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Faculty Affairs Committee 
October 14, 2013 3:30 p.m. 

HMSU 314 
  

Minutes 
Prepared by D. Hantzis 

 
Approved October 18, 2013 

 
Present: Lindsey Eberman, Darlene Hantzis, Mike Harmon, Tim Hawkins, Jolynn 

Kuhlman, Betty Phillips, John Pommier 
 
Absent: Marsha Miller, Michelle Morahn, Nancy Rogers 
 
Meeting was called to order at 3:33 p.m. 
 
One. Minutes of September 4, 2013 were approved (4-0-0) 

Approval of minutes of October 4, 2013 postponed to next meeting 
 
Two. Ex Officio Reports  

a. Executive Committee (Hawkins).  At its last meeting, the EC talked with the 
administration about the formula for SCH calculation, particularly the need to 
clarify the status of department chairs, other regular administrative positions, 
sabbaticals, etc. EC is hopeful. EC also discussed impact of financial aid changes 
on study abroad, unusual changes in health care costs, Instructor/Lecturer roles 
on peer review committees and more broadly.  EC was briefed on the COACHE 
survey. 

b. Academic Affairs (Rogers) -- absent 
c. Temporary Faculty Advocate (Morahn) -- absent 

 
Three. Chairperson Report 
 

a. Chair requested that FAC meet again at 2:00, Friday October 18 to ensure we are 
making progress on charges.  She will email full FAC to check availability; L. 
Eberman indicated she cannot attend a Friday meeting this week. 

b. Chair shared that the revision in the NFO program does not include elimination 
of the $3K stipend; sessions will be scheduled every TR 3:30-4:30 in the fall 
(instead of 2:00-3:15). 

c. Chair reported that she had created a discussion forum on the FAC group board  
to capture responses to the Biennial Evaluation; members are encouraged to post 
observations, comments, and questions from their experience and from 
colleagues.  One set of observations is reported in New Business.  FAC needs to 
consider how we will organize the review we are charged with completing.  L. 
Eberman volunteered to coordinate effort to gather data and produce report.  

d. Chair has not yet referred to the Executive Committee items discussed at our last 
meeting (fall 2013 faculty contract language concerning participation in new 
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faculty development programs and annual evaluation of faculty with prior credit 
toward tenure) 

 
Four. Old Business 

a. Motion to approve response to charge to review process by which the Senate 
parliamentarian is selected (M. Harmon/L. Eberman).  Extended discussion ensued 
leading to the failure of the motion (0-5-1) and a request that the Chair present a 
new response that reflects: 
1.  Rejection of elevation of Parliamentarian to officer of Executive Committee 

(as suggested in solution two from the EC) 
2. Retention of Parliamentarian as officer of Senate and member of EC 
3. Codification of practice of EC nominating Parliamentarian who acts in role 

pending ratification at the first meeting of the Senate in August. 
 

b. Motion to approve FAC response to charge to revise the allocation of voting 
rights in Removal of Department Chairperson (M. Harmon/J.Kuhlman) Members 
reviewed the cautions and J. Pommier noted that some colleagues may be 
concerned that, prior to the establishment of hiring and annual peer review 
requirements, Instructors were, essentially, hired by chairpersons who may 
therefore exert pressure.  D. Hantzis concurred.  All members agreed with J. 
Pommier that the concern will lessen as new policies are fully implemented. 
Motion approved 6-0-0.  D. Hantzis will forward motion to the Executive 
Committee, as approved. 
 

c. Motion to approve FAC in response to the charge to review revisions in the 
Student Success Council (M Harmon/B. Phillips).  Members reviewed the issue 
and agreed that concerns were appropriately stated--too few faculty among 
proposed members, too many members serving alongside their direct 
supervisors.  Members pointed out that our recommendations about 
composition are advisory only.  Motion approved 6-0-0.  D. Hantzis will forward 
motion to the Executive Committee, as approved. 

d. Chair noted that several motions are nearly ready to vote: 

