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MEZCOPH Education Committee Meeting
“Final Meeting Minutes”
January 7, 2015

Members Present:   Denise Roe, Chair 
Jessica Acuna, Kim Barnes (via video - Phx.), Scott Carvajal, Kathleen Crist, Leslie Dennis, John Ehiri, Joe Gerald, Amy Glicken, Michael Halpern, Tanya Nemec, Stephanie Springer, Doug Taren, Chris Tisch, Nicky Teufel-Shone, Michael Tearne, and Judy Williamson.

Voting Members Absent:  Mary Kay O’Rourke, Cecilia Rosales, Deanna Lewis, Raeann Davis, Ali Gabriel, Rom Rahimian, and Adeline Daryl June-Tsosie.
1.  Consent Agenda Approval:   A motion was made and seconded to approve the   January 7, 2015 consent meeting agenda items by all voting members present.

· Student Services & Alumni Affairs Updates:  (Chris Tisch)
Chris reported that the MEZCOPH IT office has “revamped” the Graduate Student Annual Progress Report.  There are a few items on the online reporting system that Chris is confused about, however she is working with the IT office regarding these process issues.  Chris asked the committee the following questions:  How much time should the graduate students be given, in order to complete the online APR (three or four weeks)?  Once the student has completed the online APR portion, what should the deadline be for them to make an appointment with their advisor to review their progress report (e.g. half hour appointment with advisor by February 6th)?

The committee recommended the following procedure for students to follow regarding the annual graduate student annual progress report:

1. Submit progress report online and update CV.
2. Make an appointment to meet with advisor and bring a copy of their CV to the meeting with their advisor.
3. Remind faculty that students will be contacting them for half hour appointments.

· Associate Dean for Academics Update:  (Doug Taren)
Doug commented that he was happy to be back from sabbatical!   Doug thanked John Ehiri for assuming the responsibilities of the Acting Associate Dean for Academic Affairs during Doug’s absence.  Doug also welcomed the new employees in the MEZCOPH Office of Student Services and Alumni Affairs.
In addition, Doug stated that he recently traveled to Nepal in December to meet with the leadership of the Patan Academy of Health Sciences (PAHS) to assist with the development of their MPH curriculum.  Doug would like to speak with the Education Committee at the February 2015 meeting, regarding recruiting volunteers to go to Nepal, in order to develop a public health study abroad program.  Doug commented that this is a great opportunity for our College to get involved.*


2. Old Business:

a. Online MPH Update:  (Doug Taren)
Doug reported that Pearson Embanet will be on campus next Monday, January 12 to conduct an in depth course development workshop meeting with MEZCOPH online MPH program section chairs, and course instructors.  The first cohort of online MPH students will begin the program in the fall of 2015.   

In addition, Doug stated he will be bringing himself “up to speed” regarding the online MPH admissions requirements (e.g. TOEFL scores for international students, GRE’s, etc.), since his return from sabbatical.   Amy Glicken will upload the Admissions Pathway document received from Pearson Embanet to the Education Committee’s Box website folder.  Committee members discussed raising the TOEFL score requirement for the online MPH program, as online programs can be more challenging and difficult, if English is not an individual’s first language.  Low TOEFL scores do indicate students will have trouble with the degree program.  A motion was made and seconded to raise the TOEFL score requirement for the online MPH program to:  100.  The motion was approved by a vote of 6-1 abstention.*

Chris Tisch introduced Jessica Acuna from the MEZCOPH Office of Student Services and Alumni Affairs, as the online MPH coordinator.  Doug stated that the College will also be hiring a fulltime faculty member as the Director for the online MPH degree program. 

b. MEZCOPH Peer Review of Teaching Process:  (Doug Taren and John Ehiri)
John initiated discussion and gave an overview of the revised MEZCOPH procedures for peer-evaluation of teaching based on the committee’s recommendations from the December Education Committee meeting (see document attachment below):

	
Comments from committee member’s review and discussion:

· Peer review of teaching:  Priorities for course reviews:  
1. P&T:  3 year reviews and Promotion reviews
2. Core Courses
3. As needed (courses that have repeated complaints regarding a lack of a quality classroom experience)
· Suggested amendments to the procedures for peer review of teaching document (changes in red):

1. Division directors and sections chairs determine courses to be reviewed and appoint reviewers.  Preference should be given to senior faculty, faculty with several years of teaching experience, and those who may have taught the course or similar course in the past.

