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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Nov 16, 2009 in MB-14
	Members Present
	Mary Ann Drinan, Nancy Galli, Barb Kelber, Shannon Lienhart, Russ McDonald, Pam McDonough, Morgan Peterson, Tamara Weintraub, Ellen Weller


	Members Absent        
	Cuaron, von Son

	Call to Order
	The meeting was called to order at 3:38 p.m.


	Minutes of November 2 , 2009

	The minutes of November 2, 2009 were approved.  MSC Galli, McDonough.  All in favor. Lienhart, McDonough abstain.


	Action
Reviewing the Current Faculty Evaluation in EME Programs


	That all Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) teaching in EME 215 be exempt from the formal, faculty contract evaluation process given the rationale  that:
1) They only teach in their specialized area of expertise.
2) They have no responsibilities for determining class content, administering   

     grades, or meeting with students outside of their presentation.

3) A tenured faculty member, the instructor of record, serves as the supervising

     instructor and observes the subject matter experts.

4) All students evaluate SMEs at the end of each module.

5) The SMEs are employed full-time in the emergency medical field and are

    required to maintain currency in their specialization in order to maintain their

    full-time employment.

6) EMEs continued employment is contingent on Palomar students passing

    competencies in their specific areas on the Nation Registry EMT Practical
    Exam.

MSC Lienhart, Weller.  All in favor.



	Revisions to the Online Student Questionnaire

	TERB members reviewed the draft of the Online Student Questionnaire approved by the ATC on 11/12/09.  Mary Ann noted that the ATC recognizes TERB’s ability to make changes; nonetheless, ATC will report to the Faculty Senate on 11/23/09 describing the work the committee did prior to sending their suggestions to TERB.  TERB needs to review and finalize possible changes to the Online Student Questionnaire by March prior to WASC’s return to campus.

A discussion followed regarding part-timers responsibility for online office hours.  Because part-timers only get paid for one office hour, TERB members agreed that #7 on the original questionnaire (“Is available for consultation with students during on-line office hours or by other means”) was rightfully eliminated.  They also agreed that #17 on the revised form (“Responds to my questions and to my requests for help”) addresses the type of one-on-one contact for which part-timers, as well as full-timers, are responsible.

Question #15 on the revised form (“Interacts with the class on a regular basis.”) addresses interaction with the class as a whole.  In response to questions, Mary Ann noted that the online instructor’s presence in the online environment and the instructor’s interaction with and responsiveness to students are best practices for online instruction. She noted, however, that the  ATC didn’t want to structure  the questions to prescribe how faculty interact, but rather  to ensure that they do identify what students can expect regarding how, when and where they will respond (i.e. via e-mail, on Blackboard during certain hours, etc). 
A lengthy discussion followed regarding #7 on the revised form (“Tests and assignments are graded in a reasonably prompt manner.”) and # 8 (“Information about my grades are available to me at various times during the semester.”).  Ultimately, members agreed that #8 could be eliminated because, if the instructor is prompt in returning grades (which #7 addresses), and the students have the syllabus, they can calculate their own grade at any given point in the semester.  TERB members also questioned the order of the statements on the questionnaire since not all related questions seem to be grouped together.  Mary Ann noted that the ATC working group structured the questionnaire so that the questions easiest for students to answer appear at the beginning and those considered more difficult occur at the end. TERB wanted #6 on the revised questionnaire (“Provides a variety of learning activities.”) to be moved to a more appropriate location on the form.
TERB members suggested changing #14, “shows enthusiasm,” to “communicates” enthusiasm.
TERB agreed to compile all of these suggestions and present to the ATC at one time for their response.  ATC meets again on December 10.


	Increasing Student Participation in the Evaluation of Online Classes

	Mary Ann reported that the response rate for online evaluations this semester was 17%.  Although this appears to be higher than many other colleges, it is still not enough to provide a realistic sample.  Although the overall response rate was not as high as anticipated, the response rate for each probationary faculty member was between 25-50%, and this was the first semester that every single class had at least one response.  
Mary Ann presented the ATC working group’s suggestions regarding increasing student participation.  One idea is a pop-up window that would appear every time a student logs on to the class, reminding the student that an evaluation is due. TERB members discussed the fact that in a typical face-to-face class, the student is presented with an evaluation-often before class begins-and completes it, so it is not unreasonable to require an online student to complete an evaluation before accessing the class.  
However, some cautioned, you would have to very careful with this tactic because often there are deadlines for online assignments. If students couldn’t log into the class until completing the evaluation, that could cause them to miss a deadline.  TERB members considered that students should have the ability to be reminded later, to opt out, or even to submit a blank evaluation.  Mary Ann asked TERB members to continue reflection on this issue and to draft a motion in the near future.


	Online Observation Form
	Regarding observations of online classes, Mary Ann noted that the ATC working group continued to support the checklist format, which incorporates best practices for online teaching as well as refers to the Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty. TERB members agreed that they wanted the checklist as a separate document which the evaluator could reference when commenting on each category.  In this way, the checklist would provide guidance when answering questions without leading the evaluator to address every single statement, even ones that might not be applicable.  It would also allow more space for adding a few more categories, if that were considered necessary.
TERB members found it troubling that there is no category for course content.  However, they recalled that it is not present on the face-to-face class observation form either.   Mary Ann said she would bring copies of the face to face class observation form for the next meeting to compare. 
Lastly, TERB members noted that “temporary student access” wouldn’t allow the evaluator to look at tests, so instructions to the evaluator should direct the evaluator to ask for a sample test, if they would like to see one.  

	Evaluation of Instructors Teaching Non-credit Community Education Classes

	This item will be brought back.



	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	December 7, 2009  Room MB-14  3:30 p.m.
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