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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

The University of Aiizona,
October 7, 1996

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Jeffrey L. Warburton at 3:15 p.m. in Room 146 of the
College of Law.

Present: Senators Abrams, Anderson, Atwater, Barrett, Brown, Chen, Clarke, Coons, Dahigran, D. Davis,
Desai, Dvorak, Dy!, Emrick, Erickson, Garcia, Garrard, Gerber, Glittenberg, Gore, Jacobs,
Larson, Lei, Levy, Mare, McCaslin, Medine, Meyer, Mitchell, Neuman, S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Pitt,
Poss, Reeves, Schiffer, Schoo!ey, Schwarz, Sharkey, Silverman, Sliger, Sugiyama, Sypherd,
Szilagyi, Tay!or, Troy, Warburton, Williams, Wilson, Witte, and Zwolinski. Observers Juil
(APOC), Rochlin (Alumni Association), Vos (SAC), and Groth (Sierra Vista). Robert Sankey
served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Aleamoni, T. Davis, Fe!tham, Forbes, Gruener, Hurt, Joens, Myers, and J. O'Brien.

OPEN SESSION

Senator Troy noted that he had recently spent an afternoon reading Upper-Division Writing Proficiency
Examination blue books, an experience simultaneously rewarding and appalling. The intent of the exam is to
measure an undergraduate's critical writing aptitude and, if it is found to be low, to provide help and remedial
action. Since many people disagree on the best way to measure writing skills, a task force was formed to study
the matter, and it vill soon publicize its findings. Whatever the outcome of the task force's recommendations,
Senator Troy urged colleges, departments, and units to take a more active role in the issue, either by supporting
the University Composition Board's efforts, or by working with the board to develop testing methods and
writing skills programs appropriate for their departments.

Senator S. O'Brien reported that it is National 4-H Week. She noted that there are thousands of students
involved in 4-H youth development programs and school projects throughout the state, and 4-H is probably the
best youth development outreach program the University has. Senator O'Brien distributed announcements
about the 4-H Open House and clover stickers for people to "wear with pride."

Senator Medine made a statement related to the upcoming discussion of the draft of the continuing review
document. He noted that tenure is not a special perquisite or job frill peculiar to academic life. Often, there is
a 15-year span between receiving a bachelor's degree and being awarded tenure; by that time, the faculty
member's record is a good indication of future performance, but review and evaluation continue. Faculty
compete throughout their careers for research funds and scholarly publication, and at Arizona's public
institutions, there is an annual review process, as well. As with physicians and attorneys, fewer than one
percent of tenured professors are disqualified on the grounds of incompetence. This is not surprising, in view
of the length of training, probation, and monitoring of professional performance. Tenure provides faculty with
considerable authority and enables professors to pursue research, writing, and creative performance with a high
degree of independence, largely freeing them to act according to professional academic judgments as teachers
and researchers. These activities, in turn, establish their authority over the subject matter of classes, grading,
degree requirements, programs of study, and the appointment and retention of other faculty. Professional
independence has enormous practical importance, for if academic judgments do not prevail, the University
compromises its essential purpose: to introduce students to new knowledge and the most informed perspectives
on established bodies of knowledge. The extent to which tenure of a university faculty is weakened, it becomes
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by definition less academic. In protecting fbeulty rights, tenure preserves academic integrity, best serves the
interests of the students, and safeguards the taxpayers' investment in the university.

REPORTS

Senator Warburton announced that, in the interest of conserving time, there will be no reports today. The
regular reports from the President, Provost, Chair of the Faculty, and President of ASUA will be postponed
until the next regular Senate meeting in November. He introduced Senator Anne Brown, a new graduate
student representative to the Senate. He also noted that the Faculty Senate Homepage is now active; the
address is http://w3.arizona.edulsenate/home_fac.htm. The Senate minutes from last April and May have
been placed on the Homepage, but those from the meeting on September 9, 1996, will not be posted until they
have been approved. He noted that if anyone has comments or suggestions about the Homepage, they are
welcome to contact Pam Bridgmon in the Faculty Center. He also announced that the regular starting time for
Faculty Senate meetings is being changed to 3:00 p.m., in order to avoid having meetings adjourn after
5:30 p.m.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Senator Szilagyi asked two questions: (1) Who are the members of the task force of the Senate Executive Committee
that developed the post-tenure review document, and who authorized them to prepare such an important document?;
and (2) If tenure has to be defended evely year, then what is the Executive Committee's definition of tenure? To the
first question, Senator Warburton responded that the task force was appointed last year by the Presiding Officer and
the Executive Committee, and the membership list is available. With regard to the second question, Senator
Warburton asked that it be addressed during agenda item #7, the discussion of the post-tenure review document.

Senator Witte asked about the composition of the Executive Committee, noting that it had been expanded beyond the
Faculty Constitution to include as voting members the chairs of committees. She added that she assumed that Senator
Warburton was referring to the expanded committee when he responded to Senator Szilagyi's first question. Senator
Warburton answered that the task for had been appointed last year, and he listed the positions of the Executive
Committee: chairs of the committees, two members of the Senate, himself the Chair of the Faculty, a member of the
Committee of Eleven, and the ASUA President.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 9, 1996

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on September 9, 1996, were approved as distributed.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH A B.A. DEGREE IN ENGINEER-
ING (Attachment)

Dr. Ann Weekes, Chair of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, introduced Dr. Suvrajeet Sen, the
principal investigator for the proposed program. The program is a response to literature suggesting that there is
a need for people with both a technological background and a grounding in the liberal arts. Dr. Sen and
colleagues applied to the National Science Foundation to obtain funding to start the program, which has been
approved by the curriculum committee in the College of Engineering and Mines, the Instruction and Curriculum
Policy Committee, and the Undergraduate Council. Summarizing the information contained in Senators'
packets, Dr. Weekes outlined the degree: It aims to cover the areas of general education (currently being
reviewed by the University), an engineering core, and basic engineering requirements. What makes the
program unique is the focus (24 credit hours) in a complementary area, usually in the College of Engineering
and Mines, which the student selects; there is also a complementary area in liberal arts. It is the student's
responsibility to select that area and explain how the two areas go together. Seminars are planned throughout
most of the four years to bring students together with faculty who have considered the relationship between
technology and the liberal arts. There will be a senior project at the end of the final year. Dr. Weekes
described the two concerns that arose when the program was discussed in committee: (1) accreditation-
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graduates of the program will not be accredited engineers; and (2) program evaluationwhether the program
will be useflul, and what type of evaluation is planned. She outlined procedures planned for evaluating the
program, including student evaluations of the seminars, student performance in tests, interviews with students
in all phases of the program, and applicant and enrollment data. Statistics such as student persistence,
graduation rate, credit hour completion rate, placement rate, and graduate school acceptan rate will be
computed and become part of the annual review. She invited questions and discussion on the program.

