
NOTES of the Mount Royal Faculty Association

Meeting date: January 25, 2011
Call to order: General Meeting of the MRFA, was held in Mount Royal University, Calgary, Alberta on January 25, 2011. The meeting convened at 3:00pm, President Gerry Cross presiding, and Rod Corbett secretary. 

Members in attendance: 

See attached attendance sheet

Approval of Agenda

Negotiating Committee Report Added to Agenda

Agenda Approved

Approval of minutes: Motion was made by Gerry Cross, and seconded to approve the minutes of the September 27, 2010 meeting. Motion carried.

Board and committee reports:

Copyright MOU and IP Committee Interim Report, David Hyttenrauch & Carol Shepstone Presenting

· Other members of the Committee: Michael Truscello, Trevor Davis, Cari Merkley

· Background:

· The committee was charged with making recommendations to the Negotiating Teams on the Copyright Article in the Collective Agreement

· This interim report is a big picture document and the committee is looking for feedback before making specific changes

· The document refers to both teaching and scholarship materials

· It does not discriminate between online or print delivery and is meant too be an inclusive article.

· Discussion
· If there is some work produced by someone and amended later what happens to the original rights? Do they remain in place? 

· The original person does have the right to disagree with the right to amend unless they have transferred the rights of ownership to the department. If the right has been passed then the department can make changes.

· Materials produced for distance education courses: is there any difference in the consideration of lesson notes versus lecture notes which are protected under this document?

· The committee is trying to be as all inclusive on all material as possible: that being said we may need to clarify on what types of material and what different formats are included

· At other institutions online courses are owned by the university 

· We are leaning very much the other way: the creator of the document owns it and if the University wants to use it then you can create a license.

· This should be discussed at the moment of creation of the course rather than trying to deal with it years down the line

· Reference to different types of licensing

· This allows you, at the point of creation, to add some nuances on how you will allow this material to be used going forward. This addresses some of the issues up front

· What do we do with the backlog of works created by faculty?

· Treat this as a difficulty where issues emerge but, other than that, we are starting fresh from this point

· What about course materials for courses in cont-ed?

· This would fall outside the CA and be under a different contract

· Anything that is not credit is not covered by this article

· The committee is trying to be very forward focused and proactive though keeping in mind issues that have occurred in the past

· Where are we with creating the institutional repository?

· It is still in process and ensuring that we have all the policies in place guiding what is to go in there etc.

· What is to go into the repository?

· Trying to be as inclusive as possible in this preliminary document and we recognize that this is a very nuanced issue and we are trying to come up with some broad recommendations but leave room for other circumstances (not all or nothing scenario)

· Referring to the repository in the CA gives the University a push to do it 

· People will be encouraged to put things in but not forced

· Is there a process for getting license on your work?

· Yes there will be

· We plan to bring in existing systems working quite well elsewhere

· Who is going to ensure that all materials are copyright compliant (particularly with teaching materials)?

· The agreement is going to put increased obligation on using documents responsibly 

· If a person is on the TS work pattern and doing scholarship on their own have you addressed the concern of who owns it?

· The creator would own it in this case though the committee has not considered the different streams 

· This will be written in

· This would also apply to part-time people

· If the University has the copyright and your right is infringed then the U has to take the responsibility of defending right?

· At other places the University is to support faculty in cases where individual faculty member’s rights are abused

· Shared responsibility

· It seems that it has been pretty smooth sailing, yet are you anticipating any direct disagreement from any interested party (deans council)?

· There are some issues that specifically apply to certain groups but it is a matter of clarity and fairness

· We should be able to talk our way through the difficulties that have and will arise

· Multi-institutional contracts will have to be addressed too

· Is this going to be in the CA?

· Yes this will go to the Negotiating Committees for consideration and advice: it may not end up in the CA if the teams do not agree to it.

· The recommendations will go to the committee in March

· Further Comment can be sent to the committee members

Negotiating Committee Report, David Sabiston


They are meeting with the board for the first time on Feb 14


Limited non-monetary re-opener



Copyright 



Part-time issues: appt., workload, etc.



