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

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


	Members Absent        
	

	Call to Order


	The meeting was called to order at 3:32 by Mary Ann Drinan.

	Minutes of 
May 1, 2006
	Minutes of September 20, 2004 were The minutes of May 1, 2006 were approved as amended.  MSC Brannick, McDonough.  All in favor.
                a

	Minutes of 

August 28, 2006
	The minutes of August 28, 2006 were approved as amended.  MSC Snyder, Cuaron.  All in favor.


	TERB Rewrite of Department Chair Evaluations
	Mary Ann Drinan reported that the PFF has requested that TERB examine the evaluation process of department chairs in order to submit recommendations to the negotiations team. Evaluation of department chairs, in their role as chairs, did not occur during the last academic year because numerous faculty expressed concerns about the criteria used and the wording of the form, she said.  Some specific concerns were the lengthiness of the evaluation, its format, the lack of a “don’t know” or “can’t evaluate” option, and the frequency of evaluations.
Two worksheets were presented to start the discussion.  The first worksheet took the original twenty questions and grouped them into six categories.   The second worksheet narrowed the number of questions down to ten questions grouped into five categories (Budgeting, Communications, Department Advocacy/Leadership, Evaluations, and Scheduling).  
Numerous recommendations were made. TERB members noted that they wanted to keep  #14 on the original form since it underscores the role of the department chair in representing the department in the campus setting and in bringing back pertinent information to the department.  Members also thought that #7 under “Student Accessibility” should remain.  They suggested that it could be categorized under “Communication” and be reworded to reflect the language in the policy on how student complaints are to be handled. Members suggested that a statement such as “the ability to successfully lead department meetings” be added as an item either under Communication or Department Advocacy.

One department chair suggested that only open-ended questions be used, Mary Ann reported. The questions would center on what the chair did best and what needed improvement. TERB members responded that perhaps room could be left for additional comments at the end of the form rather than rely on specific questions that prompt the evaluators in any one direction.

Mary Ann noted that she would contact department chairs regarding their perspectives for the next meeting.



	Working Group to Consider the Faculty Appeals Process


	Shannon Lienhart provided TERB with an update regarding possible changes to the faculty appeals process. Shannon stated that, during negotiations, the PFF and the district agreed to create a task force composed of 3 PFF representatives and 3 administrators who would change/modify the appeals process so that it included appeals regarding the evaluations process.
Shannon then raised a second issue; a concern about a department’s request that all tenured department faculty serve on a TEC for a new probationary faculty.  This would increase the membership of the TEC by approximately 5 more faculty. An alternate proposal was to maintain the number of TEC committee members at five, but permit the entire department to review evaluation results. She expressed concern about enlarging the circle of confidentiality, questioning whether this would be acceptable in the current process. She asked TERB where the dialogue regarding this issue should occur. Should it be brought to TERB or some other group on campus? 
A discussion followed regarding the interpretation of the degree of permissiveness in the wording of Article 17.6.2 in regards to TEC committee composition. The discussion also focused on evaluees’ right to confidentiality. Should a probationary evaluee be expected to relinquish confidentiality thereby giving all department members the right to view confidential evaluation results even if they were not TEC members? TERB members agreed that it would be appropriate to discuss the issue further and submit a recommendation to PFF. The issue will be placed on the agenda of the next TERB meeting. 


	Request for Changes to ESL/Non-credit Student Evaluation Form
	TERB members were given a copy of proposed changes to the ESL Student Ratings of Instructor form.  Mollie Smith, Katheryn Garlow, Marty Furch, Anne Stadler, and Jose Ramirez collaborated on these changes to the current form so that the changes would satisfy the needs of all non-credit classes and level 3 of the credit ESL classes. This issue will continue as an information item.


	Video Observation of Counseling Sessions
	A counselor had requested using a video-taped “observation” of a counseling session as an alternative to observing a “live” counseling session, Mary Ann reported. Counselor offices tend to be small and the effect of crowding can create an uncomfortable situation, the counselor stated. TERB members agreed that if video-taping were an option, then the evaluee and the student would have to agree to it. TERB members who had attended counseling sessions as members of an evaluation committee liked the option. Rebecca Barr volunteered to discuss the possibility with counselors and poll them, if possible, before the next TERB meeting.


	Faculty Evaluations at CPPEN
	In general, Palomar College’s contract with the military at Camp Pendleton requires that faculty be evaluated in each class taught at the base, Mary Ann reported. This cycle differs from the faculty contract which requires evaluations every three years, she said. TERB members inquired as to who receives the results of these evaluations, where they are maintained, and how they are used. TERB members asked for answers and requested that this discussion continue at a future TERB meeting.

 

	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at  4:34 p.m.

	Next Meeting
	October 2, 2006  Room AA-109 3:30 p.m.
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