenius:


Research literature on questions to ask of students





when they review faculty
5. Dr. Meyer:



Research entire process

6. Professor Al-Suleh:


Research literature on frequency of fulltime






evaluation and the possibility of once every three 





years instead of once per year
Dr. Meyer reminded the Committee of two points to consider when completing their assignment: the need for both quantitative and qualitative tools and need for annual self-evaluation and self-improvement learning objectives.
Miscellaneous Committee discussion surrounded the following:  
Survey questions: are they based on integers or rationals and Dr. Koupelis said 1 – 4 integers

Dr. Cahill would like to make sure that the broadening of community service is included in faculty evaluations.  Dr. Koupelis said that it has to be related to your discipline.

Dr. Van Glabeke wanted to remind everyone that whatever the Committee recommends aligns with the CNA.
Dr. Cahill began the discussion of rater reliability.  She addressed the fact that all school deans do not use the same weight when rating faculty and that one, in particular, refuses to give more than a three.  It was agreed that regardless of the instrument chosen, rater training would be required.  
It was agreed that the Committee needs to review the results of the last time the faculty evaluation process was reviewed.

Dr. Van Glabek moved to adjourn the meeting and Dr. Koupelis seconded.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM.
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