Senator Neuman questioned the name of the degree. Obviously, he noted, there is a difference between a B.S.
degree and a B.A. degree, but he expressed a concern that the name may carry a fhlse connotation; someone
could say that he or she had an undergraduate degree in Engineering from The University of Arizona and be
mistaken for an accredited engineer. He suggested that the name of the degree be changed to B.A. in
Engineering Studies. Dr. Sen responded that it was a worthwhile suggestion, which he would take to the team
that developed the program. He also offered the rationale for the original name: The name of the degree should
reflect both Engineering and liberal arts, and the total number of credit hours (40) is consistent with many other
degrees at the University.

Senator Medine questioned whether there are other degrees at the University named "Bachelor of Arts in
,,

(a particular discipline). Dr. Sankey responded that there are currently scores of such degrees.

Senator Schiffer asked how this program articulates with the Culture of Science, Technology, and Society
Program already in the College of Engineering. Dr. Sen answered that his team had talked with representatives
of that program, and there are several differences between it and the proposed new degree program. The
Culture of Science, Technology, and Society Program is essentially administered through the Interdisciplinary
Studies Program; the new degree provides that the College of Engineering and its thculty take a more active
role in the program, which will be college-wide. In terms of actual content, the new program will examine
cohesion between technology and the arts or humanities in a manner that other programs do not. For example,
course work in optical engineering and photography, or digital systems and music, can be combined.

Senator Desai commented that the program is a good idea, but he asked what the employment prospects of its
graduates are; will they act as administrators or engineers? Dr. Sen responded that people with the broad
education that this program affords will be able to interface with consultants and administrators alike,
conveying both technical information and the broader context in which it exists, such as the concept of
modeling and the importance of basing decisions on it.

Senator Garcia commented that the Engineering Physics program in the College of Engineering has never
sought accreditation because of the physics course requirements imposed, but its graduates have no problem
finding employment. He added that if the graduates of the B.A. in Engineering program have a technical
grounding that is solid enough, they should have a similar experience.

Senator Chen asked about possible graduate studies to follow the B.A. in Engineering degree. Dr. Sen
mentioned the possibility of medical school or law school, as well as other graduate programs.

Senator Atwater asked what will happen when the original funding for this program is depleted. Dr. Sen
responded that the team hopes the college and the University will see the merit of the program and will continue
to fund it. However, he and his colleagues will also actively seek additional funding, particularly from
industry, once the program has been approved by the Senate and the Arizona Board of Regents.

Senator Neuman commented that this degree is a good idea that should garner support if it is made clear that
the program is rigorous and interdisciplinary.

Senator D. Davis suggested that Dr. Sen take the concern about the degree name back to his team, so that the
matter can be dealt with informally.



Senator Sliger asked what sort of contract system is envisioned for the program, and if the program would be
eliminated if it is not successful. Dr. Sen responded by outlining the annual review procedures; he noted that
the NSF will be here October 30 for a site visit and evaluation. He added that if the program is judged
unsuccessful after five years, it will be eliminated.

Senator Schiffer asked if the program implies that if a B.S. degree in Engineering is "watered down" slightly, it
then becomes a B.A. degree. In response, Dr. Sen noted that the proposed program has as much math and
basic science as could be expected in any other engineering programs. He added that the terminology "B.A. in
Engineering" seems to fit current nomenclature at the University, in order to indicate the involvement of both
engineering and the arts in the degree.

A motion was made and seconded [Motion 96/97-41 to establish a Bachelor of Arts degree in Engineering.
Motion carried unanimously. It was noted that Dr. Sen and his team will work with Senator Neuman on a
possible name change for the program.

7. DISCUSSION OF DRAFT 11, PROCEDURES FOR CONTINUING REVIEW (Attachments)

Senator Schooley, Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee, listed the other committee members:
Senator Aleamoni, Prof. Elizabeth Ervin, Senator Gerber, Senator Poss, Senator Silverman, and Senator Troy.

Chair of the Faculty John Schwarz provided the background for the drafting of the document: In July 1995 the
Arizona Board of Regents held a retreat focusing on the conditions of faculty service. The board meeting
concluded in a disturbing way, with ABOR deciding to deal with issues about tenure without any guidance
from either the faculties or the administrations at the state's public universities. The Board was prepared to
eliminate tenure for all new faculty recruits to the universities, and possibly for any tenure-eligible faculty
members presently at the universities. In September 1995, faculty leaders encouraged the Board to change its
approach, and consequently, the Board decided to have a five-hour session on tenure in January 1996,
facilitated by Prof. Richard Chait. After much interaction among faculty representatives, administrators, and
ABOR members during the intervening months, the Board began to see the virtues of tenure and decided that it
ought to be retained, subject to the creation of a mechanism to evaluate tenured faculty and address effectively
instances of unsatisfactory performance. The Board asked each of the universities to develop a proposal for
such a mechanism; it set November 1996 as the date to discuss and decide upon these proposals. It also asked
the universities to look at the guidelines and operational criteria for promotion and tenure, as well as at several
issues regarding the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure.

Because of the relatively short timeline and the variety of issues, a task force was created to address these
matters. The task force included all eight members of the APPC, including its ex-officio members. The task
force met in three different subcommittees dozens of times to deal with the issues. The Senate received monthly
updates on the progress of the work, and periodic letters were sent to the General Faculty, as well. By mid-
April 1996 draft proposals in the three major areas were ready, and they were communicated to the General
Faculty. Later in April both a meeting of the General Faculty and a special session of the Faculty Senate were
held to discuss the draft proposals. The task force received many comments from individual faculty members
and through the discussions at the General Faculty and special Faculty Senate meetings. The task force
continued to meet throughout the summer to take the input into consideration, and then it disbanded. The
APPC met in mid-August and distributed the draft of the continuing review document to every Senator and the
General Faculty, again asking for input. As a result of the input, the document was revised several more times.

