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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Feb.5, 2007 in AA109

	Members Present
	Monika Brannick, Berta Cuaron, Mary Ann Drinan, Lori Graham, Loren Lee, Shannon Lienhart, Lillian Payn, Perry Snyder


	Members Absent        
	Jerry Jenkins


	Call to Order


	The meeting was called to order at 3:34 p.m.

	Minutes of 

December 4, 2006
	The minutes of December 4, 2006 were approved as amended.  MSC Brannick, Lee.  All in favor.


	Discussion Regarding Possible Faculty Evaluation Changes as They Relate to Occupational and Non-credit Programs
	The first item of discussion concerned faculty evaluations in Occupational and Non-Credit classes.  There are several evaluation questions that TERB will likely have to answer, Mary Ann stated. One is: who would conduct evaluations in these programs? The contract stipulates that evaluations be a peer review process, conducted by full-time faculty members; however, there are no full-time faculty members in these programs. A second issue concerns the appropriateness of using the current student evaluation form in non-credit classes since there are no tests given, no office hours required, and no grades issued. A third concern is: to what extent should the full evaluation review, with its requirements of a class room observation, student evaluations, and the writing of an evaluation report, be conducted in each non-credit class.
Mary Ann also reported that both a department chair and department director had identified difficulties in evaluation of courses in a new ESL area, classes in which Spanish-speaking students are taught to read and write in Spanish so that they will develop sufficient understanding of grammatical constructions to study English in regular ESL classes. Students may complete this pre-ESL program either before being mainstreamed into the regular ESL program or they may take it concurrently with another ESL class.  Mary Ann emphasized the difficulty of conducting student evaluations of the 13 part-time instructors in the program since the students generally cannot read or write in English or Spanish.  

Shannon Lienhart noted that it would be helpful to have a list of the instructors and the classes they teach in the Occupational and Non-Credit Program in order to get a better idea of how to proceed.  TERB members discussed the possibility of enlisting the help of the part-timers in the program, those carrying a 60% load, to evaluate other part-timers.  However, they noted the limitations of this because these part-timers might not want to do it for free, particularly when it would require going to remote locations.  Other TERB members noted that this change might also set a bad precedent since part-timers in other departments cannot be evaluated by other part-timers.  Mary Ann responded that she would work on the list Shannon requested for the next meeting.

 

	Faculty Attendance at a TERB Meeting if a Personal Compelling Issue Exists

	TERB members then discussed the dilemma of a faculty member who, for personal compelling reasons, wishes to attend a TERB meeting but has a class during the regular meeting time, as per a request from a faculty member. They discussed several options: 1) holding a special TERB meeting that would accommodate the schedule of the faculty member, 2) allowing the faculty member to have a class room substitute in order to attend a TERB meeting, and 3) using personal necessity time to attend a regularly scheduled meeting.  Shannon Lienhart noted that all faculty should have equal access to their governing bodies, even if it means having to have a substitute for 15-30 minutes of a class.  She noted that perhaps TERB could put forth a statement acknowledging faculty’s rights to access TERB for personal, compelling reasons.  Perry noted that TERB can make the recommendation, but ultimately it would have to go to the negotiations team for approval, especially if personal necessity leave were used. TERB members agreed that, in the meantime, TERB could accommodate any faculty with this problem by using it’s discretion to call a special meeting that would meet the faculty member’s schedule.
Mary Ann noted that this item would be brought back as an action item at the next meeting.



	List of Signatories on Probationary Counselor Evaluation  Reports
	TERB next considered a request to include the wording “Division Dean or first-level educational administrator to whom the probationary faculty member reports or his/her designee” on the signatory page on counseling tenure and evaluation review report forms. Article 17.6.2 of the contract uses this language, Mary Ann noted; however, it is not reflected on the signatory page of the TEC report form, thus causing some confusion, especially because certain counseling programs are grant funded and managed by an administrative directors rather than the Dean. TERB members agreed that the contract language should be reflected in the counseling signatory page. Mary Ann noted that this item will be brought back as an action item at the next meeting.


	Number of TEC Committee Members in Attendance at TEC Meetings


	Monika Brannick reiterated her concern regarding attendance at the TEC meeting where the committee meets to review all evaluation materials and to complete the report.  She noted that, in her experience and in conversations with other TEC members, it seems that this meeting is taking place, even though all members were not present, as intended in the faculty contract. Berta Cuaron stated that, in almost all cases, the meetings actually were occurring as envisioned.  She noted that when TEC committees met this past fall, at least the chair and one additional faculty committee member were present along with the dean and vice president.  Her office has turned down requests for appointments if only the chair would be present. 


	Suggestions for Scheduling the TEC Meeting


	TERB continued the discussion initiated at the last meeting on the difficulty of scheduling a TEC meeting with the dean and vice-president. TERB members reiterated that TEC chairs should receive a list of possible appointment times early in the semester so chairs can select dates and avoid end-of-the-semester pressure.

As a side note, Perry Snyder noted that he has been hearing that the Part-time evaluation meetings are not happening as intended.  There are many part-timers that have never received their evaluation results from 2005-2006 nor had a meeting to discuss them. TERB members agreed that there are still some kinks to work out with the new process.  Mary Ann stated that all involved needed more information about the new process, suggesting that, at a minimum, a message describing the process could be posted on the TERB website to be used as a resource.


	Required Number of Class Observations
	 A probationary faculty member raised the issue regarding how many class observations are required each fall during tenure review.  This faculty member expressed some concern about having four observations conducted when other probationary faculty only had three.  Mary Ann noted that, while the Faculty Manual states that “three or more” observations should occur, there is no mention of a set number of observations in the contract. There were at least seven cases this past fall in which four class observations occurred. She asked TERB to consider whether the committee observations should be specified or whether TEC committees had discretion. 


	Pilot Study Regarding Department Chair Evaluations
	Seven department chairs volunteered to participate in the pilot study, Mary Ann reported.  Both large and small departments will be represented by these departments and they will be conducted during their department meetings.


	Other
	Monika Brannick inquired whether the working group could reconvene to go over all the evaluations forms as suggested last year.  Mary Ann added that she had several requests to rewrite the class observation form and that she would ask the Senate and PFF to appoint members.


	Action 
	To adjourn to executive session.  MSC Brannick, Lienhart.  All in favor.

	Executive Session
	Meeting adjourned to executive session from 4:28 p.m. to 5:08 p.m.

	Meeting Adjourned
	Meeting adjourned at 5:08 p.m.

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