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UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
MINUTES OF A FACULTY SENATE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Monday, April 20, 1987 College of Law, Room 146

The continuation of the recessed April 6 meeting of the Faculty Senate was
called to order on Monday, April 20, 1987, at 3:07 p.m. in Room 146 of the
College of Law. A quorum not being present, Dr. Rehm proceeded with the
meeting, with those present acting as a ConTnittee of the Whole, in order to
complete discussion on UHPP Chapters 3 and 4, and to consider other Senate
matters not acted on at the April 6 meeting; decisions made by the Conmittee of
the Whole will be reconrnended for action by the Faculty Senate at its regular
May 4, 1987 meeting. Thirty-nine members of the Faculty Senate were present;
Presiding Officer Thomas R. Rehm presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Alcorn, Andreas, Aquilano, Atwater, Carranza, Cartee,
Chen, Cusanovich, Dickstein, Epstein, Ewbank, Fenster-
macher, Fleming, Goetinck, Hasselmo, Heires, Hetrick,
Horak, Jones, Kizer, Koffler, Larson, Mautner,
McConnell, Mishel, Muramoto, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien,
Paplanus, Reed, Rehm, Ridge, Roemer, Rollins, Ruiz,
Silverman, Steelink, Streitmatter, and Weiss. Dr.

Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Aleamoni, Beigel, Bollerman, Bootman, Boynton, Butler,
Cardon, Chase, Chishoim, Cole, Culicover, Cunningham,
Drake, Duncan, Fahey, Fernandez, Ganapol, Garcia,
Garrett, Gourley, Irving, Kettel, Kinkade, Koffler,
Larson, McCullough, Murphy, Parsons, Peterson,
Sacamano, Scott, Sharkey, Smith, Stein, Swalin,
Tollin, Tornizuka, Tuchi, Wilkening, Witte, Woodard,
and Woolfenden.

NOMINATIONS SOUGHT FOR SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: Dr. Rehm asked if there
were any nominations from the floor for membership on the Faculty Senate Execu-
tive COElinittee. Election will occur at the May 4 meeting; nominations received
thus far number two: Shirley Fahey and Samuel Paplanus. Senator Franklin
Rollins was nominated, and he agreed to serve if elected.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON UHAP CHAPTER 3: Dr. Rehm noted that the Academic
Personnel Policy Catnilttee had some additional material to present regarding
Chapter 3; although not appearing on today's agenda, he recorruriended discussion
unless there was objection. Hearing no objections, he called on Senator Jones.
Senator Jones asked Senators to consider the revisions placed on Senators'
desks today by the Academic Personnel Policy Coimiittee.

3.11.06, p. 3-15, insert as a third sentence: "But tenure-eligible status will
be forfeited if a change to a part-time faculty appointment is made." Discus-
sion indicated a question on the definition of "part-time". Professor
Henderson said that for the purpose of tenure eligibility requirements, employ-
ment with the University must be 51 percent or more full-time equivalent.
He explained that an individual with a 49 percent teaching appointment and a 51
percent administrative appointment would not be tenure-eligible because the
teaching appointment was less than 51 percent.

3.12.02, p. 3-16, lines 12-15, replace existing wording with the following:



"In accordance with new ABOR policy, an appointirent as lecturer is a nontenure-
eligible appointment, and thus falls under Section 3.13.01. However, certain
individuals who on 30 June 1987, held a full-time appointirent as lecturer with
tenure will have the assuran of continued appointment under the provisions of
Section 3.11.04." Hearing no corrinents, he proceeded to the next section.

3.12.03, p. 3-17, line 6, insert the word "or" between "professor" and "(b)
reappointment" and 3.12.04, p. 3-18, line 25, insert the word. "or" between
"tenure" and "(b) appointment", and delete option (c), line 27. Senator Jones
said these changes were necessitated by the fact that appointment as tenured
lecturer is no longer possible. There being no conTnents, he proceeded to the
next section.

