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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Oct. 20, 2008 in AA109

	Members Present
	Berta Cuaron, Mary Ann Drinan, Nancy Galli, Byung Kang, Shannon Lienhart, Lillian Payn, Morgan Peterson, Shayla Sivert, Carlos Vonson


	Members Absent        
	McDonough


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


	Minutes of October 6, 2008

	The minutes of October 6, 2008 were approved as amended.  MSC Peterson, Sivert.  All in favor.



	Possible Action Regarding Evaluation of Subject Matter Experts in the Fire and Police Academy

	 TERB members recalled that subject matter experts (SME) in the Police Academy are currently exempt from contract evaluation if they teach less than 16 hours.  Morgan Peterson explained that the Public Safety department is seeking exemption for all SME’s in the Police Academy for the following reasons:
1) There are only 3 full-time faculty members in the Administration of Justice area to evaluate the large number of SME’s in the academy.  

2) The curriculum that the SME’s teach is dictated by P.O.S.T. and by the state.   If the students in the academy aren’t passing the state exams, the academy 

can lose its accreditation.

3) All SME’s are evaluated by students within the academy at the end of each module; and the academy coordinator (Shannon Dreyer) and director (Tom Plotts) observe classes regularly.

4)  Although the SME’s are part of the bargaining unit like other part-timers, they are full-time police officers and are not attempting to obtain a full-time teaching position.



	Actions

	To exempt all Subject Matter Experts teaching in the Police Academy from the formal, faculty contract evaluation process given the following rationale:
1) They are already evaluated and monitored within the academy and by P.O.S.T., their accreditation agency.
2) They are professionals working full-time in their area of training.

3) They are required to go through on-going additional training to maintain

 their certifications.

MSC Peterson, Sivert.  All in favor.



	Criteria for Student Evaluation of On-line Classes

	TERB members were provided a copy of the current Student Ratings of On-Line Instructor form used at Palomar, as well as a copy of the on-line instructor evaluation used by Park University.  Mary Ann noted that Palomar’s student evaluation form was developed several years ago and was approved by the Faculty Senate as a pilot project.  Because it was developed a number of years ago, it is not specific to the distinctness of on-line instruction.  She asked TERB members what recommendations they would like her to take to the task force.  TERB members noted that, although the Park University model had some good ideas, it seems to be more of a peer evaluation of on-line instructors rather than a student evaluation.  Some recommended that students be given an opportunity to evaluate the ease of navigation of an instructor’s Blackboard site, including its organization and the clarity in directions for assignments. This would be similar to the current question number 3 but more geared toward on-line instruction.  It was also recommended that the students not only evaluate the discussion board, but also how the instructor responds to the discussion board and the way in which they evaluate the students’ use it.
Mary Ann said she would take TERB’s ideas to the task force and provide TERB with an update  at a future meeting.



	The Meaning of the Word “Comprehensive” in Peer Review

	Mary Ann reminded TERB members that Article 17.8.5 of the contract refers to a “comprehensive” scrutiny of a peer evaluee’s work performance; however, there is no definition of the word “comprehensive.” It is not clear whether the peer evaluation of a tenured faculty member should include only items from the semester in which the evaluation occurs or if it can address things from previous years as well.  
One TERB member noted that if it were positive things that occurred since the last evaluation, it would likely not be an issue.  However, if negative things were addressed, it may not be appropriate.  TERB members agreed that there should be a process in place for dealing with negative situations as they arise, as opposed to waiting until an evaluation year to address them in peer review.  A discussion followed regarding what informal processes are in place that could address certain concerns.  They recognized that it is a struggle for some departments to deal with faculty issues on an immediate basis.  They agreed, however, on the importance of dealing with disciplinary issues in a process separate from the evaluations process so that the allegation can be grieved, and/or the faculty member can have the opportunity to rectify the problem(s).  TERB members agreed that the issue would require more discussion since none of the evaluations materials or the PFF contract address whether the peer evaluation is to regard the current semester only or not.


	Action
	To adjourn to Executive Session at 4:34 p.m.  MSC Peterson, Lienhart.  All in favor.


	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	November 3, 2008  Room MB- 13, 3:30 p.m.
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