Chair Schwarz thanked members of the APPC and the task force for the hundreds of hours they devoted to the
task. He noted that if the document is adopted in its current or an amended form, it will take at least a year to
be implemented, because individual units will need time to establish criteria and standards. This interim time
will provide an opportunity to learn more, looking at ways the proposal should be revised and further perfected
before implementation occurs.
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Chair Schwarz concluded: The issues that the proposal addresses are ones that states and universities across
the nation have been wrestling with. In some cases, boards have acted harshly with faculty rights. In the case
of our proposal, we are striving to build upon what is already here. This proposal is based upon the annual
review, which already exists, and upon the accountability component of the performance-based compensation
plan that the Faculty Senate adopted in April 1995, but it also adds a number of protections. For example, it
makes clear that the institution has the burden of demonstrating its case; the burden of proof is not on the
faculty member. The proposal also makes clear that faculty members can appeal an evaluation, not only on
procedural grounds, but on substantive grounds, as well. In addition, faculty members can turn for redress not
only to the chief administrator of their college, as at present, but to elected peers, both inside and outside their
college. Protection in keeping with a true tenure system is crucial to this proposal. Other institutions in the
state are also developing plans, and as of this moment, the various plans are fairly similar with respect to the
basic mechanisms of the evaluation system. The idea is to be able to show that the proposals from the
institutions successfully answer the Board's desire for a system of effective review, and that they do so within a
viable tenure system. Few people contend that continuing unsatisfactory performance, if it truly is

unsatisfactory, should be protected by tenure. The question is how best to address this issuewhat the
mechanisms should be, not whether effective mechanisms ought to exist. Some may say that we do not have to
make or adopt any proposals, and that is true. But if we do not, a plan will be mandated by others, and we will
lose influence and control over the process, both with the other universities and with the Board of Regents. If
that happens, we risk having a solution imposed on us that has fewer protectionspossibly far fewer, for the
other institutions' plans contain fewer protections. We also risk an imposed solution that takes up far more
faculty time than the present proposal calls for. If we adopt no plan, there is no doubt we will be leaving
crucial decisions concerning our faculty in the hands of others rather than in our own. It is not unreasonable
for others to ask that there be a process that effectively assures accountability of faculty, if that process of
accountability is equitable, fair, and genuinely protective of faculty against arbitrary decisions. The APPC has
worked long hours to get us to this point. It is now up to us, the Senate, to decide what to do.

Senator Schooley echoed Chair Schwarz's sentiment about the hard work of the task force and APPC on the
draft document. He reviewed the APPC's procedures since mid-August, when it received the draft from the
task force. He noted that the current draft, #11, is a document that the APPC is unanimously comfortable with
and feels is a positive step toward preserving academic freedom and tenure. He reviewed the flow chart
included with Senators' meeting packets, but he emphasized that it is not officially a part of the draft, given that
it is necessarily brief and does not contain all the verbiage of the draft. He noted that the proposed continuing
review process builds upon the annual performance review procedures already in place at the University, the
only difference being that the material examined in the annual review would cover three to five years, rather
than a single year, because of the linkage to rewards. If there is an overall satisfactory or better rating, and as
funding permits, rewards will occur. If a faculty member receives an overall unsatisfactory performance rating,
the document calls for an enhanced evaluation, which is actually an informal first-level appeal. If that appeal
reverses the original decision and overall performance is found satisfactory, rewards begin. If the first-level
appeal sustains the overall unsatisfactory finding, there is a process of helping the faculty member to improve
performance. If that is successful, as determined by the annual review in subsequent years, then rewards are
again possible. Termination procedures are possible only after the improvement plan has failed completely
over an extended period of time and a second-level appeals process has occurred, following the usual CAFT
procedures. Senator Schooley added that the annual review is for everyone. Those faculty who have not
already obtained tenure or continuing status have a separate review procedure, which is outlined in the
University Handbook for Appointed Personnel and remains unchanged. He concluded by inquiring if anyone
had questions regarding the flow chart.

Senator D. Davis referred to the improvement plan box on the flow chart. Regarding the statement that a
faculty member's performance within the improvement plan must be evaluated no later than one year, he asked
who determines the length of time before the evaluation. Senator Schooley responded that the text of the draft
provides that the evaluation should take place as soon as possible, but no later than one year, and that the time
should be jointly determined by the faculty member and the department.
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Senator Neuman asked if there is supposed to be a one-to-one relationship between the flow chart and the
document. Senator Schooley answered that that was the intent, within the limit of the one-page format of the
flow chart. Senator Neuman cited the objectives of the review as stated on page 3 of the document; he said he
saw nothing in the text about merit increases or performan compensation. Except for the introduction, he
added, the document reads as a punitive one. It spells out faculty obligations toward the institution, but says
nothing about institutional responsibility toward the fculty, except in the introduction. Senator Schooley
replied that it was intended that the concept of mutual obligation be in the document, but he suggested deferring
that issue until the general discussion of the document.

Senator Medine commented that the annual performance review box on the flow chart contains no mention of
the academic program review, but the text (page 3, penultimate paragraph) states that the annual review should
"take into consideration findings resulting from the academic program of the faculty member's unit or program
during the next annual review." Senator Schooley noted that there was some rationale for that, and he asked
Senator Medine to bring the matter up again during the general discussion of the document.

Senator Erickson asked if the flow chart suggested that those who do not have tenure yet are not eligible for
rewards. Senator Schooley pointed out the vertical line from tenure-eligible and continuing-eligible faculty to
the reward box on the chart.