2. Faculty member negotiates the date of the review with the reviewers.

7. The reviewers will review at least two classroom sessions.

A motion was made and seconded to approve the committee’s recommended amendments to the procedures for peer review of teaching document.  The motion was approved by a vote of:  3-2 (see revised document attachment below): 




Additional discussion ensued regarding unhappy students in a course:  
Does this require merit if it is just one student or attention given to more than one student complaining about the same course?  How do we handle this type of a situation?

Committee member’s discussion comments:

· The UA has processes and procedures for grade complaints, etc.

· What about complaints regarding a “poor instructor”?
This type of student course complaint would need to be reviewed by an administrator; however the course instructor may view this type of a conversation as threatening. 

· Mid-term evaluations:  Students are not taking seriously.  When things are going bad in a course, students may feel the course may get better.   However, towards the end of the course, when the situation has not gotten better, the administrator may feel helpless at this point in time, in order to assist students with a course problem.

· Look at the pattern with faculty member teaching the course (teaching style is not something that can be changed automatically).

· Distinguish between one incident (e.g. instructor having a bad semester) versus a pattern of complaints about a particular course and instructor (e.g. pattern of complaints from students).

· Online courses, adjuncts and doctoral course instructors teaching MEZCOPH courses should also have peer review evaluation of teaching conducted (e.g. doe renewal of contracts for adjuncts and re-appointment of doctoral students would need to be taken into consideration).

· There are currently not enough reviewers to go around.  We need to stick to the review of priority courses.  We do not have the manpower/resources to review every course and the process is burdensome. 

· The UA Office of Instruction and Assessment (OIA) can review courses for no charge.  Future business:  Encourage instructors to attend OIA teaching workshops.*


c.  RCM 2 (Doug Taren)
Doug reported that he reviewed a recent UA RCM budgeting process spreadsheet, which showed the implications of investments in teaching, research and space allocations.  Doug stated that College’s will get their money from the Provost; then pay back the funds for these services.  We are getting closer to knowing what the UA funding will be and how the money will be distributed.  The MEZCOPH Division Directors will be meeting with the Dean and will know more about the implications of these investments shortly.  As the College moves towards departments, and departments bring in more money, this money will be returned to the departments that are bringing in the revenue.

Additional committee members’ comments from discussion:

· If there is a push to increase student enrollment numbers, will there be enough TA support if enrollment increases in our courses?

· Doug commented that he met with Linda Tumellie and our College is currently $250,000 over budget with TA monies.  However, we need to look at this, as we need to be fiscally responsible.  Did we over budget, or are we paying out more TA money because our courses have increased student enrollment?  We need to strategically plan.  

· We need additional TA support from the University for our College’s larger enrolled courses.

· Take away message:  “Costs” of a program versus revenue returned; may not matter if we increase our student enrollment in our programs.

· Announcements have not yet been made regarding the official dates of the College’s move to departments.

· Future Agenda Item:  MEZCOPH course renumbering:  prefix changes to courses as we move toward departments.*

2. New Business:

a. Timeline for the 2015-2016 Academic Catalog Changes:
Amy Glicken requested that section chairs and program directors submit their section’s academic catalog changes as soon as possible, in order for the MEZCOPH website to be updated by March 1, 2015 for the fall 2015 semester.  Nicky Teufel -Shone commented that FCH section’s DrPH curriculum 2015-2016 catalog changes will be presented at the February Education Committee meeting for review and approval.*

b.  CPH 574 online Fall offering:  Moving to Summer Session Term?:
· Chris Tisch raised the question regarding, who makes the decision to move a core course offering?  Who provides the ramifications of moving a core course to another term?  Committee members responded that it is the responsibility of the section chair or program director  to bring this issue to the Education Committee and present the justification and any ramifications regarding moving a core course to another semester. Cecilia Rosales is considering moving the online section of 574, which she currently teaches in the fall semester, to a summer term offering, in order to help certificate and MPH Phoenix students to be able to take an online MPH core course during the summer term.  Kim Barnes commented that Cecilia is still deciding whether the online offering of 574 will be moved to a summer or spring offering.  The committee responded that we need a “coordinated” effort with our MPH core courses and sequencing.

3. Other Business:

a. BS Public Health Undergraduate Degree Program Director:  (Joe Gerald)
Joe initiated discussion regarding the coordination of the undergraduate program and the College’s move towards departments.  Who will take on the responsibilities and decision making of the undergraduate program, since Joe’s position will be ending on July 1, 2015 (section faculty)?  Joe stated that the new online MPH program will have a full-time Director position, therefore why is the MEZCOPH college-wide undergraduate degree program not allowed to retain its degree program director position?  Doug Taren commented that the Dean’s response is that the undergraduate program will become “aligned” with each of the departments, as the College moves forward with becoming three separate departments.  However, a plan does needs to be created.  Doug stated that we need an individual to provide “oversight” of the PH undergraduate degree program.  Currently, there has not been a decision made regarding this issue.  
Joe commented that there has been a “trade off” between the investment in the undergraduate degree program versus the new online MPH degree program Director positions.