1. Motion in response to the charge to nominate faculty to university awards’ 
committees and the faculty grievance committee (J. Kuhlman and D. Hantzis 
will finalize slate of nominees after today’s meeting and present it to FAC 
Friday) 

2. Motion to revise election calendar to allow standing committees to be 
established before the end of the spring semester, allowing a sooner start in 
the fall.  Members are asked to review draft and contribute to final version. 
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3. Motion in response to proposed resolution to change in policy governing 
outside employment.  D. Hantzis asked if one member would volunteer to 
review B. Guell’s proposed revision and the initial draft of FAC’s response. The 
language seems overly complicated to meet the goal.  M. Harmon 
volunteered. 

4. Statement concerning changes in the status of PTTF colleagues, effective 
spring 2014  (postponed) 

Four. New Business 
a. Chair reviewed observation about a “gap” in the biennial review 

process (as described below).  These are the kinds of observations we 
need to include in our data to support our assessment of the conduct 
of the review and to make recommendations for changes in the 
process.   

Observation of “gap” in process as it applies to faculty who report administrative 
assignments outside department or as department chair.  Specifically: 

• Chairpersons will not see their overall evaluation until the process 
concludes and faculty with “other” assignments are likely not to as well.  
Faculty will receive personnel committee and chair ratings Oct 24 and may 
submit a statement of objection by Nov 1, but their evaluations will not be 
subject to dept comm/chair conversation since there will be no 
disagreement in overall evaluation.  Chairpersons will not receive 
evaluations until process concludes and therefore cannot file a Nov 1 
statement of objection for Dean’s consideration.  (The alternative is that 
dept committees send the Chair her/his evaluation when the evaluation is 
sent to the Dean, October 24, or when all other evaluations are sent to the 
chair, October 10, but that could be seen as unfair as well.)   

• the personnel committee cannot make an overall evaluation for such 
faculty, which frustrates the strategic element of their role (note: while 
some faculty might “score” EE in 50% or higher across categories without 
inclusion of the “other” score, some quite possibly could achieve that 
rating with the inclusion). 

• personnel committee will not know the outcome of peer faculty because 
the Dean determines overall evaluation and the personnel committee 
chair does not receive copy of final rating (unlike annual reviews) 

Example:   
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Department Chair:  personnel committee assigns rating to Teaching, Service, 
Research and not to “other” or “overall” and sends file to Dean; Dean assigns 
rating to “other” and “overall”; Nov 12 Dean sends final rating to chairperson 
only (possible that committee should be instructed to send to chair when sent 
to Dean, which is intended but not that committee should send to chair 
October 10, which is unfair) 

Faculty with “other” assignment outside department:  personnel committee 
assigns rating to Teaching, Service, and Research and not to “other”; may 
assign exceeding expectations or not meeting expectations to faculty only if 
% excluding the “other” assignment % allows, but it is more likely that the % 
assigned to the “other” assignment will be sufficient to impact the overall, 
which must therefore be withheld.  Committee forwards to Department Chair 
October 10; chair also receives the rating of the “other” supervisor October 
10; chair rates all categories and records overall evaluation; no meeting of 
personnel committee and chair will be triggered because of the absence of an 
overall evaluation by the personnel committee; dept chair sends all reports to 
the Dean and to each faculty member (October 24); in this case the faculty 
member may choose to write a response by November 1, but the personnel 
committee is prevented from acting strategically in their assessment of faculty 
performance. 

Possible Remedies: 

No Exceeding Expectations can derive exclusively from rating in “other” for 
service as Department Chair 

Dean rating of “other” for Department Chairs and outside supervisors of 
“other” for faculty will be submitted to department personnel committee chair 
by October 1; this allows committees to assign overall evaluation (and review 
ratings) before sending reports to department chair (October 10). Since 
faculty submit their files by September 17, the Oct 1 deadline is reasonable. 

 

Meeting adjourned 4:49 p.m. 