Senator Warburton announced that, because of the lengthy discussion that this document will require, a special
Faculty Senate meeting will probably be necessary. Consequently, he had conferred with the Chair of the
Faculty, and it was determined that, if necessary, a special meeting can be held on Monday, October 14,
starting at 3:00 p.m. Senator Warburton added that today deliberations have to stop at 5:10 p.m., in order to
finish the agenda. He asked those wishing to speak about the document to limit their comments to three
minutes, so that everyone has an opportunity to be heard. He suggested that there be a general discussion
regarding the complete document first, followed by comments about suggested amendments. He asked that
anyone proposing an amendment submit it in writing prior to the special meeting, so that it can be duplicated
and distributed to all Senators at the meeting; all proposed amendments must be received by Wednesday,
October 9, at 5:00 p.m. Senator Sypherd asked if the document is coming to the Senate floor as a seconded
motion; Senator Schooley responded in the affirmative; the document is being brought to the Senate as a
seconded motion from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee. (Motion 1996 / 975)

Senator Szilagyi again related his experience at the University of Chicago: Because he was astonished by the
extremely high level of his colleagues at that institution, he asked administrators how they accomplished this.
They said very simply, 'We hire the best people and then leave them alone." Unfortunately, Senator Szilagyi
added, Regent Munger evidently does not understand this simple reasoning; however, he is correct that
something is wrong. Mr. Munger believes that the solution is that the faculty must be constantly controlled,
reviewed, and harassed, in order to get high productivity from them. According to Senator Szilagyi, there are
two problems in our system: (1) the majority of high school graduates are not prepared for university studies
and therefore require special teaching efforts from the faculty; and (2) a substantial portion of the University's
resources are wasted on unnecessary administration. The proposal that we are discussing would further
aggravate both of these problems. The only measure of productivity, as far as Senator Szilagyi is aware, is
grant money. The review system will force faculty to spend most of their time and energy writing grant
proposals, neglecting teaching. It will also lead to a tremendous waste of time and resources in additional
bureaucratic procedures and local politics. The post-tenure review system, in his view, will lead to a further
decline and the eventual destruction of our University.

1996/97-5A
Senator Szilagyi made the following motion [Motion 1996/97-51: "The Faculty Senate refuses to discuss this
document [Procedures for Continuing Review, Draft 11, dated 9/24/96] and declares that the existence of such
a document prepared by anybody else would be a hostile act against the University." Senator Witte seconded
the motion. After consultation with the Parliamentarian, Senator Warburton ruled the motion out of order,
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since there was already a motion on the floor. The Parliamentarian noted that if the intent of the motion was to
close the debate, a two-thirds vote could accomplish that.

Senator D. Davis suggested that Senator Szilagyi's purpose in making the motion was to substitute it for the
motion on the floor. Senator Witte said she understood the sense of Senator Szilagyi's motion, and that was
why she seconded it. She questioned whether the entire document and the request by the Arizona Board of
Regents is inappropriate and self-destructive to the faculty; if we cannot discuss it as a motion, then we
certainly can discuss it as the first order of discussion of the motion that is brought to us. The Presiding
Officer affirmed that comment.

Senator Witte said that, rather than getting mired in parliamentary aspects, she wanted to discuss the legitimacy
of the request from the Board of Regents and the danger in making these changes to tenured faculty's
employment contracts and to the whole climate of the institution. She questioned the statement that the Arizona
Board of Regents has required faculty members to establish post-tenure reviews, noting that it is not within the
Regents' purview to tell faculty members that they need to change their side of the contract, a legal document
that is faculty's greatest protection before the law. If a dispute arises, ABOR will be in a better position and
faculty will be in a less favorable position when they assert Fourteenth Amendment rights in a court of law. At
the University of Minnesota, faculty were deceived during negotiations and conciliation with their regents, and
faculty members there are now unionizing. She concluded by saying that there is ample evidence that the
ABOR request for a post-tenure review procedure is illegitimate, and the Faculty Senate should not consider the
document, because the faculty is being asked to weaken its side of the contract.

Senator Warburton asked Chair Schwarz for clarification of ABOR's mandate. Chair Schwarz stated that if
faculty contracts currently say that tenure allows faculty members who are found to be unsatisfactory to
continue employment at the University, then the proposed procedures for continuing review would be a change.
However, if the contracts currently say that the University has the right to dismiss even tenured faculty if their
performance is found to be unsatisfactory, then the continuing review procedures are simply spelling out
details, rather than giving ABOR any additional power.

Senator Desai commented that the University has a right to expect a certain level of performance from its
employees, and if the performance is not satisfactory, then the University has the right to terminate employees,
just like any system in this country. The University is right to review a faculty member's performance and
measure it against certain expectations. At the same time, tenure provides academic freedom, and that should
not be compromised. Since a person can be terminated for unsatisfactory performance, and tenure would end
with termination, Senator Desai questioned the necessity of including the tenure issue in the continuing review
document.

Senator Silverman stated that the Board of Regents currently can dismiss faculty for certain reasons; the
continuing review procedures are simply a process to better implement that. Also, the annual performance
review has been in place for a number of years, so the document is not adding it. He commented that he had
never interpreted tenure to mean that, once achieved, the tenured faculty member need never undergo review
again. Tenure means the protection of academic freedom, protection against dismissal without good cause, and
assurance of due process rights. The institution has the burden of proving that a faculty member is performing
unsatisfactorily. If faculty members take the position that they cannot be reviewed, or that they cannot be
dismissed even if they receive an unsatisfactory review, they will not find support at other universities, from the
Board of Regents, or from the general public.

Senator Schooley referred to page 7 of the draft document, where the chapter and verse of the ABOR Policy
Manual are cited. According to the manual, if a faculty member performs unsatisfactorily, he or she can be
dismissed, following conciliation, mediation, and hearing procedures currently specified in policies.

Senator Neuman asked if there is anythìng improper, wrong, or unsatisfactory about the way the annual review
process takes place now, such that a new document is required to replace it. If so, he added, we need to ask
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what the purpose of the annual review is. He suggested that an annual review is a waste of everyone's time,
and that a three-year review would be a much more reasonable, cost-efficient way of evaluating ourselves and
each other. We are generating document upon document and process upon process, ad nauseam, which leads to
nowhere. He reiterated that the draft is largely a punitive document that obligates a faculty member to be
evaluated and perform satisfactorily, with no guarantee that faculty members will be properly compensated if
they perform well. As it now stands, he added, he cannot possibly support the document. He also noted that he
would like the objectives listed on page 3 placed up front, of value not only to the institution or to an external
body such as the Regents, but also to the faculty.

Senator Schooley called attention to page 4, section iV, A, of the document, which does address the reward
issue. Senator Neuman noted that rewards are not mentioned in the flow chart, and Senator Schooley agreed
that they should be included.