3.13.01, p. 3-21, completely new wording to replace the existing wording
regarding lecturers: "Lecturer appointments are of two types: (a) a period of
one year or less, in which case there will be a modifier, such as 'adjunct' or
'visiting' preding the word lecturer; (b) for a multi-year period not to
exceed three years in duration, in which case the appointirent will be designa-
ted as 'Lecturer' or 'Senior Lecturer.' Renewal of all types of lecturer
appointments is subject to satisfactory performance evaluations, as well as
being dependent on the continued need for the position. In the case of type
(a) appointments, an individual may not be reappointed for more than two
consecutive years following the initial appointment. At the end of the third
year the position shall be advertised in accordance with the University's
Guidelines for Recruitment (see Appendix D) and the incumbent lecturer may
apply for and be considered along with all other applicants. In the case of
type (b) appointment, an individual may be reappointed indefinitely for up to
three years at a time, except that all reappointments greater than one year in
length require the approval of the President and the Board of Regents. In
addition, the notice of appointment shall include a statement of the term of
appointment and designate the terminal year. Promotion from Lecturer to Senior
Lecturer may only occur after appropriate peer evaluation at the department and
college level."

Dr. Fulginiti said that in the College of Medicine, the category of Clinical
Lecturer is used for practising physicians, but that such positions are not
advertised; he said these individuals, by virtue of their practice in the
coimiunity, are part of the Clinical Educational Program. He wondered if this
section would apply to these individuals. Senator Jones asked if they are
given multiple-year contracts; Dr. Fulginiti responded no, but this term was
adopted to conform with UHAP---previously they were called Associates, but this
group had been moved to Chapter 4. Dr. Hasselmo said that he had discussions
with the Affirmative Action Officer involving cases like this, and the basic
requirement is simply that positions of this type not be assigned exclusively
to one sex or race; there is not necessarily a requirement of full-fledged
advertising, but rather generic advertising. He suggested it may well be
possible to work out arrangements with the Affirmative Action Director concern-
ing these appointments, such as distribution of information through an AMA
newsletter about the availability of such appointments. He said that when in
doubt, it should be discussed with the Affirmative Action Director.

Senator Alcorn asked what is meant by "appropriate peer review" in the last
sentence. Senator Jones said that the guidelines established call for peer
review, and whatever mechanism presumably is in place, would be used, unless a
unit wanted to establish a separate one just for the lecturer category.



Senator Alcorn said that he was wondering if APPC would want to specify that
the normal P&T procedures would be used fran within the unit as opposed to
implying that something new could be used. Senator Jones said the wording was
purposely left flexible so that whatever is most appropriate for a given unit
could be adopted. Dr. Rehm said the department/college faculty status
corrtnittees could certainly serve to do that peer evaluation; if there was only
one lecturer, it might be pointless to set up a new coriinittee to handle one
lecturer, while other units might have fifteen, in which case they might wish
to establish a separate corrrnittee.

Senator Jones proceeded to Section 3.14, which APPC had put into final form as
a result of action taken at the April 6 meeting:

3.14 CHANGE IN APPOINTMENT AND REHIRES

3.14.01 TENURED OR TENURE-ELIGIBLE FACULTY

Tenured or tenure-eligible faculty members may apply and be
considered for any other available positions at the University,
except as provided below:

Tenure-eligible faculty members may apply and be considered for other
available appointed positions at the University during their first
five years of tenure-eligible service at the University. Thereafter
they shall not be considered for other faculty appointments, either
tenure-eligible or nontenure-eligible, except that of ledturer in the
same discipline.

Individuals who were denied tenure or whose appointment was not
renewed for other than reorganization or budgetary reasons shall not
be considered for other available appointed positions at the Univer-
sity, except as a result of an appeal to the President.

Individuals who resign from faculty positions to take up employment
elsewhere may subsequently be considered for appointments at the
University.

Individuals whose faculty service was terminated for cause shall not
be considered for employment in any position at the University.

3.14.02 NONTENURE-ELIGIBLE FACULTY

Nontenure-eligible faculty members may apply and be considered for
any other available positions at the University, except as provided
below:

Individuals whose appointnent was not renewed for other than reorga-
nization or budgetary reasons shall not be considered for other
available appointed positions at the University, except as a result
of an appeal to the President.

Individuals who resign from faculty positions to take up employment
elsewhere may subsequently be considered for appointments at the
University.



Individuals whose faculty service was terminated for cause shall not
be considered for emploìent in any position at the University.

