Joint Meeting 
Department Chairs and Executive Committee
April 3, 2009
Battle Mountain - #1; Elko – EIT #203; Ely - #111; Pahrump – PVC #124; Winnemucca - #108

Department Chairs Present:  Dick Borino, Karen Mowrey, Doug Hogan, Norm Cavanaugh, Richard McNally, Bonnie Hofland, Cyd McMullen, Ed Nickel, Lisa Campbell, Xunming Du, Norm Cavanaugh, Mary Swetich, Charlene Mitchel, Jay Larson, Carrie Bruno

Executive Committee Present: Sarah Negrete, Kevin Laxalt, Frank Daniels, Barbra Moss, Teresa Howell, Gretchen Skivington

Evaluation Committee:  Lynette Macfarlan, Linda Uhlenkott, Karen Martin, Danny Gonzales, Laurie Walsh

Guest:  Susanna Dorr, Webmaster

1. Cyd McMullen requested members of both committees to provide the evaluation committee with an honest assessment of the proposed comprehensive evaluation process. Participants were asked to discuss the information with faculty in their areas so that all departments have an understanding of what the evaluation committee is trying to accomplish. 

2. Inserted below is the PowerPoint that the co-chairs, Lynette Macfarlan and Linda Uhlenkott, of the evaluation committee presented to the group.   
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3. Role Model Parameter Values and Source Impact Weights – Each faculty member will design his/her own percentages based upon what each person does. The role model parameter values and source impact weights were described as follows:

	Teaching Role

	The dynamic process of engaging in specifically designed interactions with the students that facilitates, promotes, and results in student-learning.

	Source Impact Weight
	Description
	Examples

	Instructional Design
	Faculty member along with a department colleague will meet to review the design of courses taught by the faculty member.
	Review syllabi, develop materials, or the way a course is taught. 

	Instructional Delivery 
	Derived directly from the IDEA form
	Only place that the student evaluation forms come into place. The IDEA data will be provided to faculty by Institutional Research. 

	Instructional Assessment
	Derived directly from the IDEA form


Note: Workshops will be scheduled during the fall 2009 in-service activities.
	Only place that the student evaluation forms come into place. This information comes from #12 on the IDEA form. The IDEA data will be provided to faculty by Institutional Research.

	Instructional Management
	Discussion between faculty member and department chair
	Organization and management of courses taught by the faculty member.

	Field Work
	Exclusive to the Education department
	




	Management Role

	Carrying out assigned duties that foster and support department and/or program administration and resource management. Definitions will be unique to each department

	Source Impact Weight
	Description
	Examples

	Program Supervisor 
	Program Supervisors and Department Chairs will now be acknowledged for the duties that they are requested to complete. 
	The faculty member, VPAA or supervising Dean, and program committee will determine together the impact weight. This is a shared responsibility; a process of negotiation. 

	Department Chair
	
	The faculty member, VPAA or supervising Dean, and department will determine together the impact weight. This is a shared responsibility; a process of negotiation.

	Note – this portion only needs to be completed by program supervisors and department chairs. This segment has a zero percentage possibility and will not detract from the overall scores for those that are not required to complete it. 



	Professional Role

	Those activities that include advancing proficiency, discovery, creativity, and dissemination of knowledge within one’s area of expertise.

	Source Impact Weight
	Description
	Examples

	Proficiency
	Activities that a faculty member does to remain proficient in his/her discipline area.
	Reading journals, workshops, conferences

	Scholarly/Creative
	Sharing information in one’s field of expertise.
	Works of art, publications, theater productions



	Service Role

	Carrying out assigned non-teaching responsibilities or duties, not necessarily related to one’s recognized area of expertise or even academic in nature, that contributes to the functional operation of the institution.   

	Source Impact Weight
	Description
	Examples

	Service to the Institution
	Activities that a faculty member does for GBC.
	Committee work, Faculty Senate attendance, 

	Service to the Students
	Activities that a faculty member does for students every day.
	Writing letters of reference, advising, student club advisor, orientations, mentoring

	Volunteer Service Role
	Activities that a faculty member does for the community, state, and/or national organizations.
	Volunteerism in the community or at a national level would all be included in this area. 




4. Susanna Dorr followed up with a demonstration on the electronic source that configures role model percentages and source impact weights. The computer automatically figures the percentages for the faculty member depending on the information provided. Faculty will have the option to adjust the role model percentages up until a predetermined deadline agreed upon by faculty and administration. It was suggested to have the established deadline during the second semester. It is up to the faculty member to establish collaboration between the department chair and vice president or supervising dean. 

5. Narrative components are included in different locations of the forms. 

6. The proposed process will replace the five-year review and top-of-the-salary scale procedure. All the information and resources will be located in one place on the website. All forms will be in electronic format. 

7. There was concern with the required components found within the evaluation forms. Two possible suggestions to the required components found in the evaluation forms were 1) Instead of required components, the wording could be recommended or established or 2) Completely remove the asterisks that indicate required components. It was stated that by having required components within the process then it could be considered punitive. 

8. Prior to the meeting, the committee made changes to the number of times a department has to meet throughout the year on the management role form for department chairs. 

9. It was suggested to change the wording to academic dishonesty instead of using the plagiarism statement.

10. The VPAA has agreed to take the higher of either the raw or adjusted percentage rate from the IDEA form for teaching delivery if the faculty member is above the mean score. If the percentage is below the mean score then the lowest percentage will be used. This practice was recommended by the IDEA conference spoke persons. 

11. Tenured faculty that receive below a score of three for one year will set down with the VPAA and a chosen committee determined by the faculty member. A plan of action for improvement will be determined and laid out for the next year. At the completion of the year all parties will meet and review the results of the action plan. The individual will have the chance to show everything that has been done to improve the results. If the individual has not made progress then an unsatisfactory rating will be received. The new process gives a full-year for enrichment and development. 

12. Susanna Dorr provided a demonstration of the electronic prototype of the instructional design form. Eventually a mechanism will be created that emails the points results to the mentoring colleague. It is also the plan to provide resource links on each form. 

13. The evaluation committee was asked to possibly look at piloting the program during the first year by not setting numbers for the rating scales. Perhaps the numbers would be better guided by what faculty truly do. It was felt that by having the ranges normmed during the first year, then the ranges would possibly be more equitable. 

14. The evaluation committee was asked to clarify if the assessment of delivery of teaching is based primarily on students. A concern is that students don’t always have the conceptual framework to assess the delivery that faculty provide. 

15. An additional concern was that not all faculty will want to go outside their department when choosing a colleague to work with. It was suggested that it would improve the departments’ strengths by keeping it internally. The committee explained that departments already know so well what they do. Much could be learned by having a colleague that is not in his/her own department; there is much talent to be shared throughout the GBC campus. The decision was also negotiated with administration. 
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