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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on October 1, 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 3:30 p.m.


	Minutes of April 2, 2007
	The minutes of September 17, 2007 were approved as amended.  MSC Snyder, Barr.  All in favor.



	Action
	To suspend the agenda and move to Action Item B.  MSC Johnson, McDonough.  All in favor.


	Faculty Evaluations Alternative in the Paramedic Program 
	As requested at the last meeting, Mary Ann Drinan gathered and provided more information to TERB about the accreditation process that the Paramedic Program undergoes.  She directed TERB members to the website for COEMPS (Committee on Accreditation of Educational Programs for the EMS Professions) and provided a copy of the 33-page site accreditation document found there.  She summarized the contents and features of the accreditation process. Specifically, COEMPS lists many areas of faculty competency that must be verified from “cognitive and psychomotor skills to affective or behavioral learning domains.” 
Instructors/subject matter experts in the program are hired on the basis of their specific qualifications and evaluated through the use of job appraisals and supervisor evaluations in addition to student evaluations. Further, program review requirements state that the director must specifically focus on student evaluations, faculty evaluations, clinical and intern site evaluations, and advisory committee evaluations.  In addition to an advisory committee, COEMPS requires EME programs to identify a medical director who can then evaluate if standards of treatment were met by instructors and their student teams during delivery to the hospital as well during the hospital “intake” process. 
TERB members then discussed the current in-house student evaluation form used in the Paramedic Program.  Mary Ann noted that it would be possible to make certain minor changes such as adding an option stating “Not Applicable”, removing a few evaluation categories, and clarifying instructions to students.  A discussion followed regarding the form and whether the questions were different enough from the typical student evaluations form to warrant the use of an alternate form. TERB agreed to compare the content of the two forms at the next meeting.


	The Probationary Faculty Appeals Process
	Shannon Lienhart provided an update on the Probationary Faculty Appeals Process.  She explained that the composition of the Evaluation Appeals Committee (EAC) would consist of 2 administrators, 1 PFF representative, 1 TERB representative, and 3 representatives appointed by the Faculty Senate.  She noted that the working group didn’t want a standing committee, but rather a list of names to choose from in order to ensure that the committee would always be comprised of dispassionate members.   
Since the appeals process is time-sensitive, there was a belief that a specific appeals process calendar would be needed each academic year, with TERB members determining EAC meeting timelines by working backwards from the March 15th deadline. EAC would need to forward its recommendation to the President and the Governing Board before the Board meets in mid-February. Given that the TEC decision would occur in late November or early December, EAC would likely need to meet during intersession to accomplish their review.
Any recommendation from EAC would require 5-vote majority, and this result would be transmitted directly to the President/Superintendent.  On the basis of the report from the TEC and the EAC, the President/Superintendent makes his final decision regarding rehiring or the granting tenure then reviews the results with the Governing Board. The Governing Board will make its decision in March. If the Superintendent decides not to rehire or grant tenure, the evaluee can still take the case to an administrative law judge.
Shannon asked TERB members for their input.  One suggestion was to develop a very specific, permanent drop-dead deadline rather than construct new timelines each year. February 1st seemed a workable deadline in this context.  Another recommendation was to spell out exactly what EAC’s recommendation options would be in order to clarify its role in the process; for example, it could uphold the TEC decision or reverse it under certain conditions. Shannon asked that TERB continue its review of the appeals process at the next meeting.



	Faculty Evaluations in the Occupational Programs


	Mary Ann Drinan reminded TERB members that they are looking at the part-time instructors of the occupational classes only since apprenticeship programs had been reviewed earlier. Approximately one dozen instructors teach occupational classes each semester, she said. As noted in previous TERB meetings, several evaluation choices exist. These include: seeking a tenured faculty member outside the program to conduct the evaluation; combining student evaluations with a program evaluation; or continuing the previous evaluation practice with the program director conducting student evaluations and/or classroom observations. The third option, many believed, would have to be negotiated with the district.
A discussion followed regarding the pros and cons of these options.  
Shannon Lienhart noted that, if the director continued conducting the evaluations, there would be protection for the part-timers from any malfeasance since a grievance can be filed against administration.  Grievances cannot be filed in a peer review situation, she stated. 


	Action
	To allow, as part of an overall program evaluation, student evaluations and classroom observations by the Director of Occupational and Non-credit Programs. MSC Lienhart, Johnson.    

A discussion followed about the exact wording of the motion. TERB members agreed that they would like time to word the motion carefully before the next meeting and bring back to vote on after the wording has been agreed upon.



	Action
	To table the motion until the next meeting.  MSC Brannick, Peterson.  All in favor.



	The Teaching Portfolio as an Option in Peer Review
	This item will be brought back at the next meeting.



	A Model for Faculty Evaluations
	Lori Graham introduced a student evaluation model taken from the Carlsbad campus of the Gemological Institute of America (GIA).  She noted that she had been searching for models of student evaluations from professional organization and liked this one for its straightforward phrasing. She also noted that GIA is very prestigious institution and is world-renowned for its professionalism. Mary Ann noted that they could take more time at the next meeting to comment on the form.

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


	Next Meeting
	October 15, 2007  Room AA-109  3:30 p.m.
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