Denial of tenure and promotion



See the list at the back of the CA


Open Houses: looking for input on these issues



Feb 3 and Feb 9 12:00 - 1:00pm in the Faculty Centre

Surveys:



Coming out Feb 2 on Too Fast



This will be open to Feb 11th

Promotion to Rank of Professor

· When we signed off on the CA in September, one of the items we agreed to in the last round was to make a mechanism for individuals to apply for promotion to full Professor
· Current deadlines:

· Jan 31 is the deadline for letters of intent and lists of references to be sent to the TPC and the  UTPC 

· Promotion dossiers to be assembled by Sept 15 and then the remaining processes in 11.4 would come into effect

· Problem with this article:

· UTPC and the Negotiating Teams were to create forms and processes by Dec 15 2010: this deadline was not met

· Subcommittee of UTPC has met and will have these ready for late February or early March
· Options

· Delay promotion

· This would be good for some departments that have not developed their criteria for promotion 

· There would be a chance to align all of criteria to make them equitable across the University
· Maintain agreed upon timeline

· The position of the Negotiating Committee is that we arrived at a set of dates for a reason and do not want to prejudice people who are ready to move ahead with their applications

· Letter from Robin to be sent this afternoon that those interested can move ahead under article 14.1

· Implementation of 11.4.

· We would like to propose a supplementary date by which people could apply. This would be for individuals who feel they may want to apply but are not sure since that they do not know the forms and processes 

· Considerations


· The Collective Agreement provides opportunity to withdraw without prejudice up to Oct 31 (even after the recommendation has been received)

· We should not be changing our plans because something was not done on time

· We would like to also see an early ratification on revised article for promotion to professor and an MoU for the supplementary application date.
· Small issues but with very significant implications and complexities (see pt issues)

· Main changes we want to see in promotion article

· The Negotiating Committee agreed that they would include the recommendations from APTC and approved by GFC 

· 11.3.2.2 : “excel in school” intended to be excellence in scholarship and continued proficient and scholarly teaching

· Referees comments: the Negotiating Committees had imagined that this would be part of the procedures that UPTC would develop (not done yet). Maybe some of this should be in the Agreement.

·  Also, the Negotiating committee has to consider what the external referees should comment on
· Want to incorporate many of the UPTC recommendations in the CA

Discussion:

· If you are thinking of applying to full Professor the deadline is Monday but there may be an extended deadline

· Some areas don’t have expectations mapped out and do not have forms and processes

· The Negotiating Committee could have done more work in getting this in the CA but they wanted to have UPTC do this as it is designed for such work.

· Has the secondary application date been determined?

· Not yet

· It will probably be towards the end of the winter term

· The purpose of the initial deadline being when it was, was to provide faculty with the intercession to prepare. Also, the Negotiating committee was hoping to balance off the UPTC’s work by having this at the beginning as they are also very busy toward the end of the winter term

· We still don’t have the documents for tenure wither: are they on the same timeline?

· The NC has no part in this: this is up to UPTC

· The assumption is that they are working on these documents in tandem 

· Will we have more than one ratification vote this year?

· Yes there will be two as there was last year with the annual report

· The NC is hoping to be done by the end of may and have an earlier full ratification vote 

· Really critical to have faculty come to the open houses. The committee needs input from Full-time faculty on changes to Part-time processes (Part-time faculty are more involved this year in hiring etc than ever before and the NC needs to know how this is going)

· NC will send out an update after the first meeting with the board

Officers' reports:

President

Senior Grievance Officer’s Conference

· Gerry attended in December

· MRFA is a federated member of CAUT through ACIFA.

· Gerry is the VP external of ACIFA and is the delegate to many of the CAUT events

· Workshop topics:

· Member vs. member grievances
· CAUT’s position is that it is the employers responsibility to ensure healthy respectful workplace

· Personal Harassment Policies generally put the responsibility on the individual but this is wrong. If there are problems it is the dean’s responsibility to resolve.
· Peer review and grievance process (denial of tenure)

· A lot of the things we are trying to do at MRU are appropriate: evidence based, due process, and  tenure and promotion workshops

· We are embarking on an entirely new venture: next fall dept TPCs will be making recommendations on promotion to professor. As we have never done this before it is going to be a challenge.
· Investigating grievances

· Gerry has started doing this and it has already proven to be a very useful process 

Part-time Appointment and Re-appointment 
· This was in the December president’s report (came out beginning of January)

· Monthly Reports are meant to show what the MRFA did in the past month where the weekly bulletin in what is coming up
· Part-time Faculty voting on Appointment Criteria

· The CA states that the chair will call meeting where all members of the department are invited to participate 
· According to our lawyer the language does not call for a vote but if a member in the meeting was to call a vote then all members at the meeting would vote 

· Conflict of interest here?

· The legal opinion here was that it is a process required by the CA so there could not be an issue with respect to conflict of interest

· Discussion

· A Dean stated that this was an opinion of the MRFA’s lawyer, where the board’s lawyer may have a diff opinion. Do PT members vote or not?
· Yes they do vote

· This is the advice of the MRFA executive

· If the board has a different opinion then we have a dispute resolution process that we could use.
· Is it the plan of the NC to make this clearer in the CA? (not leave it ambiguous)

· This will be brought to the table (this article is open and is going to be looked at) 

· We need to ensure that this is clear 

· President of the MRFA Agrees 

· Everyone has to understand that the Deans have the right to amend the criteria: management has the right to manage.

