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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Oct. 15, 2007 in AA109

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


	Members Absent        
	

	Call to Order
	The meeting was called to order at 3:31 p.m.


	Minutes of October 1, 2007
	The minutes of October 1, 2007 were approved.  MSC Payn, Snyder.  All in favor.



	Action
	To remove from the table the previous motion regarding Faculty Evaluation in Occupational Programs.  MSC Brannick, Johnson.  All in favor. 


	Action 
	To continue the discussion of Action item A on the agenda.  MSC Brannick, Johnson.  All in favor.


	Faculty Evaluations in Occupational Programs

	TERB members discussed the reasons for a substitution in the faculty evaluation process in the area of Occupational Programs.  Although the fact that there are industry requirements and the instructors are experts working in their respective fields are compelling reasons, TERB members agreed that the most compelling reason to allow a substitution is the fact that there are currently no full-time faculty members in the program.  It was also agreed that Director Mollie Smith would be the person who could provide the most meaningful feedback for the part-timers since there are no other departments that would have the expertise or knowledge to evaluate these areas.  TERB members continued to discuss a way to draft the motion that would allow for the Director to perform the evaluations without setting any precedent for administrators conducting evaluations.


	Action
	The six occupational programs included within the Career, Technical, and Extended Studies Division/ Occupational & Non-Credit Programs currently having no full-time, tenured faculty consist of the following:  Construction Inspection, Electro-Mechanical Equipment Technician, Electronics and Computer Hardware Technology, Public Works Management, Wastewater Technology Education, and Water Technology Education.  Therefore, be it resolved that student evaluations in the above program areas, combined with program review (as required by Educational Code every two years), will constitute the method used for instructor evaluation in these six programs.  As this is an exception, this decision will not set precedent regarding faculty evaluation in other programs.  Furthermore, the process of evaluation for these specific programs will be reviewed by TERB every two years.
MSC Lienhart, Johnson. 


	Teaching Portfolios


	Mary Ann Drinan summarized the previous discussion concerning the use of the Teaching Portfolio as an evaluation choice in peer review that, prior to the faculty contract, could be used to substitute for a specific classroom or workplace observation. The TERB Office had two requests this semester regarding the use of this alternative. She noted that at the last meeting, TERB members hypothesized why a faculty member might request this option, as well as discussed that perhaps it might be allowed for occasional use, though not in successive peer evaluations.
A discussion followed regarding the possibility of using a teaching portfolio as a supplement.  Members recognized the work involved and the merit of completing a teaching portfolio; however, it was agreed that it does not fit with the idea of a peer review since there is no actual involvement, interaction, or observation by the peer review committee. 


	Action
	To reject the use of the teaching portfolio as a substitute for observation component of the peer review process and, instead, encourage its use as a supplement.  MSC McDonough, Snyder.  All in favor.



	Appeals Process Update 
	Shannon Lienhart noted that the Faculty Senate looked at the Appeals Process today and a meeting for negotiations will take place next week.


	TERB Membership on the Evaluations Appeals Committee
	Mary Ann Drinan asked TERB members to consider volunteering as the TERB member of the Evaluations Appeals Committee, pending the outcome of negotiations.


	Evaluations Working Group: Membership and Structure
	Mary Ann announced that the Faculty Senate discussed the development of the Evaluations Working Group.  It would consist of no more than 3 members from each of the following constituencies: TERB, Faculty Senate, and PFF.  The purpose of the working group would be to:  survey faculty interest in examining current evaluation standards and forms, review student evaluation questions in the context of the Standards of Performance for Faculty with the possibility of recommending changes, review the current classroom/workplace observation form, and/or better align the student evaluation questions with the evaluations report form.
TERB members discussed that having two members from each constituency would be suitable and might allow for better communication.


	Action
	To move the discussion to an action item.  MSC Brannick, Johnson.  All in favor.


	Action
	To form an Evaluations Working Group, consisting of two members appointed by the Faculty Senate, two members appointed by the PFF, and two members appointed by TERB, to review the evaluation forms and Standards of Performance.  MSC Brannick, Johnson.  All in favor. 


	Model Faculty Evaluations
	Lori Graham discussed an evaluations model developed by the Gemological Institute of America (GIA).  After investigating evaluation tools used at several institutions, this one, she said, stood out as objective, concise, and lacking the element of a “personality contest” so frequently found in many evaluation materials. Mary Ann noted that this model would be provided to the working group for more detailed discussion.


	EME Comparison
	TERB next considered student evaluation questions as currently used in EME program in comparison to the campus-wide student evaluation format. Within the EME program, students evaluate EME faculty after every class taught in the program every semester to comply with accreditation standards. After careful examination of each question, TERB members concluded that there were no significant differences between the two forms.  TERB members then agreed that, since few differences exist, the College should continue the status quo; that is, EME will use the evaluation process as required by the faculty contract every three years, and EME will continue to use their in-house form every semester/block as they have done in the past.  

Mary Ann noted that she could work with Debi Workman, director of EME, to establish a workable schedule for evaluations in keeping with the framework of the program.


	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 4:31 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	November 5, 2007  Room AA-109  3:30 p.m.
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