Senator Schooley asked Chair Schwarz to comment on Senator Neuman's question about the Regents' desire
for a document beyond what is already in place. Chair Schwarz explained that currently unsatisfactory faculty
performance does not necessarily trigger anything, depending on who the department head and dean are.
Faculty members can also be hurt by that as well; when they have an unsatisfactory review that is not
particularly fair, there is very little that a faculty member can do, except to try to seek redress from the dean.
There are currently problems with the review from both sides. This proposal seeks to deal with both
deficiencies that currently exist(1) unsatisfactory performance failing to trigger anything; and (2) the lack of
faculty protection in the review process. There are two sides to this matter being discussed, one being
accountability and the other, rewards. We acknowledge that the reward side is not being dealt with, and in fact,
the Board of Regents does not even have the power to deal with monetary rewards; that lies with the State
Legislature and the Governor. The reward side has already been adopted by the Senate in April 1995; this
document is just spelling out the Senate-adopted accountability side that it also adopted in April 1995.

Senator Schiffer asked if the outcome of the continuing review procedure (i.e., the pink box on the flow chart)
is the only just cause for dismissal. Senator Schooley responded in the affirmative. Senator Schiffer then
asked who has decided that, since the 'lust cause" clause is in the ABOR Policy Manual, and that would
require a reinterpretation on the part of the Board of Regents. After some discussion, Senator Schooley
clarified that the process outlined in the continuing review document and flow chart is one of several possible
just causes, all of which are subject to CAFT hearings and appeals.

Senator Pitt commented that she strongly supports the continuing review document. She noted that in her
department, Art, they have a very active, well informed peer review committee. However, the committee's
assessment of the faculty is only advisory in nature; the department head has the power, or takes the power, to
change the peer review committee's evaluation of the faculty member. It is perceived by many faculty members
in the Art Department that this is done in a retaliatory manner. The Art Department, she added, is very upset
about its evaluation procedure, because the committee seems to be only advisory, and the department head has
this retaliatory power. She noted that she feels very protected by the continuing review document, because she
can go outside her unit if there is a problem with her department head retaliating against her, since she is
outspoken, as are many people in the Art Department. This procedure will take away the power struggle and
the problem of lack of academic freedom within certain departments.

Senator Sypherd reviewed some of the events leading up to this debate. In January 1996, when Prof. Chait
facilitated the tenure discussion with the Regents, the chief academic officers of the three universities, and the
three faculty chairs of those institutions, the Regents asked why we cannot get rid of faculty who are
performing unsatisfactorily. After reviewing the conditions of faculty service, the universities asked to be
allowed to redefine the term "demonstrated incompetence." Senator Sypherd recalled that the three provosts
present agreed, and the faculty representatives concurred, that we need something less vague than
"demonstrated incompetence." The continuing review document, then, is actually the product of our own
request to the Regents that we be allowed to develop a document that demonstrates the lack of performance. So
this is really a performance-based evaluation system that we asked for, not something that the Regents are
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forcing upon us. Senator Sypherd added that the outcome the Regents would like to have is for us to defeat this
document, so that they will have an opportunity to eliminate tenure, if they choose. He concluded by saying
that the greatest assault on tenure currently is not this document, but it is avoiding this document; we should not
ignore the fact that we have a problem that we can fix if we act like every other segment of society and hold
ourselves accountable through a process that is designed to protect faculty rights.

Senator Clarke noted that he agrees completely with the idea of annual reviews, and he has also witnessed the
abuse of tenure at this institution. There have been cases of faculty who go on from year to year, not teaching
very well and not doing any research, yet nothing happens to them. His problem with the document is that we
already have mechanisms in place to deal with such situations, but they have not been properly used. Currently
department heads have the power to discipline negligent faculty members, but they have not done it. The
across-the-board teaching requirements mean that both the faculty member who plays golf three times a week
and the faculty member who is heavily involved in research are expected to teach two courses per semester. So
there has been an abuse at the administrative level that has led to a lot of the criticism that the University
brought upon itself. About eight years ago when the University was deluged with students, there were many
problems with course availability and complaints from parents about students not being able to graduate in four
years. Yet at the same time, there were faculty with very light teaching loads. The problem has been not so
much with the faculty here, but with administrators who have not exercised the power within their authority.
He added that the only thing in the proposed continuing review process that appears to be different from the
procedures that are now in place is the improvement plan. Referring to pages 3 and 4 of the draft document,
Senator Clarke expressed concern that politics could enter into how an improvement plan is structured, since
the document states that "the mix of performance expectations, related to teaching, research and service, can
vary for individual faculty members," and "corrective action can involve a plan to improve teaching or an
alteration of the faculty member's work plan (or redirection of teaching responsibilities to areas of particular
strengths)." He noted that he has in the past seen instances where a faculty member who does not like to teach
or is not doing a good job of teaching has been given a "pseudo-administrative" appointment, where he or she
passes time in a "non-job" or a "non-center," and nothing really changes. He summarized by saying that his

difficulty is not with the basic issue of review, but with the fact that we are not doing what we should have been
doing all along with the procedures that already exist, and that the new process appears to add another layer of
bureaucracy.

Senator Witte commented that even those speaking in favor of the document allow that there are presently
procedures within our structure that can be used to deal with faculty complaints about unfair reviews.

Prof. Ervin read the following fax from Senator Hurt, who was making a presentation out of the country and
could not attend the meeting: "The post-tenure review process is an important document and overdue in
approval and implementation. There are aspects of the proposal that are mildly problematic. Nonetheless, I
support the proposal. Development of a perfect proposal is unrealistic, in my opinion. The proposal before the
Senate describes a process, and processes are evolutionary. Faculty service is itself evolutionary. The intent of
the proposal is to encourage and foster the ongoing evolution and development of faculty and to assist those
who need assistance. This proposal is a positive step with clear and unambiguous steps if faculty choose not to
move themselves forward. I encourage constructive discussion followed by a positive vote by the Senate, and I
regret that I could not attend this important meeting."

Senator Glittenberg spoke in favor of the document. She noted that it is very appropriate for a community of
scholars to take a proactive stance, not in defense of what the Regents have to say, but rather, what we have to
say. She added that she also supported what Senator Witte said. This is only one step; we need to take many
more. We need to begin to look at the issues that she brought up, and we should not stand back. But this is a
very clear document; it at least outlines the steps that we are going to take. She concluded by saying that she
likes to think of the document as one for continuing excellence, rather than continuing review.

