[image: image1.wmf]





A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Mar 17, 2008 in AA109

	Members Present
	Rebecca Barr, Monika Brannick, Berta Cuaron, Mary Ann Drinan, Byung Kang, Shannon Lienhart, Pam McDonough, Lillian Payn, Perry Snyder


	Members Absent        
	Lori Graham, Morgan Peterson


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


	Minutes of March 3, 2008
	The minutes of March 3, 2008 were approved.  MSC Brannick, Snyder.  All in favor.



	Peer Review and the Meaning of “Comprehensive” in the Faculty-District Contract


	TERB members reviewed Article 17.7.5 of the faculty contract which states: “The evaluation should be a careful and comprehensive scrutiny of the evaluatee’s work performance.”  TERB members specifically discussed the meaning of the word “comprehensive” in the context of peer review.  They considered whether the peer review committee should examine performance only in the year of evaluation or whether a larger timeframe could be used, given that peer review occurs on a three year cycle.  
TERB members noted that some components of peer evaluation, such as committee work, service, and publications extend beyond the exact semester of formal evaluation.  However, TERB members agreed that one concern is whether or not it is appropriate to keep a file of letters or student complaints to be used in the peer review process.  It was noted that this would be considered comparable to a personnel file; therefore, the faculty member would have to be informed of its existence and be allowed a response.
A lengthy discussion followed.  Members felt that a peer evaluation shouldn’t be used to reprimand a faculty member; the evaluation process is a formative process.  However, TERB members then asked: How should a department chair handle student complaints, noting that it can be very difficult for a department chair to respond to every single, and possibly isolated, student complaint.   TERB members agreed that the chair needed to engage in fact-finding, not necessarily accept the student’s perspective immediately. There are ways that a chair can verify certain concerns, such as if the teacher is late or if there’s no syllabus.  For problems like this, some members felt that a simple discussion with the faculty member should resolve the problem. Major problems, such as those connected to pedagogical issues, should ideally be discovered during the probationary period. If they occur later in a faculty member’s career, they are more difficult to address. 
Mary Ann asked TERB members to reflect further on this issue and determine if there is a need for formal language to fill in contract gaps or silences.


	Off-Cycle or “Triggered” Evaluations


	TERB members next considered possible responses to department requests to evaluate a faculty member outside of the three-year cycle.  Mary Ann explained that requests for off-cycle evaluations come to the TERB Office for a variety of reasons, most frequently from part-timers who are applying for a full-time position and want a current evaluation or from department chairs who want student input or peer observations concerning classroom dynamics.
TERB members agreed to think about what reasons, if any, might be compelling enough to trigger an off-cycle evaluation, agreeing that these situations are facing departments and requests for off-cycle review will continue.



	 Action
	To move to Executive Session.  MSC Lienhart, Snyder.  All in favor.


	Executive Session 

	Entered Executive Session at 4:21 p.m.

	Adjournment
	Meeting adjourned at  5:14 p.m.          


	Next Meeting
	April 7, 2008  Room AA-109  3:30 p.m.
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