
NOTES of the Mount Royal Faculty Association

Meeting date: April 6, 2011

Call to order: A General Meeting of the MRFA, was held in Mount Royal University, Calgary, Alberta on April 6, 2011. The meeting convened at 3:25pm, President Gerry Cross presiding, and Rod Corbett secretary. 

Members in attendance: 

See Attached Attendance Sheets

Agenda


Item added: Executive Elections

Approval of minutes: Motion was made by Gerry Cross to approve the minutes of the March 3, 2011 General Meeting. Motion carried.

Officers' reports:

President

1. SEI Survey

· Gerry suggested to Robin Fisher that the development of Tenure System II guidelines provided an opportunity to reexamine the SEI form and process. With the workload of UPTC this was postponed to 2011-12. FEC was requested to and expressed interest in having another look at SEIs: the committee agreed to do this and submit a report to the executive.

· Past committees have looked at this and produced reports that generally did not result in much action. 

· The Committee created a six question survey and it was filled out by 429 faculty members.

· This unprecedented response to the survey necessitates some sort of follow-up: we concluded from response rate that this is an important issue that we need to act on

· Analyzing and coding of the data: this is far more data than they expected to have to analyze

· This will enable quantification and ensure that the data will be used by UPTC: the harder the data we can extract the more likely that it will be acted upon

· Executive Motions 

· The Executive requested and approved the analyzing and coding of the data

· Members of FEC will be doing this over intersession

· As a thank you: the MRFA executive is paying for a dinner out for the committee

· Reasoning: this work goes is beyond the expectations of service for FEC
· The committee will provide the executive with a report no later than September

· The Executive approved using the data to write a report

· There may be value in disseminating the results of the report beyond MRU

· Technically the data belongs to the MRFA so we passed a motion permitting this report to be refashioned into a paper if the FEC felt there were value in doing so

· This was not indicated as a use of the data on the initial survey, but this is not a research/ethics violation. It was not an intended use and only is being considered based on the number of responses, the evident importance of the topic.

· Discussion:

· When people filled out the survey they had the notion it was being used for one thing and now it is being used for another. 
· Committee work being used for publication is a much larger issue here.
· The members of the committee are becoming research assistants for a project that was not intended

· The perspective of the exec is that if there is value in disseminating this further then why not

· Those who filled it out agreed to do the survey but not to disseminate it beyond MRU

· There is an exclusion for  anonymous data and it was cleared by the research ethics board

· We still owe it to the members to ask them if they are okay with this use

· The assembly has every right to make a motion and vote on it

· Was there an ethics application before data collected

· When it was designed it was for a different purpose: this would be considered secondary use and it is done regularly with data. There is nothing unethical about using data for a secondary purpose.
· Data was anonymously collected so technically do not even need to take this to the Ethics board

· It allows for comments from members; generally you only get 5% providing comments. We got so many comments that we decided to quantify them.
· Survey monkey was used so it is not actually anonymous as it tracks IP

· They chose not to tack IP in order to ensure that it was anonymous

· Aren’t your results in question if people could have filled it out more than once

· This raises issues with data integrity

· We have faith in faculty to only fill out the survey once

· As faculty member I have faith in the MRFA to use the survey for its intended purpose. This is about more than ethics it is about trust in the MRFA.
Motion THAT the question of whether or not the report prepared by the FEC be disseminated more broadly than MRU be put to those who completed the survey: they are the ones who should say yes or no. 

Moved: Mary Lee Mulhullond

Seconded: Nathan Ackroyd

Discussion: 

· We could vote on this issue now, but seeing that the survey went out by email then the way to vote would be to do that by email.

· This would be an amendment to the motion

· Do you want this to be an amendment?
· This is a suggestion that could be discussed

· It does not feel right to send out an email to the members to say whether or not this should be allowed: to cumbersome and too many issues involved

· We should just make the vote today

· Even if a majority allows it, it is still not right
· It seems pretty clear that we are not feeling comfortable with the use of the data being used for anything outside the institution 

· One option may be to change the motion to just vote on whether or not this data be published at all.  

