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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Mar. 2, 2009 in MB-13
	Members Present
	Berta Cuaron, Mary Ann Drinan, Byung Kang, Shannon Lienhart, Pam McDonough, Lillian Payn, Morgan Peterson, Shayla Sivert, von Son


	Members Absent        
	Galli, Weintraub


	Call to Order
	The meeting was called to order at 3:32p.m.


	Minutes of February 2, 2009

	The minutes of February 2, 2009 were approved.  MSC Peterson, von Son.  All in favor.



	Evaluating Part-Time Faculty Ensemble Directors: Peter Gach

	Peter Gach, a member of the Performing Arts Department, explained that the department has nine ensemble groups that perform publicly.  In the past, these ensembles have been directed by full-time faculty members; however, with recent retirements and the hiring freeze, the ensembles will now all be directed by part-time faculty.  
Due to this change, Peter asked TERB to examine a proposal for a modification in the evaluation process as it would pertain to ensemble directors.  His proposal consisted of three components: the typical student evaluations, a self-evaluation component, and an evaluation of a public performance of the ensemble.  He noted that ensemble directors may need to be evaluated more often than the typical three year cycle in order for the department to reassign directors as necessary based on the evaluation outcome.  
TERB members wondered if part-timers directing ensembles would have other teaching assignments.  Peter said that most would.  A discussion followed regarding how a negative evaluation of the ensemble direction would affect a part-time faculty member’s other assignment(s) and their standing on the priority list.  Peter stated that if an ensemble evaluation reflects that a director needs improvement, the department would want to continue to evaluate the director on a semester by semester basis for that assignment only.  He agreed that a negative rating shouldn’t affect their ability to teach other classes.
TERB concurred that the ensemble director evaluation would need to be unique and separate from the typical part-time evaluation process; then, members inquired about the suitability of current timelines for the proposed ensemble evaluations.  Peter replied that all ensemble groups will perform during the second half of the semester; therefore, evaluations can be completed by the end of the semester. 



	Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty: Working Group Revisions

	Mary Ann introduced the latest modifications to the Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty based on the February 19th Working Group meeting.  There were minor changes to #4, #5, #9, #10 and #11.  She also stated that the revised standards have less overlap than previous standards.  

The Standards of Performance do not directly appear in the faculty contract; however, the evaluation report forms do appear in the contract and they incorporate all standards. Shannon confirmed that upon TERB’s approval, the document would go to the Faculty Senate for recommendation and then to PFF for negotiation.   Mary Ann also noted that an AT subcommittee will also look at the possibility of adding several standards to be applied regarding on-line instruction.
A discussion followed about Student Learning Outcomes and their place in the Standards of Performance.  TERB members considered adding it as a question to the Professional Improvement Form. They felt this could lessen the perceived standardization of learning outcomes and allow for more academic freedom. Mary Ann said she would incorporate it into the Professional Improvement form and bring it back to TERB.


	Revised Peer Evaluation Report Based on Revised Standards of Performance

	TERB members looked at the modified Peer Evaluation Report form based on the new Standards of Performance for Faculty draft just presented.  Mary Ann pointed out that #9-#11 will primarily be evaluated by the peer review committee rather than through student evaluations.  She also noted that when the Student Rating of Instructor form is revised, student questions will be better aligned with the evaluation report.  She noted that the instructions in the revised Peer Evaluation Report were changed slightly and that the order in which the ratings appear were changed from high to low rather than listing “Standard” first.

TERB members suggested having a rating system or check boxes for #9 since there are multiple items listed with a yes/no answer format and the answer may be yes to some item(s) but not all. TERB members also questioned why two negative ratings exist on the form and wanted to know the difference between the “substandard” and “unsatisfactory” ratings. Mary Ann noted that the substandard rating implies that improvement is possible.  The unsatisfactory rating is referenced in Ed. Code and has a very negative connotation, she said.  TERB members suggested that the overall rating continue to have all four options; however, regarding each individual section, only three ratings:  high, standard, and needs improvement, are necessary.  


	Report Regarding Academic Technology Task Force

	Mary Ann summarized the work of the various Academic Technology subcommittees regarding on-line evaluations.  She said that they will begin modifying on-line student evaluation questions as well recommending ways to enhance participation rates. Regarding online observations, Mary Ann reported that Haydn Davis suggested creating a user-friendly checklist that would specifically address how content is presented online and how easily students can navigate while online.
She also stated that she and Haydn are exploring software options for conducting on-line student evaluations.  They will participate in a webinar next week with David Gray to explore a Scantron module which would have the ability to interface with both PeopleSoft and Blackboard.

Some TERB members expressed how important the observation of the discussions boards is in evaluating an on-line instructor and inquired about how the on-line observation will incorporate an in-depth evaluation of this important element. Mary Ann said that she will bring the on-line observation draft to the next meeting so TERB members can see how it is currently structured. 


	Department Chair Questionnaire: Part-Time Faculty Evaluations

	The questionnaire regarding current methods used to evaluate part-time faculty was sent to 30 department chairs today, and, so far six chairs have responded.  TERB will review all responses in the near future.   


	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	March 16, 2009  Room MB-13  3:30 p.m.
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