Discussion comments from committee members:

· A statement needs to made to the Dean that the Education Committee believes it is short sided to do away with the MEZCOPH undergraduate program Director position.  In addition, the Director position’s salary support should be increased, as the College moves toward departments.  The committee agrees that the undergraduate Director position is important, and Joe Gerald should continue as the MEZCOPH Undergraduate Program Director.*


The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
The next Education Committee Meeting is scheduled for February 4, 2015 in Drachman Hall, 
Room A326.    

Changes or corrections to the minutes should be submitted to: 
Kathleen Crist, Coordinator, Academic Curriculum and Faculty Affairs


* Action Items:	
· Carry forward tabled items and other issues for discussion to the February 4, 2015 Education Committee Meeting agenda (Kathleen Crist)

· Review Fall and Summer 2015 course schedules with section and program faculty, and submit any changes / updates to Kathleen Crist, as soon as possible.
  (All Section and Program Chairs)

· Statement to the Dean regarding retaining the undergraduate degree program Director position and increase in salary support for this faculty position (Doug Taren)



*Future meeting agenda discussion items:  

· Instructors attending UA Office of Instruction and Assessment (OIA) teaching workshops.

· MEZCOPH course renumbering:  prefix changes to courses as we move toward department
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Procedures for Peer Review of Teaching

1. Division directors and sections chairs appoint reviewers.  Preference should be given to senior faculty, faculty with several years of teaching experience, and those who may have taught the course or similar course in the past.



2. Faculty member schedules the review.



3. Review to be conducted by two individuals.



4.  Reviewers obtain the syllabus and get access to the D2Lsite if the course uses D2L.



5. Reviewers meet with the course instructor to discuss the course and acquaint themselves with the course content, competencies and teaching methods.  Reviewers may request course materials, including quizzes, exams, etc.



6. Reviewers discuss the review form with the instructor and identify items of the review tool that are relevant to the course, and the review process.



7. Each reviewer observes one separate teaching session by the instructor.



8. The main element of the review is the narrative evaluation, and scoring of the items should be avoided.  Reviewers should use the numbered observation items as examples of activities that could occur during a session.  When items are observed, reviewers should consider how effectively they were implemented.



9. Reviewers interview the course TA(s) to obtain their perspectives.



10. After the reviewers have gone to a class, they write up a 1-2 page report as a team.



11. [bookmark: _GoBack] Reviewers meet with the faculty member and present their report.  This should be a constructive report stating the strengths and areas that could be improved.  The instructor is provided the opportunity to give more input.



12. Reviewers modify their report based on the discussion with the instructor and send a final copy to the instructors, division director, and section chair.



The College should consider providing training sessions for reviewers, in order to ensure uniformity of the review process.
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Procedures for Peer Review of Teaching

1. Division directors and sections chairs determine courses to be reviewed and appoint reviewers.  Preference should be given to senior faculty, faculty with several years of teaching experience, and those who may have taught the course or similar course in the past.



2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Faculty member negotiates the date of the review with the reviewers.



3. Review to be conducted by two individuals.



4.  Reviewers obtain the syllabus and get access to the D2Lsite if the course uses D2L.



5. Reviewers meet with the course instructor to discuss the course and acquaint themselves with the course content, competencies and teaching methods.  Reviewers may request course materials, including quizzes, exams, etc.



6. Reviewers discuss the review form with the instructor and identify items of the review tool that are relevant to the course, and the review process.



7. The reviewers will review at least two classroom sessions.



8. The main element of the review is the narrative evaluation, and scoring of the items should be avoided.  Reviewers should use the numbered observation items as examples of activities that could occur during a session.  When items are observed, reviewers should consider how effectively they were implemented.



9. Reviewers interview the course TA(s) to obtain their perspectives.



10. After the reviewers have gone to a class, they write up a 1-2 page report as a team.



11.  Reviewers meet with the faculty member and present their report.  This should be a constructive report stating the strengths and areas that could be improved.  The instructor is provided the opportunity to give more input.



12. Reviewers modify their report based on the discussion with the instructor and send a final copy to the instructors, division director, and section chair.



The College should consider providing training sessions for reviewers, in order to ensure uniformity of the review process.
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