ATIACHMENT 4.

Report of the Faculty Grievance Committee concerning the
Proposed Procedures for Academic Grievances (11/17/94)
After consultation with the available members of the
Columbia Campus faculty who participated in the drafting of
the system-wide Faculty Grievance Procedur.e s, the Faculty
Grievance Committee recommends acceptance of the new
language as clarified in the text that follows.
Because
this recommendation is a departure from the Faculty
Grievance Committee's previous position, let me offer a
brief rationale for the adoption of the new language.
Two additions to the previous language of the Faculty
Manual are proposed for the first paragraph (which begins on
page 34 of the current Manual and is reproduced on the right
hand column of the attached materials. The intent of these
additions is to offer examples of grounds for grievances
other than the 3 carefully spelled out in our Manual under
roman numerals I-III, which concern (I.) non-reappointment,
(II.) denial of tenure or promotion, and (III.) termination
of a tenured faculty member. In our present Manual, other
grounds for grievance are left entirely open to the judgment
of the committee, whose composition changes over time. The
new language indicates that "These grievances include but
are not limited to salary and compensation, work
assignments, and disciplinary actions." The Faculty
Grievance Committee finds this elaboration helpful to
faculty who might be considering whether an issue between
them and a colleague or administrator would qualify as a
grievance issue. The explicit statement that the items
· mentioned are not a complete list retains the spirit of the
Columbia campus' commitment to the Faculty Grievance
Committee's authority to determine what is properly a matter
for the committee.
The second new passage is acceptable to the FGC, but if
a minor clarification can be made without undoing the entire
matter, the committee recommends that the first sentence of
that passage be changed to read:
"The grounds for a
grievance include but are not limited to unlawful
discrimination, violation or denial of procedural due
process, or denial . of academic freedom."
(New wording is
indicated by underlining.]
The force of these changes is to give faculty a fuller
idea of what might be grievance without limiting the
authority of the Faculty Grievance Committee to deal with
other cases if issues cannot be resolved between faculty
groups and between faculty and administration.
The FGC also had reservations about the substitution of
"Provost" for "President" in sections II.3 and II.4 of the
Faculty Manual (pp 35-36); and on the second and third pages
of the handout materials. The representatives of the
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drafting faculty have agreed that the addition of the
phrase, "to the President," should be . inserted in the
underlined proposal in section II.3. The FGC feels that
this insertion makes it absolutely clear that the President
retains final authority to recommend to the Board of
Trustees and final authority for the disposition of Faculty
Grievances. The FGC's original opposition to the proposed
substitution was based in our concern that the new language
invited mischief by conferring on the Provost an authority
for action independent of the President with respect to
Faculty Grievances. Since this was never the intent of the
drafting committee, the clarification proposed above seems
likely to be acceptable to all campuses and we urge approvai
of the document as clarified.
Proposed revision of the Columbia Campus Faculty Manual.

An area of concern not dealt with in these proposed
revisions is the issue of ensuring that faculty members who
have been turned down are able to secure a reasonably
detailed analysis of their tenure and/or promotion files.
The Faculty Manual is clear on the issue {See II.2, page 35)
and (4.a.iv p. 36). Upon legal advice, the recent practice
had been to limit the Deans' summary letters so that they
were quite general (e.g, "You did not meet the standard for
scholarship") with no summary of vote justifications and
administrative evaluations at the various levels and no
information about votes {even of the overall vote of the
Committee of 24).
The Grievance Committee has expressed its concern that
recent practice did not comply with the Faculty Manual and
was in fact contributing to the volume and nature of
grievances. We have been assured by the Provost that Deans
will be provided with a new format for responding to faculty
members who request "written summaries of the evaluations
and reasons advanced pertaining {p. 35)" to their cases.
After reviewing the proposed new format, the FGC
remains concerned that it will not ensure that a faculty
member has a reasonable opportunity to learn the basis of a
negative recommendation for tenure or promotion.
Consequently the FGC recommends making it absolutely clear
that a faculty member should not have to file a formal
grievance in order to get reasonably detailed feedback about
her or his case. The Committee feels very strongly that a
positive change in the Faculty's rights could be
accomplished by adding to the language under II.2 (p. 35
following the last sentence in that paragraph, which now
reads:
"The dean will provide his or her summary within 15
days of the request." ) the following two sentences.
{I've used boldface to indicate the new language for II.2:
The Dean's response, after consultation with the
Provost, will contain a detailed summary of the evaluations
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(included in vote justifications, in letters from external
referees, and in administrative reviews) and will contain
the vote of the University committee on Tenure and
Promotion. such a summary will be made so as to protect the
identity of referees and individual faculty members.
Given the work involved in preparing and reviewing
these, we recommend extending the time period for the Dean's
response from 15 days to 20 days.
Keith E. Davis, Chair
Faculty Grievance Committee
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