· This is not just about this matter it is also a matter about precedent: whether we can use committee work for publication.

· We need to vote this motion down and discuss the matter above

· See revised ethics bylaws (this would be in contravention)

· No it would not be because anonymous respondents to surveys are not considered authors

· This is secondary use of data and it is considered ethical use of data for some other purpose

· Point of Order: Some of these comments are not in relation to the motion

Vote

Defeated

Motion THAT the FEC’s report be used for internal, MRU, uses only

Moved: Lee Easton

Seconded: Mary Lee Mulhullond

Discussion:

· Is the report going to be based on the data collected or is it also going to be in relation to other universities?
· This project will deal with just the MRU responses and content

· The committee has done extensive lit review in order to give committee members context to do their work

· The committee is hoping to inform on suggested changes to the process at MRU

· Against motion: I filled out survey not knowing it would be published, being anonymous it can be used in this way. Would have been nice to know how it was going to be used but there is really no harm here. It does not go against ethics, it does not hurt the individual as he/she is unidentifiable.
· Faculty want to have informed consent and the Association should give it to them

· We need to know what we do in situations where we get this mass of information that could have many good uses.

· Lets deal with this situation, get the good information and perhaps redress it later

Amendment: that the data and any reports based on it

Amendment Accepted

Restated Motion. Motion THAT the FEC’s data, and any reports based on it, be used for internal, MRU, uses only
Vote

Carried



We are fortunate to have the people we do on the FEC they have done a lot of work already and they are going to do more. 

2. Voting Procedure Subcommittee

· Examining our voting was one of the objectives set by the Executive early this year

· Decisions:

· Executive Board positions are voted on during the Special Meeting at the AGM

· We decided not to change this

· Attendance at an all candidates’ forum is now a requirement for Executive Board positions

· We will now require brief bios/campaign statements from all nominees (committee and Executive Board)
· A motion will be brought to the AGM that will authorize the development of an online form that will give descriptions of candidates and the committees they are running for. We would email a hard copy ballot that people can fill out and drop off in person.
· Ratification voting: we always get requests to allow email votes. 

· We do not recommend change as we get to choose the voting procedure in our meetings: this would allow email votes. If we put email voting in the bylaws then we would be restricted by this. As it is now people can request email votes at the ratification meeting. 

Board and committee reports:

1. Executive Subcommittee on Daycare Provisions: Gerry Cross and Cari Merkley

· Daycare was one of the concerns raised by members in the department visits

· The exec subcommittee undertook to investigate the situation and is preparing a discussion paper for the AGM. The paper will review the issues and challenges members are having with daycare and possibilities to improve them.
· Kari Roberts, MRFA representative on the Day Care Board 
· I’ve two kids at the daycare right now: none of the issues are regarding quality of care

· Currently the centre has 80 FT spots and there are no PT spots available

· 30% for faculty children and 30% students’ children and the remaining 40% are community spots. (the number of community spots is, however, shrinking.
· There are not enough spaces for faculty: this is an issue for the MRFA as it links to recruitment and retention

· There are 500 people on the waitlist

· We have been thinking of circulating a survey to get the input from Faculty


· Only takes children between 19 months to 6 years

· The Daycare recently applied to provincial government for start up funds for an infant care centre but were denied.
· Janne Holmgren, Chair of the Board

· One thing to keep in mind is that the daycare is a 12 month long facility so it needs an income from the children that are there the whole year.
· Some of the strategies being looked at would be supported by the board as long as the income continues on a twelve month basis

· When spaces come available members have a 24 hour time frame to accept the spot: if they cannot fully commit to it then it goes to members of the community. If spot comes open May 1 then you would have to accept it and pay for it for 4 months not needing it

· Daycare is very expensive so if there is anyway it could be subsidized it would be very welcome

