
The EFIB’s Committee Governance: What Does it Mean? 
 

 
Reports are now circulating that the EFIB department selected the committee 
governance option that includes the chair, George Carter.  The other members 
elected to that committee governance model are Mark Klinedinst and James 
Lindley.   
 
Because this option has not often been selected in the past, USMPRIDE.COM 
investigators launched a search of the details regarding this option.  What we 
have found to date is presented below, along with analysis. 
 
As the following snapshot indicates, personnel and evaluation procedures are 
described in Chapter 8 of the USM Faculty Handbook: 
 

 
The two procedures most commonly thought of with regard to personnel at a 
university are promotion/tenure and annual evaluation.  The USM Faculty 
Handbook is no exception in this regard, as the beginning of Section 8.2 below 
suggests: 

 



Getting more to the heart of the specific case of EFIB’s 2006-07 choice, we 
turned to the policies regarding the “Departmental Personnel Committee” 
governance option presented in the Handbook: 
 

 
The text above supports the EFIB’s selection of Klinedinst and Lindley as 2/3 
of the governance committee, to serve alongside Chairman Carter.  Section 
8.3.4 concerns the Committee’s functions, as described below: 
 

 
 



As the paragraphs above indicate, the committee plays a large role in all 
personnel activities in the CoB, including, but not limited to, participating in 
the annual evaluation process and making separate recommendations for 
academic leave/sabbatical. 
 
One of the primary duties of the Departmental Personnel Committees is to 
participate in annual performance reviews, as covered in Section 8.4 of the 
Handbook: 
 

 
 
Section 8.4.2 of the Handbook presents the Review Guidelines: 
 

 
 
Guideline “c” addresses how non-administrative members of the 
Departmental Personnel Committee are to be evaluated in terms of teaching, 
research and service: 
 

 
In the case of EFIB, Chairman Carter will evaluate Klinedinst and Lindley, just 
as he would’ve done in past years.  How will Carter’s teaching, research and 
service be evaluated? 
 

 
As guideline “d” above indicates, Dean Harold Doty will evaluate Carter’s 
administrative performance, while Klinedinst and Lindley will evaluate 
Carter’s teaching, research and service activities.  But, their duties do not end 
there, as the following passage states: 
 

 



Guideline “e” above indicates that Associate Dean Farhang Niroomand’s 
teaching, research and service will each be evaluated by the three-person 
Departmental Personnel Committee representing the EFIB.  This means that 
Carter, Klinedinst and Lindley will evaluate Niroomand across the three 
aforementioned academic areas. 
 
Guideline “i” indicates that, in addition to evaluating other members of the 
EFIB, the EFIB’s Personnel Committee will also evaluate all parties holding 
academic appointment in the department:  
 

 
 
Guideline “i” would include Professors Canterbery, Lambert, and Shi. 
 
Now that rank-and-file professors are involved in conducting personnel 
review, scheduling conflicts will likely arise.  The Handbook addresses those 
with: 
 

 
 
So, Carter, Niroomand and Doty are tasked to work to accommodate the 
schedules of Professors Klinedinst and Lindley throughout the academic 2006-
07 year. 
 
In order to conduct annual evaluation reviews, Klinedinst and Lindley will 
need a substantial amount of information, as the Handbook suggests: 
 

 
 
Not only will Klinedinst and Lindley assist Carter with faculty development 
plans, they will require access to faculty vitae and other information to assess 



annual performance.  In the CoB, SEDONA is the single-source of all faculty 
research and service performance information.  This means that Klinedinst and 
Lindley will need to visit with SEDONA Coordinator Donna Davis so that she 
can give them authorization to access all of the CoB’s SEDONA records. 
 
On the teaching side, the passage below from the Handbook states that 
Klinedinst and Lindley will require access to all faculty teaching evaluations 
information: 
 

 
A proper evaluation of teaching also includes course difficulty and grade 
distributions, as item “b” indicates.  Thus, the EFIB’s committee will need 
access to course grade distributions by faculty/course. 
 
In terms of appraisal, the Faculty Personnel Committee will evaluate EFIB 
faculty in conjunction with the evaluations of other CoB faculty/personnel.  The 
scan of the Handbook below indicates that the evaluations conducted near the 
end of 2006-07 will go as they would under a chair-only governance structure, 
except that each faculty member’s evaluation form will be signed by Carter, 
Klinedinst and Lindley instead of a single person (Chair). 
 

 
 
That’s all for now.  Future reports at USMPRIDE.COM will address issues 
related to the EFIB’s new governance model. 
 
 


