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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Oct. 2, 2006 in AA109

	Members Present
	Monika Brannick, Berta Cuaron, Mary Ann Drinan, , Lori Graham, Shannon Lienhart, Pam McDonough, Lillian Payn, Morgan Peterson, Perry Snyder



	Members Absent        
	Rebecca Barr, Loren Lee



	Guests
	Ralph Ferges, Jane Mills



	Call to Order


	The meeting was called to order at 3:34 p.m. by Mary Ann Drinan.

	Minutes of September 18, 2006
	The minutes of September 18, 2006 were approved.  MSC Brannick, Snyder.  All in favor.

	Membership on Tenure Evaluation 

Committees


	Mary Ann Drinan welcomed Ralph Ferges from the Life Sciences Department to discuss his department’s perspective on the composition of Tenure Evaluation committees.  Ralph began by requesting that all tenured department members in his department be included on the tenure review committee for their new hire. He noted that all 9 tenured faculty members of his department served on the hiring committee and wanted to use this model for tenure review as well.  

A major reason for this request was to ensure that all within the department would be well-informed about the progress of their new hire toward the granting of tenure, he said. The current number of department members who serve on a tenure review committee, as noted in the faculty contract, is two, a number too small to represent the department’s interests, he stated. A general discussion about a recent denial of tenure case followed. The discussion focused on the issue of the need for confidentiality in the tenure review process and also the void that a lack of information creates within a department. While all department faculty don’t necessarily want to serve on the tenure review committee, Ralph said, it is one of the few ways that everyone could be apprised of the details of the evaluation process while still maintaining a strict definition of confidentiality.  

Another approach, he suggested, might be to proceed with the usual number of committee members but allow the tenure committee to report the evaluation results to the department after the report is finalized.  This would allow all of the actual evaluation materials to remain confidential while still giving department members some idea as to how the tenure process is proceeding, he said.

Shannon Lienhart noted that, from a legal perspective, any changes to the composition of the tenure and evaluation committee (TEC) would have to be written into the contract and would have to be uniform among all departments on campus.  Otherwise, she said, if a probationary evaluee were not rehired or denied tenure, that faculty member could then argue persuasively that he/she was treated differently.  Shannon expressed understanding and empathy for the department’s situation, but noted that she did not think that the Faculty Senate would agree to a change in committee size.  Mary Ann then outlined a recent proposal being discussed by the Working Group on Appeals/Evaluations. This proposal would permit the addition of 2 more department members to a TEC if a remediation plan was considered necessary, she said. Contract language states that a remediation plan for a probationary faculty member can occur under the following conditions, she reported: the probationary faculty member is in his/her first or second year of probationary status, is rehired, but received an unsatisfactory or substandard rating on one or more evaluation standards. Should this situation occur, the committee chair would request that two additional department volunteers serve on the TEC. This action signals to department members that there may be a problem without breaking confidentiality.  A discussion followed regarding whether this proposal addresses the needs of the Life Science Department and the necessity for confidentiality. Members thanked Ralph Ferges for bringing these issues to the TERB. 



	Student Evaluation of DRC Assessment Specialists
	Mary Ann Drinan welcomed Jane Mills from the Disability Resource Center to talk about the proposed changes to the Student Ratings of Counselor form for the DRC Learning Disability Assessment Specialists (LDAS).  She noted that there are 3 full-time LDAS, including herself, and all participated in the creation of the new form. Jane explained that some of the items on the current Student Ratings of Counselor form are not appropriate and do not reflect what LD Specialists do. They do not conduct a typical counseling session, but rather provide a multi-faceted testing experience which consists of 3 separate appointments, she said.  The first is a 2 ½ -3 hour assessment which is then followed by two appointments to review and analyze the results, she noted. Jane then discussed the proposed changes in the student evaluation questions in detail.

Mary Ann Drinan added that the TERB office now has the ability to produce customized forms much more easily than in the past due to the new Scantron forms and scanner.  TERB members thanked Jane for submitting these changes.



	Evaluation of Department Chairs
	A second draft regarding the evaluation of department chairs reflecting suggestions of TERB members was then discussed.  These changes brought the number of questions back up to 15.  Mary Ann shared an e-mail summarizing one perspective on the evaluation of department chairs.  She noted that, of those department chairs that provided input, most shared the same sentiment:  keep it simple and positive.  They would prefer it be a tool to help them do their job better, rather than an outlet for criticism, she reported.

Lillian Payn shared two resources she found on-line that could give TERB some ideas and guidance for evaluating department chairs.  The first was NCATE (National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education) which evaluates using the ratings of unacceptable, acceptable, and target. The second was IBSTPI (International Board of Standards for Training, Performance, & Instruction) which had models for evaluating competency in training managers. TERB members agreed that, instead of revising existing forms, that perhaps, in some cases, it might be better to go outside the box and rethink the evaluation from a completely different angle.



	Video Observation of Counselors
	Mary Ann Drinan stated that this item could be brought back at the next meeting, at which time Rebecca Barr could share the results of the poll she took of counselors.

	Change to Student Evaluation of Non-Credit/ESL Faculty
	The changes proposed to the Student Evaluation form used in Non-credit and ESL faculty will be brought back at the next meeting.

	Faculty Evaluations at CPPEN
	Mary Ann Drinan reported that she has continued to work with Janet Hoffman, Wilma Owens, and Berta Cuaron to determine how the evaluations at Camp Pendleton are administered and what happens to the results.  She will continue to compile more information for the next meeting.



	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:33 p.m. 

	Next Meeting
	October 16, 2006  Room AA-109 3:30 p.m.
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