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Minutes of the meeting of Faculty Handbook Committee on October 5, 2016, at 12:30 p.m. in the 
Slovak Room of Grasselli Library. 
 
Present: Ruth Connell (chair), Jeff Johansen (secretary), Roy Day, Karen Gygli, Dianna Taylor, 
Brenda Wirkus standing in for Paul Lauritzen (on leave). 
 
We approved the minutes of the meeting held September 21, 2016. 
 
The committee discussed the process of making proposals to emend the Faculty Handbook, and 
reviewed discussions of the previous week.  We also discussed creating a timeline for the whole 
process.  
 
We examined PART 5 of the handbook.  Part B of the first section is what must be changed.  
This is the timeline to which we came to consensus agreement: 
 
1) The proposing body will create a draft proposal that will be shared with the Faculty Handbook 
Committee and the faculty.  The draft proposal will be sent to the Faculty Council, and that body 
will act as managers to disseminate the proposal to the faculty and administration. There will be 
a period of review and comment that lasts 30 days.  During this time, the proposers will host 
informal open hearings, or brown bag discussions, or some other forum to which the entire 
university community is invited.  Feedback and suggestions will come to the proposers, and they 
can choose whether to accept recommendations or not. 
 
2) The proposing body will revise the proposal as needed or recommended, and then the formal 
proposal will come to the Faculty Handbook Committee.  The committee will have up to 30 days 
to review the proposal and formulate a recommendation to the faculty considering the proposal.  
It will not be changed by the committee, nor will they make recommendations for change to the 
proposal. 
 
3) At the end of the review process, the Faculty Handbook Committee will forward the proposal 
to the Faculty Council.  They will share the final proposal with the faculty and administration, 
and organize formal open hearings.  The proposal will be presented to the faculty at the first 
faculty meeting following the 30 day review period. 
 
4) If the faculty vote to move the proposal forward for a vote, the proposal will move forward to 
a ballot issue before the faculty immediately (within one week of the faculty meeting. 
 
5) If approved by the faculty, the proposal will go to the Board of Directors, who will have up to 
ninety days to approve or reject the proposed amendment. We recommended the language to be 
changed from 90 days to first board meeting after a 30 day review period.  If this takes the Board 
into the summer, it will be decided at the first meeting in the fall. 



 
We looked at the timing requirements of this proposed process and concluded that the deadline 
for initiating the amendment process was January 15.  Proposals initiated after that time had no 
guarantee of coming to a vote by the faculty before the end of the spring semester.  Proposals 
would hopefully be initiated before this deadline to facilitate adequate discussion and review. 
 
No comments on the proposed amendment approved by FHC on September 21 had been 
received by the time of the October 5th meeting.  Ruth Connell agreed to send out a reminder to 
relevant administrators and staff.  We set a goal to send the proposal to the faculty in two weeks, 
so that we could get the proposed amendment to a general faculty meeting in November.  We 
have a goal to complete the process (except for Board approval) by the end of fall semester 2016. 
 
We approved last year’s minutes.  Meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


