FACC MEETING
February 7, 2013
MINUTES

PRESENT: Dr. Rolf Groseth, Dr. Mark Pagano, Dr. Michael Barber, Dr. Sandra Rietz, Dr.
Keith Edgerton, Dr. Don Larsen, Ms. Terrie Iverson

Guests: Dr. Tasneem Khaleel
Minutes: Recorded by Connie Nelson, Administrative Associate in the Provost Office
L. Keith said there is a problem in the post-tenure review process; he invited Dr.

Khaleel to express her concerns about this. (CBA 9.710, pg. 41)

Dr. Khaleel gave some history back to 1998, when reviews were done every three years
and then they were changed in the CBA to every five years. She stated that some faculty
who were promoted to full Professor and since the CBA dictates the evaluation would take
place 5 years after tenure or promotion whichever comes last, feel they would miss out on
the possibility of a meritorious bonus of $750.00 for up to nine years rather than five.

e She suggested the rank advancement portion of this segment taken out.

e Faculty shall be evaluated every 5t year after tenure only.

e Faculty feels the two evaluations are very different and should not be connected.

Remedy: faculty shall be evaluated in the fifth year after tenure and every 5th
subsequent year thereafter. 9.710 - it is proposed that the rank advancement
language be deleted.

VOTE: all were in favor; FA will put out language change proposal for a first and second
reading.

I1. Keith brought up section 15.100-15.131 disciplinary action and entrenchment,
sanctions and cause for termination.

What steps are in the contract to initiate an improvement request for a post tenured faculty

member when it does not occur on a review cycle? What actions can be taken immediately?

e There is a provision where sanctions can be levied and a plan of improvement can
ensue for substantial declining performance.

e Keith asked how best the mechanism should be put into motion. He thought 15.1-2
might have language specific enough to act. It was determined that the Dean and/or
Department Chair should meet with the faculty member to address the issues. These
issues should be outlined clearly in a follow-up letter to the faculty member.

¢ Rolf feels the language is clear enough for the chair & dean to start this process
which would move to a committee on service if the issues were not resolved.

l|Page



e In this particular case, the chair feels that the faculty member’s performance has
slipped so dramatically this spring the chair wants student evaluations done to get
this on record. Mark feels an evaluation should be requested. If the faculty member
refuses then it may be hard for them to address the issues sufficiently to overcome
the improvement request.

e Keith will pass this information to the Chair in question.

[1L. The Provost Office sent letters to the DRTC chairs asking them to send in their
guidelines for review next fall after the CBA is renegotiated. Mark stated with the new
contract coming this summer he asked if the FACC is okay with this letter, answer was yes.

IV. Rolf wanted to talk about the meeting in Helena on February 25th, Kevin McCrae
would like to use a common system approach in addressing compression and inversion.
Trudy will have the newest CUPA data in advance of this meeting and Rolf will have it in
Mark & Keith’s hands prior to the meeting.

V. Keith wants to schedule a bargaining meeting for the following issues:
e Faculty workload issues
e Faculty moving to a 3-3 workload rather than 3-4.
¢ He would like to see more release time because of the added research requirements.
e This would take 15% of our instructional budget if MSUB was to adopt this.

VL FACC meeting to address the issue in the COE with Dean Mary Susan Fishbaugh will
be scheduled for March 12t 3:00 p.m., in McMullen 305. Trudy Collins will be invited to
this meeting as well.

VII.  Sandie clarified that the College of Education has hyphenated Ken’s position; he is a
department chair-director of educational programs. He is not a faculty member - that issue

has not been completely addressed.

Adjourned 4:50 p.m.
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