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


	Members Absent        
	Galli, Sivert


	Call to Order
	The meeting was called to order at 3:36 p.m.


	Minutes of April 2, 2007


	The minutes of December 1, 2008 were approved as amended.  MSC Peterson, Vonson.  All in favor.



	Action

	To approve the “Peer Review Options for Librarians” form.  MSC Peterson, McDonough.  All in favor.


	Action

	To move that no faculty member teaching online give extra credit to students in exchange for completing the On-line Student Evaluation of Instructor.  MSC McDonough, Vonson.  All in favor.  
A brief discussion followed regarding other ways of increasing the participation rate for online evaluations.



	Review of Recommended Changes in Documents Regarding the Evaluation of Librarians

	TERB began by looking at the Librarian Workplace Observation form, which evaluates librarians in areas other than teaching.  Carlos noted two overlapping statements that both address knowledge.  No other changes were suggested.  
Next, TERB reviewed the “Student Evaluation of Librarian.”  TERB members suggested that Statement #3, “all backgrounds” be changed to “diverse backgrounds” so that students would feel more like they’re answering on an individual basis, rather than for all students.  Some felt that students wouldn’t be able to accurately Statement #4 because they would be unfamiliar with the meaning of the term “student learning.”  Others noted that statement #4, pertaining to interest and enthusiasm, is also very similar to the first statement on the form.  Some also felt that #3 and #5 overlapped.  Also, the verb tense in statement #7should match the others used.  
Overall, TERB members expressed concern that the questions seemed too broad to answer after just a one hour session.  Byung noted that the librarians were trying to match the questions to the Standards of Performance for Librarians when they formulated the revision.  
TERB members suggested that a few open-ended questions might be a more effective way to evaluate a one-hour session. This approach would eliminate a lot of overlap, get more to the point, and possibly yield more valuable feedback.  They suggested something similar to the questions asked at the end of a Professional Development workshop.
TERB members next looked at the “Library/Information Competency Instruction: Individual or Small Group Observation” document formerly entitled “Bibliographic/Reference Instruction: Individual or Small Group Observation.”  Byung noted that the librarians updated the form based on new technology and added #4 as a new question.  TERB members suggested changing the wording on #3 from “describe how” to “how did.”
Next, TERB examined the “Faculty and Staff Ratings of Librarian” form.  TERB members suggested changing the wording in the title from “Rating” to “Evaluation.”  They expressed concern that most people would have trouble answering #7 since evaluators may be unfamiliar with the specific mission and goals of the district.  



	Review of Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty as Recommended by the Working Group
Discussion of Procedures Relating to Approval of a
Remediation Plan

Update on Issues/Actions Related to Evaluation of Online Classes


	Mary Ann noted that the wording of the revision to the Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty is similar to the current one, but instead of 13 standards, there are 10. As discussed at the previous TERB meeting, the issue of not turning grades in on time could be addressed by adding a phrase such as, “and attends to all necessary paperwork.”  TERB members agreed that #2 could be shortened by simply saying “The instructor demonstrates subject matter expertise.”  TERB members discussed the use of the word “patience” in revised Standard #5, noting that the phrase “willing to help” encompassed the concept of patience.  Some TERB members expressed a preference for an emphasis on academic rigor, high grading standards, and integrity.  
A discussion followed about the faculty service requirement that focused specifically on community service.  TERB members agreed that it should be included, but modified to say “relevant to education and/or department.” 
TERB members noted that some schools ask the student for their current grade in the class and GPA. These measures would provide additional information to professors about the performance of their students. 
The statement concerning learning outcomes was omitted in the revised standards.  Several TERB members expressed the view that assessment of learning outcomes would be more appropriately addressed outside of the Standards of Performance and faculty evaluations, perhaps in self-evaluation tools such as the Professional Improvement Form. Another approach would be to use learning outcomes as a component of program review. 

Shannon requested that the recent correspondence between the California Federation of Teachers (CFT) and the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) regarding the use of student learning outcomes (SLOs) in the faculty evaluation process be made available to all TERB members.
Mary Ann reminded TERB members that contract language makes it clear that TERB is responsible for reviewing evaluation reports and approving remediation plans.  To maintain confidentiality, she suggested that, when TERB has made a remediation plan decision, the date of TERB’s decision should be noted directly on the report or plan rather than in any Board minutes. This action documents that TERB has met its responsibilities without violating the confidentiality of the evaluee.  If TERB stipulates any contingencies to an approval, the contingencies could be included on the form as well.
Mary Ann reported that she has been calling other colleges to discuss the methods they use to evaluate on-line instructors.  From her surveys so far, she said, it appears that Palomar has a well-developed on-line evaluations process.  


	Other
	Shannon reminded that she and Mary Ann would work on the survey to department chairs regarding the efficacy of part-time evaluations.  


	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:56 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	March 2, 2009  Room MB-13  3:30 p.m.
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