· The dean gets to approve the criteria that was sent to them by the department

· If Part-time faculty vote on this do they get to vote on all matters at the dept level or just Part-time issues?

· PT faculty do not have a say on FT hiring

· There are a lot of areas that they are not involved in

· Is this decision to be retroactive? 

· This cannot be made retroactive.

· The next time that the department meets to possibly revise or reaffirm the criteria then if there is a vote everyone present should vote

· What if the meeting is when a Part-time member is teaching?
· When classes are on it is impossible to find a time that everyone can meet: chairs do there best but not everyone can be accommodated

· Can’t people not attending be allowed to vote?
· No  because people present were there for the discussion which is required for an informed vote

· Is this the only PT issue?
· No there are many other issues

· Come to the open house or send concerns to the NC members and our very able Part-time Faculty Representative
Executive Assistant Position

Chantelle has been a temp for two years because the position was being held for Ellen who was on LTD. Chantelle has now been offered, and has accepted, a permanent position.
Fixed Term Part-time Contracts
· Are the 25 positions a one time offering or will there be more made available in the future?
· It will not be this year since it is non-monetary

· June 2012 agreement it will likely be discussed

· This round we will be negotiating about what we do if any of the 25 positions become vacant as we have to ensure that we keep the 25 positions for the life of this Agreement

Part-time Seniority Lists

· What is the purpose of keeping the seniority list confidential?

· Considerations:

·  what form does this list take and 
· is it of a form that could be readily available 
· there are no issues of confidentiality here: it is made with public information and the definition of relevant experience determined by the dept and the courses a faculty member has taught

· The issue here is the relation between accumulated experience and qualification

· Some departments have categories of courses that all with a certain qualifications can teach then seniority applies while other departments just have one pool and apply seniority across the board
· Why doesn’t HR keep track of this kind of record?

· Gerry has mentioned this to them
· Gerry is meeting with HR tomorrow and this will be included as one of the things to discuss
· The seniority list will be on the survey

Application for Increment while on Maternity
· The committee has not put any criteria on paper: when will any decisions be made?

· We are expecting then to have made their decision by the end of January

· 17.1.2. Can apply for it now regardless of not having established criteria

· Gerry will mention this again to Robin

Guidelines for Overload Teaching 
· Part-time member signing contracts has a checkbox they are supposed to mark off stating that they are not overloaded. It should be that HR count the number of contracts each individual has signed. 

· There is a sequencing issue because there are too many contracts 

· Gerry will mention this as an issue in his meeting with Heather. This is a Management not an Association concern.
Unfinished business:

Motion to destroy ballots from the September general meeting


Moved: Lee Easton, Seconded: Margy MacMillan

Vote


Carried

New business:

Policy Grievance on Scheduling System Implementation

· The association filed a policy grievance on the implementation of the scheduling system
· Interim Step 2 Resolution 

· Augmented scheduling committee (has met once so far optimistic that we will have some solutions by the end of this semester) 

· IT member on the committee who can say what the system can and cannot do 

· This is an example of the grievance procedure working

· Background:

· The chairs assembly passed a motion unanimously requesting the MRFA to file grievance
· It was very helpful to have this because chairs picked out violations of the CA so we could get it moving while the real point of the grievance was to pursue larger aims of making a scheduling system that works 

· The chairs assembly is considered an administrative body that reports to the VP academic. Named selves the chairs assembly to speak with a united voice about things of concern to them. This was a statement of their independence and they chose to ask the MRFA to solve the problem. While this is now causing a lot of issues with the senior administration, Robin was told that the chairs are members and they have every right to speak.
· Discussion

· Problems with exam scheduling will be included in the work of this committee
· The limited number of constraints will be addressed

· This is an issue of how we make our schedules more than what the software is capable of.  The system exposed in the policy what we were never aware of before. It is not only Infosilem and tech glitches we need to determine how we want to make our schedules

· Thank you for moving forward: this is the way grievances are supposed to work

MRFA Vision Statement Review Committee Charter

· When this was done about 6 years ago it was a very useful exercise to discuss the aims and goals of the Association. We are now a university and it is an appropriate time to reexamine our vision and see if it is time for change

· Membership:

· Gerry Cross and Kelly Hewson
· Three other members of the Association
· Call for volunteers will be in the January monthly report

· Please seriously consider being involved in this

Announcements:

Deadline for Spring Retreat proposals is February 4 

Question Period:

Hearing none the meeting is adjourned

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 4:40pm. 

___________________________




_______________

Secretary







Date of approval

Mount Royal Faculty Association