Referring to page 3, section III, B, of the document, Senator Medine asked about the passage that discusses
taking a department's academic program review into consideration during a faculty member's annual review.
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Senator Schooley explained that the Regents felt that there should be an external component to the annual
review of each faculty member. Since the APPC was not in favor of having someone from outside the academy
participate in annual reviews for faculty members, they felt that the unit's academic program review could
provide an external component. Senator Medine expressed alarm about having an individual faculty member
being judged on the basis of the review of a program from some time before or after the faculty member's
annual review. Senator Schooley explained that, since academic program reviews of units occur only once
every seven years, the intent of the passage was that the unit's review be taken into consideration for all faculty
members' annual reviews for the next few years, along with all the other evidence that is available and
presented.

Senator Sliger made two points: (1) Despite a directive from the Regents to the Arizona Faculties Council in a
May 1996 memo that input from students and members of the community be included in the review process, the
continuing review document contains no mention of accountability to students. She noted that faculty
obviously have a vested interest in protecting themselves when reviewing each other; therefore, there is no one
without inherent bias in this process, and this must be kept in mind when reading this document. (2) The plan
lacks specifics; the criterion is satisfactory performance, but what does that really mean?

Senator Desai again noted that he supports the idea of performance review and accountability, with rewards if
performance is good. However, he noted, the document appears one-sided in places, in the sense that there is a
procedure for accountability, but there is no formal commitment from the University to reward performance. If
we look at the last ten years, sometimes performance is punished, rather than rewarded. He added that he
thought the document should formally state the University's accountability to reward high performance.
Another problem is that the document does not state unequivocally that the University has a responsibility to
provide resources necessary to implement a faculty member's improvement plan. He concluded by saying that
the document needs to be more balanced between accountability and rewards, and, if tenure is to be a part of
this document, then it should be stated clearly that academic freedom must not be compromised.

Senator Garcia commented that he supports the document in principle, as well, because it is necessary that
faculty not only be accountable, but also appear to be accountable. With respect to Senator Medine's concern,
Senator Garcia suggested that the passage read that the individual faculty member has a responsibility to
contribute to the mission of the University and to the mission of his or her department; in that sense, the
department's academic program review and the individual faculty member's review are related. He added that
he completely supports Senator Desai's position about the University's responsibility to provide resources for
improvement plans and to utilize internal mechanisms for rewards, even when external rewards are not
available. Senator Schooley called attention to page 6, item 4, of the document, which states that the University
will make "reasonable efforts to provide appropriate resources" for the success of the improvement plan.
Senator Garcia said he thought the statement should be stronger than that.

Senator Warburton reminded Senators that these ideas could be submitted in writing as proposed amendments,
so that they can be compiled and discussed at the next meeting on October 14.

Senator Erickson noted that she is in agreement with the document. She noted that it sets out fairly clearly
what the process is, but it does not carefully define the outcomes of the process. She asked what satisfactory
and unsatisfactory mean; she said she had not heard anyone give an example of what unsatisfactory
performance is. The other issue of concern to her is the word "rewards;" she stated that she wants to be
"compensated" for her performance, not "rewarded," because a reward implies a gift that can be taken away as
easily as it is given. In response to Senator Erickson's first point, Senator Schooley explained that the
committee had discussed the matter at length and decided that the definition of "unsatisfactory" would vary
from unit to unit. Prof. Ervin noted that the issue is mentioned in two places in the document. Senator
Erickson said she realized the words were in the document, but she did not understand what the end point would
be. Will it be down to the lowest common denominator, or will it set a higher level of performance? Prof.
Ervin noted that both the task force and the APPC had avoided defining "satisfactory" for the entire University,
because they felt that the matter belonged rightfully at the unit level, with the faculty making the
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determinations. The crux of the document is in the writing and developing of those criteria for each unit,
consistent with the mission of the college and the University.

Senator Anderson reported that since she would not be able to attend the special session on October 14, she
would like to have her concerns recorded today. In a way, she said, the report regarding the tenure situation at
the University of Minnesota that had been forwarded to Faculty Senators enabled the Minnesota Regents to
play "bad cop," while Arizona Regents play "good cop." She said that the way the situation is being
interpreted to the Senatethat we have to adopt this document, or worse will happen to uscould well be true,
but it leaves us little latitude. Although she indicated she would probably vote for adoption of the document if
she were in attendance on October 14, she also noted a specific concern about language in the document: On
page 3, section III, A, the document states that "the chief academic officer at the college level and an elected
faculty committee at that level shall review a sufficient number of cases each year to ensure the fairness and
integrity of the process." Senator Anderson commented that the statement struck her as too vague, since it does
not state who decides what "a sufficient number of cases" is. Senator Schooley replied that the APPC had
debated on that point for approximately two hours and then concluded that it should be left vague; this
language was a compromise that tried to satisfy the Regents' desire for a quality control review. Senator
Anderson also asked about the end of the process. After CAFF makes a decision, is it final, or can it be
overridden by someone, and if so, whom? Senator Schooley said the intention was that the CAFT procedure
would be the same as it currently is, and he asked past CAFT chairs to speak to the issue. Senator Garcia
volunteered that CAFT decisions go to the President of the University; the President then makes a decision
about the matter, and that decision can be appealed to the Board of Regents. Senator Anderson expressed a
final concern: If someone has a health problem that causes him or her not to perform adequately for a period of
several years, could he or she be terminated without recourse, even after recovery? She expressed the opinion
that the issue should be addressed in the document. Senator Schooley noted that the committee had discussed
the matter and assumed that disability grounds would automatically be part of the hearing and appeals
procedure.

Senator Atwater spoke in favor of the post-tenure review concept, not because the Regents are asking us to do
it, but because it is reasonable for faculty to be reviewed by their peers. This document captures many good
qualities, particularly the way it empowers faculty, as evidenced by the number of times the term "peer
committee" appears in the document and the flow chart. She expressed the hope that a document like this
would let faculty know that they must take greater control and be involved in setting criteria in their units and
evaluating their peers. Because this document encourages faculty participation and empowers them to do so, it
is better than what we currently have in place. Senator Atwater also responded to Senator Neuman's remark
that since an annual review will be laborious, perhaps the process should be undertaken only every three to five
years: (1) We already have a Board of Regents mandate to do it every year; and (2) If a review is done only
every three to five years, it may take on the nature of a retenuring process, becoming very large and even rather
threatening. If we can keep our annual review in perspective, as monitored by faculty, we are better off using
that as the basis, with a window of every three to five years.