He said a few minor wording changes had been made, as well as addition of a
clause in each section "except as a result of an appeal to the President." If

there were special circumstances which might warrant a Dean to want to
recoimiend an individual whose contract had not been renewed be eligible to
apply for a tenure-eligible position, that avenue would be available but only
as a direct appeal to the President.

After some discussion, Senator Steelink moved that the final clause in
paragraph 2 in 3.14.02 be deleted. That motion was seconded, and was
unanimously approved. Senator Paplanus said he had a question about the
parallel third paragraph in 3.14.01: does the President not have authority to
make a decision counter to any recoimtendations made by the Senate? He felt
that if this clause remained in this paragraph, it should be added to the end
of every regulation approved, as a token of recognition of the fact that the
President has the authority to over-turn things. After further discussion,
President Kof f 1er said that his understanding is that he can make exception to
any rule as a part of his responsibilities, and that guidelines would be
followed unless there were exceptional circumstances. Following further
discussion, Senator Jones determined that it was the sense of the Senate to
leave the clause in place in section 3.14.01.

There being no further comments on Chapter 3, Senator Jones said the Senate's
review of Chapter 3 had been completed.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON UHAP CHAPTER 4: Turning to the document distributed
to the Senate with the February 2 meeting call, Senator Jones reminded Senators
they had completed discussion up to the following point:

Section 4.08.02, p. 4-9, lines 6-9: Replace sentence beginning "When..." with
the following: "The evaluation of teaching effectiveness shall include both a
systematic assessment of student opinion and peer evaluation." Senator J.
O'Brien asked why self-evaluation and administrative evaluation had been
omitted. Senator Jones said they were not omitted, but rather APPC stated that
student opinion and peer evaluation must be included. Professor Henderson
noted that student opinion is right out of the ABOR Policy Manual, and peer
evaluation is implicit. Senator Dickstein noted that this section deals with
Academic Professionals, not Faculty, and secondly it says each group will be
involved in designing their own criteria, so that within units, criteria and
methodology can be elaborated. Senator Jones called for a show of hands of
those who favored Senator J. O'Brien's addition here. The addition was denied.

There were no significant conments on the following:

Section 4.08.02, p. 4-9, line 10: change "may" to "shall".

Section 4.08.02, p. 4-9, line 11: insert "review" between "status" and
"process".

Section 4.08.04, p. 4-10, line 19: add the following at the end of the
sentence ending "May 15": "or such other date as is set by the Provost."

Section 4.08.04, p. 4-10, lines 20-22. Replace the sentence beginning "The



signed evaluation..." with the following: "The signed evaluation shall become

a part of the personnel records of the professional's department or other

administrative unit."

Section 4.10.01, P. 4-12, line 20. Change to read "Normally, standing
cornnittees shall meet..."

Section 4.10.02, p. 4-13, line 2. Add the following sentence: "Copies of

these criteria shall be reviewed by each unit annually, and current copies

shall be maintained in the offices of the department head, the college dean,
the Provost, and the Faculty Center."

Section 4.10.03, p. 4-13, lines 19-21. Change the sentence beginning "A
person..." to read as follows: "A person who has been denied continuing status
shall be given a terminal year contract, but shall not be employed subsequently
in the same or a similar position under a year-to-year professional appointment
except on a part-time basis." President Koff 1er said he believed this to be

contrary to Regents policy. Senator Jones said that as he understood Regents
policy, it says there is a minimum 90-day notice period and in 6-301-D2 it says
"a person shall hold a probationary period for no more than 7 years including
any terminal appointment which a university may choose to provide."

Section 4.11, p. 4-16, line 3. Change to read "Rules and procedures regarding

review for continuing status or nonrenewal..."

Section 4.11.01, p. 4-16, lines 8-9. Reverse the order of terms "nonrenewal"
and "continuing status".

Section 4.11.01, p. 4-16, line 11. Same as above.

Section 4.11.02, p. 4-16, lines 15-16. Change "nonrenewal and continuing
status" to "continuing status or nonrenewal".

Section 4.11.02, p. 4-16, line 18. Insert "multiple-" before "unit".

Section 4.11.02, p. 4-16, line 22. Replace "warrant" with "establish".

Section 4.11.02, p. 4-16, line 30. Insert "single-" before "unit".