· Gerry

· The daycare functions at arms-length from MRU and operates on cost recovery

· We are hoping that at the AGM we will get some direction from the membership in the form of a motion. We are presenting strategies now to get a feeling of where members stand on the issues

· Cari

· We can advocate some of these possibilities but cannot as force them and some would have to go to Negotiating
· (Copy paste)

· Some institutions have subsidies that can be applied for, other have established subcommittees to examine the issue

· Discussion:

· Scholarships being redirected to childcare

· We have a scholarship for the dependents of faculty who are enrolled in credit courses at MRU. Faculty suggested that they would rather have the money earlier on in their child’s life

· The amount available in this scholarship fund was increased from 30k to 60k this year: the rebate is about 60% of tuition (depending on demand)

· The issue is not the cost of daycare: making it accessible should be the priority



· An expansion of the daycare is something a joint committee would look at
· This is a capacity problem first and a cost issue secondarily

· The cost is an issue particularly because the spots come up in the spring and members cannot take the spot and they get taken by community members

· Subsidy at other Us

· These are for governmentally approved daycares, they are not specific subsidies  for the University facility

· Perhaps we should broaden this to create a fund for all faculty (inc. PT) for all parenting expenses (including tuition and daycare)

· This is a good idea

· UofC created a separate daycare just for faculty members’ children

· At Uof C there are no community members in their centres

· Cost

· Faculty get a 50$ subsidy a month compared to community members

· Please send Gerry and Cari any ideas you have

· This is to start the discussion not to make any recommendations now

2. Ethics Committee: Final Review of the draft Bylaws
· There has been a tremendous amount of work done over the past two years

· Sinc Macrae was the principle person involved in this work

· In this package is also included a new set of procedures and these were drafted by David Hyttenrauch

· There have been contributions from many other people as well

· The draft was presented at the October General Meeting and will come at the AGM as bylaw changes. This is the final opportunity for input.
· Changes

· The code is cast differently now: it is cast in what you should do as compared to our old bylaws which stated what should not be done

· There is a 2-3 page introduction that lays out the values and principles on which the code is based 

· A new right: 16.3.5.2 

“We have the right to academic freedom. This includes the right to autonomy over the curricula we teach, subject only to generally accepted standards of pedagogy and the specific standards of our disciplines. It also includes the right to freedom of thought and expression.”

· The right here is different in a college than in a university

· In departments where there are decisions made on large multi sectioned courses and if the member thinks that they unduly restrict their academic right they can bring it to this committee

· Generally accepted standards of pedagogy: this is troublesome

· Lee will ask Sinc about it

· Interpretation on relationship to the CA: 16.2.1.1

“We have a duty to be accountable for the impact that our decisions and actions have on our colleagues. When presenting a professional judgement on a colleague at the request of an appropriate University committee or authority, we have the duty to provide the colleague, at least 72 hours in advance, with written copies of our judgement.”

· In the tenure process, input is summarized by the TPC and the candidate is provided with the draft evaluation 4 days before meeting with the TPC and they get to submit additional evidence. This is due process and should be followed. 

· Discussion

· How does this apply to PT appointment?

· Under article 4.8: you would be reappointing with conditions or ineligible and there is the need for written judgement

· It is hard to imagine how you could outline everything 72 hours before the meeting

· This is not new: it is carried over from the old bylaws

· We will take these concerns back and ensure we are not in conflict with the AGM

· There are things we need legal opinion on and this will be included

· 16.1.2.10 from the old bylaws is being looked into also
· When brought back to AGM we will address concerns raised today
· Third Party Complaints

· Previous draft allowed a member to do so on behalf of another member: this is no longer permitted in the draft

· Now an employee of the University who is not a member of the association could have a complaint lodged on their behalf by a member of the association if that individual gives consent for the complaint (they would have to read and sign the complaint being submitted by the member)

· Panel

· 5 of the 6 members of the committee form panels

· Decisions that a case has merit must be by unanimous consent (this is always what happens anyway)