Senator Pacheco began by commenting on what an extraordinarily good job the various groups had done in
fashioning a document that is probably bound not to please everybody, but which walks a very fine line
between providing some flexibility in areas where it is needed and being precise enough that it shows the intent
and direction that this faculty wants to go. He noted his sense of encouragement that in the last several months
several Board members have expressed strong interest in the compensation question, something that he has not
seen in the previous five years. At a time when there appears to be diminishing public support for our
universities, there are some Board members who are seriously looking at ways in which the compensation
packages for our faculty and other employees can be improved over a period of time. He expressed optimism
that there will be some advocacy to the Legislature for being able to tie the compensation or reward system to
this performance review process. This may be a tenuous argument, he added, but we should not ignore that
there are people who do see the connection between these two processes.



Senator Abrams asked if it is the intent of this document to apply to administrators who have tenured faculty
positionsdepartment heads and deans, for example. Senator Schooley replied that this had been discussed
and is covered in the definition of general faculty referred to in the document. Those individuals do not have
piimaiy appointments, while they are administrators, in the teaching, servi, and research missions of the
University. They are covered in different chapters of UHAP (Chapter 5, rather than Chapter 3 or 4). The
intent is that this post-tenure review would not apply to those who are specifically identified and defined in the
documents as administrators. However, when they relinquish those administrative appointments and return to
their full-time faculty positions, they would fall under the purview of this process. There are separate review
procedures in Chapter 5 for those individuals. In response to Senator Garcia's inquiry whether the APPC is
working on a corresponding document for Chapter 5 employees, Senator Schooley said the committee had not
undertaken that task.

Senator Enrnck first agreed with Senator Pitt that it is valuable to have a document that spells out due process.
However, as a member of his department's perfonnance evaluation committee, he strongly agreed with Senator
Neuman that reviewing five years of material every year is a major task. Every other year seems a more
reasonable period, he commented. Senator Schooley noted that the period mentioned in the review is every
three to five years, with the unit to determine the span of the window, and the committee felt that was necessary
in order to link it to the rewards, since merit increases do not occur every year. Senator Emrick noted that, in
fact, there has rarely been a merit award.

Senator Zwolinski echoed the favorable comments about the continuing review document, and he remarked
about the time and effort invested in it. He added that, in speaking with a number of faculty in different areas,
he sensed that there is a great deal of support for the document. Most faculty seem favorably impressed by the
improvement plan.

Senator Warburton announced that the time allotted for this agenda item had been used up, and discussion
about the post-tenure review document would be continued at the special Faculty Senate meeting on Monday,
October 14, at 3:00 p.m. in Law 146. He again mentioned that anyone who has suggested amendments to the
draft can submit them in writing to him, Senator Schooley, or the Faculty Center, by fax or email, no later than
Wednesday, October 9, at 5:00 p.m.

APPROVAL OF ACADEMIC CALENDAR FOR 2000-01 (Attachment)

Interim Registrar Judy Mobasseri noted that the calendar had been approved by the President's Cabinet; it now
needs the Faculty Senate's approval, and then it will move on to the Board of Regents. She added that there are
a number of guidelines used in developing the calendarone from the Board of Regents, several from the
Faculty Senate, and a number from administrative units. She said she and the previous registrar had reviewed
the guidelines, and they believe that all of the guidelines have been met. A motion [Motion 1996197-61 was
made and seconded to approve the academic calendar for 2000-O 1. Senator Barrett asked why the question of
the Martin Luther King holiday has never been addressed at the UA, especially since ASU has been able to
address it. Because the calendar is set up so that two or three lectures are scheduled before the holiday, a fair
number of faculty and students miss class, not returning from the winter break until after the Martin Luther
King holiday. Senator Barrett suggested that the entire calendar for the second semester be shifted to six days
later, so that the first day of class would be January 16, the day after MLK Day is observed. Ms. Mobasseri
responded that the directive from the Faculty Senate some time ago was that classes start on a Wednesday,
commencement take place on the first Saturday in May, following on or after May 11. Senator Warburton
suggested that the Senate may want to rethink the guidelines for the calendar; he said he would discuss it with
the Executive Committee. Motion carried.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSAL CONCERNING EMERITUS STATUS (Attachment)

Senator Warburton noted that the motion regarding this proposal had been tabled at the September meeting and
was being reopened for discussion today. Senator Schooley explained that the emeritus status as originally
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proposed came to the Senate last month as a seconded motion [Motion 1996/97-2J from the APPC; after some
discussion last month, a motion had made and seconded [Motion 1996/97-31 to amend the emeritus status
proposal by deleting the fourth paragraph of the text and substituting at the end of the third paragraph, "Each
department should negotiate specific agreements for each individual case, for a specific period of time, and
document these agreements in writing." When the September 9 Senate meeting adjourned, both seconded
motions were still on the floor and had to be tabled. He noted that there are three different issues involved with
this proposal: (1) method of selecting thculty for the designation of emeritus; (2) resource allocation; and
(3) voting rights. He also mentioned that Senator Desai had sent a written communication regarding the
proposal, suggesting that (1) the method of selection be through a review procedure, rather than automatic;
(2) the voting rights issue is important; and (3) APPC should provide a separate action required to change the
Constitution and Bylaws to address the voting rights issue, but not as part of this proposal. Senator Schooley
reviewed the evolution of emeritus status: In its 1985 version the University Handbook for Appointed
Personnel said simply that emeritus status is granted after 15 years of service. In the 1995 edition of UHAP,
the wording was changed somewhat; it acknowledged that the Board of Regents has approval rights over
emeritus status, and it says that the President "may" grant emeritus status, which has caused a great deal of
confusion about whether retiring faculty need to apply for emeritus status and so forth. In doing a cost-benefit
analysis of using a review procedure for recommending emeritus status, the APPC arrived at only two
benefitsinflation of individual egos, and inflation of institutional egos. However, many costs were identified,
including the divisiveness among faculty at having to sit in judgment of their colleagues, the bitterness and
detachment of those not recommended for emeritus status, and the expense and time that would be involved in
yet another review procedure. Regarding the resource allocation, Senator Schooley noted that there is a list of
relatively minor benefits that all University retirees receive. Two consultants from the UA retirees' association
indicated to the APPC that the only benefits they truly care about are access to computer labs and parking
permits. Senator Schooley also commented that departments have limited resources, and it is not feasible to
give emeritus professors everything they might want. He added that it had been agreed that the voting rights
issue is a separate matter that should be addressed as an amendment to the Constitution and Bylaws, which will
be considered by APPC at a later time. Since there are over 400 emeritus faculty, it costs money to have them
vote in General Faculty matters, and there have also been problems in smaller departments of disruption caused
by emeritus faculty voting on the departmental level.

