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A meeting of the Palomar College Tenure & Evaluations Review Board was held on Apr. 21, 2008 in AA109

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


	Members Absent        
	Lori Graham


	Guests
	Haydn Davis



	Call to Order
	The meeting was called to order at 3:33 p.m.


	Minutes of April 7, 200

	The minutes of April 7, 2008 were approved.  MSC Lienhart, Brannick.  All in favor.



	On-line Faculty Observations

	Mary Ann Drinan introduced Haydn Davis, Academic Technology Coordinator, to describe the specific ways an evaluator could observe an on-line class. Because few students typically take time to evaluate their on-line classes, Haydn said, it is especially important to accurately assess the quality of the class via the on-line class observation. Evaluators especially want to view the discussion board and announcements from the instructor to students, among other factors.  
The easiest way to conduct an on-line class observation currently is to encourage the evaluator to meet directly with the on-line instructor who can then navigate through each facet of the course site. However, an increasing number of Palomar faculty are teaching online classes from remote locations and do not travel to the main campus, so the usual procedure does not apply. 
Haydn reviewed the practices faculty evaluators use to observe on-line classes when the evaluator and evaluee cannot meet face-to-face. All of the practices involve evaluator access to an evaluee’s Blackboard site. Access is available if an evaluator has the approval of the instructor and selects a specific Blackboard role from among these choices: the instructor role, the student role, the observer role, and guest access.  
All roles either have limitations regarding what can be viewed on the site or a lack of compatibility with PeopleSoft and the current evaluation software system. An example, Haydn said, is the instructor role which allows access to the discussion board, among other areas, yet, makes student evaluations impossible because PeopleSoft automatically lists two instructors as teaching the course, and the listing cancels the use of the student evaluation software program. 
Haydn said that Blackboard does permit other roles, such as the course builder role, that would enable an observer to view all parts of the course site, including messages that are time-delayed. At this point, Haydn stated, there is opposition regarding the use of the course builder role, although this is an ideal approach. 
A discussion followed regarding the factors an evaluator would examine when observing an on-line class. The group agreed that a checklist would be helpful.   
TERB members also commented on the low student evaluation rates of on-line classes and inquired about the acceptability of coercing students to complete an on-line evaluation by withholding access to the Blackboard site or to a test until completion is confirmed. Haydn compared withholding access as very similar to what actually happens in face-to-face student evaluations; a faculty evaluator enters the classroom, and students cannot continue with their class until the student evaluations are completed. He further noted that it is possible with the latest Blackboard module to restrict access in order to increase the number of student evaluations completed.   

Mary Ann noted that several ways to increase the return rate are being explored. For example, new evaluation software can be programmed to send daily reminders only to those students who have not yet completed their evaluation or programmed to provide a small incentive such as a coupon that can be used in the cafeteria or the bookstore.
TERB thanked Haydn for coming.


	Revisions to the Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty

	The Tenure and Evaluations Working Group provided a rough draft of revisions to the “Standards of Performance for Teaching Faculty” for TERB’s review. Mary Ann stated that the Working Group reconfigured the standards into one of two categories, those that students evaluate and those related to peer evaluation. 
TERB members made several specific suggestions.  The first one related to the ability of a student to judge an instructor’s academic preparedness. Some felt that  in many cases a student wouldn’t really be able to evaluate that standard, it is most appropriately examined during the hiring process. Another comment focused on the integration of new material.  Some felt that not every discipline has new material to integrate. A change in the wording to “reflects currency in material” or “shows new relevance or new methods” would be more appropriate.  Other concerns were: 1) the use of “and/or” regarding the types of service, 2) the addition of “reading, research, and writing” under intellectual growth, and 3) a clarification regarding how patience is demonstrated.


	Peer Evaluation and Peer Remediation Plan Protocol

	Next, TERB members reviewed the Tenure & Evaluations Working Group draft entitled “Peer Evaluation Report and Peer Remediation Plan Protocol.”  Mary Ann noted that the working group incorporated statements that TERB supported during its recent discussions. These are: 1) an acknowledgement that a remediation plan is part of a formative process, 2) that it must be developed in good faith, 3) that a faculty mentor consistently be part of the plan, 4) that the evaluee has a right to respond to any evaluation report, and 5) that both the evaluee and the peer review committee have the right to meet with TERB at any time during the process. 
The working group will continue to discuss the protocol.



	Evaluation Timelines

	TERB members reviewed three sets of evaluation timelines, one for each faculty group: part-time, peer, and probationary faculty.  Mary Ann noted that the timelines for the upcoming academic year are patterned on the same model as the current timelines with one exception. Probationary committees will have one less week to conduct classroom observations; they must be completed by the same date as student evaluations.  The change allows time for the new probationary appeals process to be used, if needed.


	Coordinator’s Report


	Mary Ann Drinan announced that the Coordinator’s Report will be sent to TERB members soon for review.


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



	Executive Session
	Entered Executive Session at 4:24 p.m.



	Adjournment
	Meeting adjourned at 5:12 p.m.



	Next Meeting
	May 5, 2008  Room AA-109  3:30 p.m.
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