Section 4.11.02, p. 4-17, lines 3-4. Change sentence to read "The Provost
shall decide whether the individual will be granted continuing status or
offered a terminal year contract."

Section 4.12, p. 4-17, line 10. Replace "individuals" with "appointments".

Section 4.12, p. 4-17, line 18. Add the following senten: "This determina-
tion shall be stated in writing by the Provost at the time of appointment to a
continuing-eligible position."

Section 4.13, p. 4-17, line 20. Insert the word 'multiple-" before "unit".

Section 4.13, p. 4-17, lines 25-26. Change sentence to read: "The dean or
director shall make the decision not to renew the individual's appointment."

Section 4.13, p. 4-18, line 1. Change "any" to "the".



President Koff 1er said he would like to think about the following two changes
because all current documents speak of the President making these decisions.
Senator Jones said he might want to refer to the May 15 version of Chapter 4,
section 4.11.02, delegation of that authority to the Provost, as well as its
counterpart in Chapter 3. President Kof fier said he would like a little time
to study this more carefully.

Section 4.14, p. 4-18, line 6. Change "President" to "Provost".

Section 4.14, p. 4-18, line 7. Delete "Provost and".

The following sections were reviewed with no significant ccmnents:

Section 4.15, p. 4-18, line 10. Delete "All continuing eligible and"

Section 4.16, p. 4-19, line 2. Insert after the word "writing" the following
phrase: "in a timely fashion".

Section 4.17, p. 4-19, line 16. Change "should" to "shall".

Section 4.17, p. 4-19, lines 17-19. Delete the sentence beginning "The
professional..."

Section 4.18, p. 4-19, lines 22-25. Replace the first sentence which begins "A
professional..." with the following: "A continuing-eligible professional who
is denied promotion or continuing status or whose continuing-eligible appoint-
ment is not renewed may request that the Provost provide an oral summary of the
reasons for that action, followed by the suirniary in writing if the faculty
member requests it."

Section 4.21.02, p. 4-22, lines 8-9. Add to the end of the sentence ending
"position" the following: "with continuing status."

Section 4.21.03, p. 4-24, line Li. Add to the end of the sentence ending
"position" the following: "with continuing status."

Section 4.22, p. 4-24 to 4-25. Delete this entire section; this material has
been incorporated in Section 4.04.

Senator Jones then turned to material submitted by APPC at the April 6 meeting.
Section 4.08.01, p. 4-7, line 20. The following wording is proposed to replace
that originally proposed in item 5 of the original set of APPC "Recommendations
for Changes...": "The professional peer evaluation committee shall be so
composed as to assure that everyone engaged in teaching or independent research
shall be evaluated according to consistent standards." Senator Jones explained
that APPC had been requested to return with improved wording. There being no
comments, he proceeded to the next section.

Section 4.21.03, p. 4-23, lines 6-17. The following is intended to replace
lines 6-17:

"The following factors shall be considered in determining that the reorganiza-
tion is reasonable:



The nature of the budgetary problem;
The reasons for the reorganization;
The impact of the reorganization on students, faculty, the department
or organizational unit, the college, the university, related activi-
ties outside the university, and the best interests of higher
education in the state.

If the reorganization plan under consideration requires the release of
professional employees, the following procedures shall be followed:

The President shall appoint a review committee composed of
individuals with appropriate expertise to provide a thorough and
knowledgeable review of the program or unit to be reorganized.
Each professional within the program element being reviewed shall be
notified in writing of the proposed action immediately and shall be
given an early opportunity to present his or her views to the review
committee and to the responsible administrator.
The review corrrnittee shall keep a record of its proceedings and any
data or statements presented to it. A summary of this review shall
be presented to those affected by the proposed reorganization and
their views will be solicited at an open meeting.
Upon review of the materials received, including any recommendations
by the peer review committee, the President shall decide whether or
not the reorganization should be executed and shall submit the plan
to the Board of approval."