Senator Warburton called first for discussion on the amendment to the original proposal. Senator Garcia
questioned whether emeritus faculty automatically have voting rights at the departmental level now; Senator
Schooley replied that the Constitution states simply that emeritus faculty have voting rights, without specifying
at what level. He also noted that the last paragraph in the proposed amendment pertains only to resources, not
to voting rights.

Senator Neuman commented that the first paragraph of the emeritus status proposal appears to be related to the
last paragraph. He suggested that the first paragraph of the emeritus status proposal be changed to read:
"With departmental recommendation, subject to endorsement by the President and approval of the Arizona
Board of Regents, full professors who retire from the University of Arizona may be given the title of professor
emeritus." Senator Warburton noted that the amendment currently on the floor had to be voted on before
another amendment can be considered.

Senator Witte questioned whether there was still a quorum for a vote. Senator Warburton counted 37 Senators
present and declared that there was still a quorum present.

Senator D. Davis asked if the amendment meant that every professor with 15 years of service would get
emeritus status, but might not get emeritus status with office space. Senator Schooley confirmed that.

Senator Warburton called for a vote on the amendment to the proposal [Motion 1996/97-3], to delete the fourth
paragraph of the proposal and substitute the following statement at the end of the third paragraph: "Each
department should negotiate specific agreements for each individual case, for a specific period of time, and
document these agreements in writing." Motion carried unanimously.
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Senator Warburton asked for discussion of the entire emeritu status proposal. Senator Desai asked what the
charge of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee was with regard to the emeritus status. Senator Schooley
responded that the original charge to the committee, via a letter from Dean Levy, was to address the resour
issue. After the committee began its deliberation of the resource issue, the question of departmental voting
rights surthced, and there was a second letter about that. However, he noted, the procedure for appointing
emeritus ficulty was not part of the original charge.

Senator Szilagyi asked what would be done about voting rights. Senator Schooley reiterated that they would
remain as presently specified in the Constitution and Bylaws until such time as an amendment is approved.
Senator Szilagyi then asked about the first line of the proposaldoes it mean that the Arizona Board of
Regents decides whether a retiring professor receives emeritus status? Senator Schooley responded in the
affirmative; the Regents ultimately approve all appointments at the University.

Senator Desai again stated that emeritus status should not be automatically granted after 15 years of service,
but should be conferred on the basis of a faculty member's continuing contribution to the institution. At other
universities, he noted, there is a review process. Senator Schooley reported that the APPC had investigated this
matter, and, in fact, the majority of universities confer emeritus status automatically; in some instances,
universities grant automatic emeritus status only to those who serve in the Faculty Senate.

Senator Neuman made a motion [Motion 1996/97-71 that the emeritus status proposal be amended as follows:
Change the first sentence in the first paragraph to read, "With departmental recommendation, subject to
endorsement by the President and approval by the Arizona Board of Regents, full professors who retire from
the University of Arizona may be given the title of professor emeritus;" delete the second sentence of the first
paragraph; change the second paragraph to read, "Emeritus faculty shall be entitled to office space, telephone,
library and information system access, and access to parking privileges." The motion was seconded. Motion
defeated.

Senator Sugiyama said he supported Senator Desai's comment that emeritus status should be a reward for
distinguished service. He added that seeing a department with a list of emeritus faculty longer than active
faculty would cause him to question who is actually participating in the department. He concluded by saying
that automatically granting emeritus status after 15 years sends a confusing message to students.

Motion 1996/97-3, emeritus status proposal as originally amended, carried. The emeritus status proposal as
adopted now reads:

With the approval of the Arizona Board of Regents, faculty who retire from the University of
Arizona after serving fifteen years or more are given the title of Emeritus. This status may also
be granted to other faculty by recommendation of their department, endorsement of the
President and approval by the Board.

Emeritus faculty shall be entitled to library and information system access, and access to
parking privileges, as well as all other benefits which may be granted by the University to
retirees.

Departments shall endeavor to meet reasonable scholarly and academic needs of emeritus
faculty in a manner consistent with continuing contributions to the mission of the department
and university, within limits governed by the availabiliw of resources, and balanced against
other needs and priorities. Each department should negotiate specific agreements for each
individual case, for a specific period of time, and document these agreements in writing.

10. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 5:37 p.m.
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Appendix*

1996/97 List of Faculty Senate Standing Committees and General Faculty Standing Committees
Suinmaiy of Proposal to Establish a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Engineering
Procedures for Continuing Review, Draft 11 (dated 9/24/96), with changes indicated
Procedures for Continuing Review, Draft 11 (dated 9/24/96), "clean" copy
Continuing Review Process Flow Chart
Proposed Academic Calendar for 2000-2001
Proposed Emeritus Status Document

*Copies of material listed in the Appendix are attached to the original minutes and are on file in the Faculty
Center.

Motions of the Meetina of October 7, 1996

1996/97-4 A motion to establish a Bachelor of Arts degree in Engineering. Motion carried unanimously.
1996/97-5 A A motion to endorse the statement, "The Faculty Senate refuses to discuss this document

[Procedures for Continuing Review, Draft 11, dated 9/24/96] and declares that the existence of
such a document prepared by anybody else would be considered a hostile act against the
University." Motion ruled out of order.

1996/97-6 A motion to approve the academic calendar for 2000-01. Motion carried.
1996/97-7 A motion to amend the emeritus status proposal as follows: Change the first sentence of the

first paragraph to read: "With departmental recommendation, subject to endorsement by the
President and approval by the Arizona Board of Regents, full professors who retire from the
University of Arizona may be given the title of professor emeritus;" delete the second sentence
of the first paragraph; change the second paragraph to read, "Emeritus faculty shall be entitled
to office space, telephone, library and information system access, and access to parking
privileges." Motion defeated.

1996/97-3 A previously tabled motion to change the wording of the emeritus status proposal (dated
4/15/96) by changing the fourth paragraph to read: "Each department should negotiate
specific agreements for each individual case, for a specific period of time, and document these
agreements in writing," and to move that paragraph up to the end of the third paragraph.
Motion carried.

1996/97-5 A motion to adopt Draft 11 of Procedures for Continuing Review document.
Action postponed until further discussion at the special meeting on

October 14, 1996.
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