
Faculty Evaluation Committee (FEC) 

Report to the MRFA AGM, May 7, 2010
Respectfully submitted by the following members: (*denotes continuing 09/10)

Brian Traynor – Communication Studies (Co-chair)
* Martin Haworth – Bissett School of Business (Co-Chair)
Manuel Diaz-Avila – Mathematics, Physics & Engineering
Alana Gieck – Communication Studies (on leave)
* Maureen Best – Nursing

* Katharine Barrette – Library

* Carlos Videla, Mathematics, Physics & Engineering
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 eight times in 09/10 researching faculty portfolios, discussing responsibilities for Annual Report support and obtaining input on evaluation concerns.   We met with the MRFA executive, and other key stakeholders in Faculty Evaluation to get input on how the FEC might evolve. Our work was concentrated in the following areas:
1. Faculty Annual Report:  The FEC met with Lee Easton (Negotiations) to consider the ongoing support and education for Faculty on the Annual Report.  FEC had previously provided input on the AR. This led to a meeting with Trevor Davis (VP Research) to gain an understanding of current product development and the ongoing need for support.
While there is still quite a bit of work to be done around support and change management, the FEC agreed that it should take on a role in the training of new faculty. This will be an activity taken on by the new committee as there was insufficient time to be involved with the initial release by Trevor. 
2. Tenure Dossiers: The committee explored a number of resources that would provide a good starting point for sample faculty dossiers.  Excellent research resources were provided by TARGET.  Some key resources were identified.  The FEC contacted University of Victoria to discuss the excellent work done by their team.  UVIC have agreed that we can re-use any of their materials as long as they are acknowledged.  There are six example dossiers we can leverage.
3. MRFA Committee Affair:  Five members of the FEC attended the Professional Affairs Committee’s ISP event which is an initiative to familiarize new faculty with the MRFA, its bylaws and committees.  
4. Co-ordination of committees:  The FEC recommends hosting a “Summit” for all stakeholders in the area of Faculty Evaluation.  The goal of the summit would be to identify overlaps in areas of concern that relate to Faculty Evaluation and the support infrastructure necessary to progress future work.  The timing of the Summit should be early fall.
5. Student Evaluation of Instruction for online courses: The FEC continues to get requests for guidance on SEIs for online courses.  Please see the recommendations in the 08 – 09 report for a possible process. 
6. Future priorities: The transition from College to University has brought about a number of organization and governance changes.  As new committees have been established (GFC, IPTC, APTC, etc.), we are now at a point to re-examine the role and mandate of FEC. 
a. There are a number of recommendations from the past two years that the FEC should push forward within the university.  However, these really need to have a coordinated effort by many stakeholders. The FEC recommends hosting a stakeholder summit early in the fall to identify appropriate responsibilities. 
b. Develop Annual Report training materials and appropriate examples for new faculty coming to MRU.
c. Develop a number of Dossier examples for faculty to model or adapt.
d. Reexamine the recommendations and work done by past FEC members so that their input is not lost or neglected.  This work should be shared with stakeholders and priorities re-established if needed.
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