
Faculty Evaluation Committee (FEC) 

Report to the MRFA AGM, May 8, 2009
Respectfully submitted by the following members: (*denotes continuing 09/10)

*Brian Traynor – Bissett School of Business (Co-chair)

Janice Miller-Young – Mathematics, Physics & Engineering (Co-chair)


Geoff Owens – Library

Cecilia Sessarego – Languages and Cultures
Pat Kostouros- Child and Youth Studies

* Manuel Diaz-Avila – Mathematics, Physics & Engineering
* Alana Gieck – Communication Studies
The Faculty Evaluation Committee is charged with making recommendations to ensure appropriate evaluation of all faculty takes place and that all documents related to faculty evaluation are suitable and implemented in a timely manner.  The committee shall recommend policy on pre-tenure, post-tenure, term certain and part-time evaluation, shall monitor evaluation process, and shall provide information to Regular Members on evaluation.  The committee shall investigate and maintain current research information to inform its work and to enhance the evaluation process for all MRFA members.

FEC met 10 times in 08/09 (with at least one meeting still pending) working actively on evaluation issues and concerns and in communication with the MRFA executive, the Office of Institutional Analysis and Planning, faculty in the Faculty of Teaching and Learning, and guest Dr. Michael Theall who gave presentations at the college in February. Our work was concentrated in the following areas:
1. Student Evaluation of Instruction for online courses: The FEC examined and assessed the most recent SEI process and its applicability to current practices in online courses.  Some background and a series of recommendations are attached. (Appendix A)
2. Faculty Annual Report:  The FEC was asked to consult on the development of an online annual report to be used in both pre- and post-tenure review.   Members surveyed faculty college-wide and made recommendations such as giving teaching a high profile in the form (as well as respecting privacy and security issues.)  Hence, rather than simply reporting SEI scores and number of students taught, there will be space for describing teaching philosophy, goals etc. The FEC will also be pilot testing the first draft of the form in the first week of May.  
Other recommendations included reporting mean scores from three evaluation themes: Instructional Delivery, Instructional Design and Instructional Assessment.  A possible grouping of questions from the current SEI form could be:
a. Delivery Q2, 3, 4,5 6, 7, 11, 12, 14
b. Design Q8, 9, 15, 16
c. Assessment Q13, 18, 19
3. Evaluation of teaching:  The FEC met with APTC in May to make preliminary recommendations regarding criteria and evaluation of teaching in both TS and TSS streams.  In addition to the recommendations regarding use of grouping SEI scores (above), the committee also summarized some discussion points and questions for APTC and FEC to pursue next year (Appendix B).
4. MRFA ISP event:  Three members of the FEC are attending the Professional Affairs committee’s ISP event which is an initiative to familiarize new faculty with the MRFA, its bylaws and committees.  
5. Co-ordination of committees:  The FEC recommends more closely co-ordinating future work with APTC and TARGET in order to optimize the work that is being done by these similar committees.  As a first step, the FEC made a presentation to the APTC on May 7 to discuss priorities for next year (below).
6. Future priorities: There are several areas in which the committee would like to focus its future work, although priorities may change slightly following conclusion of negotiations and consultation with the above-mentioned committees.   
a. Investigate establishing a formal group of trained peer evaluators.
b. Seek feedback from the Committee of Chairs on the Theall matrix and rotating the number of teaching evaluations of tenure track faculty.
c. Examine two potential models for evaluation of teaching.
d. Develop an example (or several) dossier on the website for new faculty to access.
e. Lead discussion about teaching philosophy and course development in the pre-evaluation of teaching.
f. Initiate development of a survey instrument for the student evaluation of online instruction.  
7. Future directions for FEC: In light of college transitions and the formation of new committees such as APTC, the FEC recommends some possible changes to our committee for the MRFA membership to consider.
a. FEC could be comprised of one faculty member from each Faculty Council to ensure fair evaluation in particular faculties and to ensure comparability across faculties.  
b. Maintain status quo and remain as an MRFA PD elected Committee. 
The committee also discussed the challenges related to the current committee charter. Some of these structural changes would warrant significant by-law changes and we believe the membership should have input.  However, college transition may warrant holding pattern for now. 
Appendix A - FEC Recommendation on policy for Student Evaluation of Instruction for online courses

The FEC examined and assessed the most recent SEI process and its applicability to current practices in online courses.  Some background is presented and a series of recommendations follow.

Background

A pilot SEI activity was conducted on a number of online courses in the Winter of 2008.  There was some concern and uncertainty regarding the content of the SEI, but the intent of the pilot was to determine if the process was effective and if the response rates were comparable to a standard mail-out survey.

