ATTACHMENT :A.
FACULTY GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE'S
RESPONSE TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

-Noveinber 15, 1994
Dr. Alan Bauerschmidt
Chair, Faculty Advisory Committee
college of Business Administration
USC
Campus
Dear Alan:
On behalf of the Faculty Grievance Committee, I am
forwarding the committee's views of the new language for the
Faculty Manual concerning policies and procedures.

The

committee spent more than an hour in discussion of these
issues at its last meeting, after having an opportunity to
study the proposal.

Given that the new language represents a consensus
among faculty leadership and administration from the several
USC campuses, we are sorry to have to report that we have
reservations, large and small, about several aspects of the
new language.

We urge that the Faculty Advisory committee

and the Faculty Senate take an opportunity to review our
concerns and respond to them before revising the language of
the Faculty Manual in the ways proposed.
concern in order:
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Let me take each

1.

(page 34 bottom of Faculty Manual, and page 15 (1st

Paragraph) of the materials in the Faculty Senate Agenda).
It is not clear to the committee that the explicit
inclusion of some grounds other than those referred to in
Sections I, II, or III is an improvement or that it provides
greater protection than that now provided.

We prefer not to

I

change the Faculty Manual in the ways proposed unless it is
a clear benefit to faculty.
2.

Substitution of "Provost" for "President"

in sections

II.3 and II.4 of the Faculty Manual (pp 35-36); pp 16-17 of
the handout materials.
The Committee urges a distinction between the
President's right to delegate staff work, including the
review of grievances to any appropriate officer of the
University and the formal assignment of line authority for
the handling of grievances.

While this administration may

favor such a delegation and should be allowed to proceed in
that way if it suits the President's conception of duties,
we are reluctant to see that delegation required by the
Faculty Manual and therefore made binding on future
administrations.

In short, we urge the retention of the

current language--not the proposed language.
3.

The increase in time to respond provided at several

places in the document is, we feel, a positive step and
should be included in any proposed revision.
4.

An area of concern not dealt with in these proposed

revisions is the issue of ensuring that faculty members who
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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" to their cases.

It may be

that no changes in the Faculty Manual are required to ensure
that a faculty member has a reasonable opportunity to learn
the basis of a negative recommendation for tenure or
promotion, but, if the Manual .is going to be changed, it may
be worth making it absolutely clear that a faculty member
should not have to file a formal grievance in order to get
reasonably detailed feedback about his case.

The Committee

feels very strongly that a positive change in the Faculty's
rights could be accomplished by changing the language under
II.2 (p . 35 following the last sentence in that paragraph,
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which now reads:

"The dean will provide his or her summary

within 15 days of the request." ) to the following language.
(I've used boldface to indicate the new language for II.2:
The Dean's response, after approval by the Provost,
will contain a detailed summary of the evaluations (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, it may be necessary to extend the time period for the
Dean's response to more than 15 days.
I hope that comments are helpful.

I would be happy to

meet with the Faculty Advisory Committee to elaborate on any
of the Committee's concerns and suggestions.
Sincerely
Keith E. Davis, Ph. D.
Professor & Chair
Faculty Grievance Committee
Email:
Davis@hsscls.hssc.scarolina.edu
XC

Provost Moeser

8