· Informal resolution

· Possibility for the other member not on the panel to act as a facilitator in this process

· Ethics Committee bylaw change

· Three year terms and 6 members

· Transition: 2 for 2 and 2 for 3 years

· 10.4.4 training for the members

· 10.4.5. Allow for a more complete report (reporting in general on the types of complaints and the resolutions with the intent to be educational)

· Discussion:

· There is very little accountability here because no names are included in any reporting 
· The names are not published, if we  were to consider this it would  take some lengthy discussions

· We have added the reporting so people know the nature of complaints and how they were resolved

· We cant instruct deans to put letters in files we can only recommend

· This whole revision is trying to cast the ethics is a way that will reduce the number of ethics complaints we have: we are trying to be clear about the ethics

· We could suggest that there be  a check in tenure evaluations to ask if member is in good ethical standing with the MRFA

· Commending the MRFA and the committee for this revision!!!

3. Vision Statement Review Committee

· This was another objective of the Executive Board
· Current statement: A proud community of dynamic and progressive professionals
· Jerre Paquette informed Gerry that when this was written they saw it as having a five year life span so it was good timing for us to do this

· New statement

· Thought of doing a survey: it would have had descriptors and people would have picked words

· We chose the easier route of making up some sample statements and presenting them  for comment

· We also want to use this as an opportunity to increase engagement with the association (some departments are quite active and others are not). We would normally put this out through department communicators but we are also going to send this out to chairs. Jeremy will speak to this

· Jeremy

· MRU had a “who we are” kind of statement since 2002

· The committee worked on what our vision and mission should be and if we should focus on “who we are.”
· The statement is no longer just “who we are,” it includes a vision and a mission

· Drafts presented

· Some have the vision and mission combined

· Some have some different wording

· We will be sending this out to chairs and department communicators. We will be requesting feedback ranging from minor wording changes to completely new vision statements

Joint Committee Reports:

Sustainability Committee Report: Eily Sweeny and Terry Dowsett 

· We hope to highlight how faculty can be involved, as they are very important and vital in improving sustainability at MRU
· Once we recognize that Mount Royal is our community we can be empowered to get involved

· Faculty can support their students’ passions to get them involved

· Background:

· Committee was formed by 2 students in 2007
· There are currently 16 members: representation from most areas on campus (now including an MRFA representative)
· Representation is really important to bring all the initiatives together, to support each other and to share ideas

· The Committee meets once a month to provide an update off what is happening 

· The committee can be contacted if you or students have any ideas for projects

· Recent Projects
· Baseline survey done a couple years ago

· Just completed campus wide audit

· Draft strategic plan written

· Occasionally bring in guest speakers

· Proposal for Sustainability Director: $25,000 was given to the project: this was used for the audit, for DFS students and for the community garden

· Looking at implementing blue box program campus wide

· Communications plan

· The committee is working on creating a website which will include:

· Tips and Tricks

· Posts from others with their projects

· How the Faculty Association can get more involved:

· The MRFA could look at creating its own sustainability committee to get involved.

· The MRFA could post to a section of this website

· Diana Fletcher is the MRFA rep on the committee any questions can be directed to her

· The presentation and the annual report from last year will be posted online

Announcements:

45th Anniversary Committee

· Wine and cheese on May 6: free but requires an RSVP
· Dinner Dance on May 13: this is the bigger event. 
· The Joe defendants will be playing (this is the larger group of the Steve Pineo band), 
· Interviews of past pres and the mrfa memory project

· Tickets 15$ each can be purchased from Darlene
· The deadline for RSVPs and ticket purchases is April 22.
Professional Affairs Committee

· Dynamics of Human Interactions inn the University Setting

· Two events planned for May that should be very beneficial to members
· Register through ADC

Elections


Big turnover on exec: maximum of 1 incumbent 

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 5:12pm. 

___________________________




_______________

Secretary
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