Georgina Grant and Crystal Koch, OIAP, presented their experiences with the pilot online survey the administered. An email survey was released on March 14 and remained open until April 14. A total of 44 courses were surveyed.  Almost 25% of the enrolled students responded.  This rate of response was very similar to a regular mail survey. Almost 60% of the students provided written comments.  OIAP provided the following recommendations:

1. Engage Mount Royal Students and instructors in a process to ascertain what barriers were real or perceived that affected non-response to an on-line survey process. Initiate a broader consultation on deployment protocol with other institutions that have used an on-line survey process.  OIAP would lead this inquiry using an advisory committee.

2. Review the on-line SEI survey under the auspices of the Faculty of Teaching and Learning to ensure rigorous grounding in pedagogy and other considerations. A proposed on-line SEI instrument could then be pilot-tested with the additional insight gained from activity ‘1’. A final report and recommendation would then be directed to the General Faculties Council for approval.

During discussion with OIAP we learned that the process for setting up the survey, preparing the data for analysis and ensuring secure treatment of the data was labour intensive and not efficient.  The SEI instrument also had some weaknesses in terms of its suitability for today’s online course environment.  The committee asked what process might be needed to re-design and pilot a new SEI instrument.  As part of this discovery, we interviewed one of the principles involved in the rapid development of the SEI instrument for Clinical Instruction in the Faculty of Nursing.  Using a mix of faculty and OIAP staff, a draft survey was presented to nursing students in May 2004, this was followed by a pilot of 14 class sections in Fall 2004.  During the winter term of 2005, some infrastructure support was enabled (survey tool, Banner data structures, etc.).  Since the fall semester of 2005, the nursing practice surveys have been processed with accurate results.  The key in this development process was the active leadership of a small team, the continuous feedback by faculty and students, and the quick increment of changes from the pilots.  There were clearly identified resources from IT to support the necessary computing support.

Recommendation

The FEC believes that a proper Pilot and Implementation plan should be followed to develop a good online SEI instrument and process.  We would like to propose:

	Phase
	Activity
	Resources
	Time Period

	Research
	Research best in-class online SEIs
	Team (2 FEC, 1 OIAP, 1 ADC)
	Sept  - Dec ‘09

200 hours

	Plan
	Gather input into SEI, Identify Pilot group, scope infrastructure needs, prepare plan
	Team (2 FEC, 1 OIAP, 1 ADC, 1 IT, 3 Facuty)
	Jan – Apr. ‘10

400 hours

	Pilot
	Execute pilot per plan, analysis of data, revision of SEI and process changes
	Team (2 FEC, 1 OIAP, 1 IT, Faculty)
	Apr – May ‘10

100 hours

	Implementation
	Identify Fall ’10 courses, implement at same time as normal SEI, final changes
	Team (2 FEC, 1 OIAP, 1 ADC)
	Sept – Dec ‘10

200 hours

	Adoption
	Propose online SEI to MRFA/MRC
	Team (FEC, 1 OIAP, MRFA exec)
	Jan – Apr, ‘11


The project will need to be resourced appropriately to meet these timelines.
Appendix B – FEC Discussion and recommendations re: Theall presentation 

Discussion points related to Michael Theall’s matrix and faculty evaluation
During his visit to Mount Royal College, Dr. Michael Theall shared research related to faculty development and evaluation. In particular he shared a matrix, developed by Arreola (20070, which addressed the various areas of evaluation, for example, who should have input into an area of evaluation and the weigh suggested into each area. The Faculty Evaluation Committee has looked at the matrix and can see how this would be a useful matrix to consider if we are going to make changes to the existing evaluation structures at Mount Royal. In particular you will note the weighting within each area and the FEC thought it might be useful to have each area evaluated by those who have some level of expertise in that particular area. Therefore, we are recommending a discussion take place regarding a change to faculty evaluations based on this model:
	Data Source
	Student input
	Peer input 
	Chair input
	Component Weight

	Instructional Delivery
	100%     (25)
	0%      (0)
	O%    (0)
	25%

	Instructional Design
	25%       (5)
	75%    (15)
	0%     (0)
	20%

	Instructional Assessment
	40%       (10)
	40%    (10)
	20%   (5)
	25%

	Content Expertise
	0%         (0)
	80%    (20)
	20%   (5)
	25%

	Course Management
	0%         (0)
	0%      (0)
	100%  (5)
	5%

	Total Source Impact Weights
	40%
	45%
	15%
	100%


 

Some potential discussion points and questions:
Would this cut down on chair evaluation of instruction?
Should the weight of Course management be higher given the potential impact on department and students?
Each component definition and expectation would need input at the department level, which was recommended by Theall.
Is it possible to have someone from ADC (Michelle Yeo for example) have general input into appropriate evaluation of instructional assessment and design (i.e., create a checklist)?
In cases of on-line or blended delivery could ADC (Rod Corbett for example) have general input into appropriate evaluation of delivery (change the matrix slightly for on-line/blended to include certain standards for appropriate delivery)?
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