Senator Dickstein asked if Chapters 3 and 4 would now come before the full
Senate at its May 4 meeting. Dr. Rehm said he didn't believe there would be
time to have the fully revised documents ready by the May meeting, but a
recorrnìendation for approval of Chapters 3 and 4 as revised would be submitted
with the notation that those present at today's meeting, acting as a Committee
of the Whole, had completed review of all remaining material, with the
exception of the two items which President Koff 1er wished to study further.
President Kof f 1er agreed that he would have a recommendation on these two items
at the May 4 meeting. Dr. Rebm said any remaining questions would be answered
at that time. Senator Epstein said that in the past, in a similar situation,
the sense of the Senate was determined; she believed that if this was done now,
and presented to the May 4 meeting, it might make the vote at that meeting
easier. She so moved, and it was seconded. Dr. Rehm then called for a vote on
the changes presented today. A voice vote indicated unanimous approval.

SELECTIVE VS. REGIONAL DEPOSITORY STATUS FOR UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA LIBRARY:
Although Senator Laird was not present to review this subject, several
Librarians were present and agreed to respond to questions. Senator Epstein
moved for acceptance of the recommendation; that motion was seconded. After a
question and answer period, Dr. Rehm called the question, and a voice vote
indicated unanimous approval.

REVISIONS TO GUIDELINES FOR FIVE YEAR REVIEWS OF DEANS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS:
Senator Cusanovich said the Committee of Eleven was approached by individuals
who requested these revisions, and he called for questions on these minor
revisions. There being none, Dr. Rehm moved to the next agenda item.

PROPOSAL FOR THE RECOGNITION OF STUDENT/FACULTY INTERACTION AS AN INTEGRAL COM-
PONENT OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING: Senator Mishel said the Student Affairs Policy



Committee hoped to obtain the endorsement of the Senate for the proposal which
had been distributed with the April 6 meeting call. The first component, she
said, would incorporate in the definition of teaching the concept of studenti
faculty interaction outside the classroom. The second component asks the
institution to make a corrrnitment to designate a percentage of annual merit
funds for teaching criteria. The third component, she said, specifies that a
percentage of a faculty member's teaching evaluation consist of student/faculty
interaction activities. She said the committee is not stipulating what that
percentage is--just that the university incorporate the position that a certain
percentage of merit will be allocated to teaching criteria, and out of that, a
certain percentage be allocated to student/faculty interaction outside the
classroom. The percentage allocated would be determined at the department
level, and it might fluctuate yearly depending on an individual's responsibili-
ties. Senator Mishel said the Committee believes this aspect of teaching
should no longer be overlooked; this proposal would bring teaching into the
reward system of the University, and merit was selected as the main channel.
The Committee also wants to enlarge the definition of teaching; currently,
there are many activities that are not recognized and that sane departments do
not deem credible. She called for questions or comments.

Senator J. O'Brien asked if there were any models where this system was in
effect. Senator Mishel said the committee had not searched for any models; the
proposal was based ori the views of faculty on campus. Senator Fleming said she
applauds and supports the Committee's efforts; she said she was unclear on the
position of advising--is that something faculty is expected to do, or something
that is above and beyond the normal teaching load? Senator Mishel said the
Committee tried to list a variety of activities that are not now being rewarded
but are activities many faculty are doing; advising is one of those activities.

Senator Cusariovich asked how the Committee proposed these be quantified if they
are going to be in the teaching evaluation, since most are activities which
nobody observes in general. Senator Mishel said the Committee had discussed
this with Senator Aleamoni, and he felt it would be possible to develop these,
but it would take some time in the departments to develop them. She believed
the activities a person selected, for instance advising, could be evaluated by
looking at the satisfaction of the advising process from the viewpoint of
advisees, although some might be more difficult to evaluate.

Senator Silverman asked if the Committee was proposing that a certain amount of
merit money be set aside to give merit raises merely on the basis of teaching
performance, or is teaching one of the criteria now for giving raises? Senator

Mishel said the Committee is recommending there be a commitment that a certain
percentage of merit be awarded for teaching. Senator Silverman asked if the
Ccmiiittee is recommending that when the University receives merit money, and if
this proposal is adopted, 40 percent would be allocated to teaching. Senator

Mishel said the Committee is not proposing 40 percent--that merely represents a
working figure, and that departments would determine the percentage.

Senator Steelink said he thoroughly supports this proposal because it
highlights the fact that teaching is not just walking through a classroom door.
CIEQs and other formal evaluation instruments are only based on response from
the class, and as one who has done a lot of advising, he said, he considers
advising as important as classroom teaching. He would be opposed, he said, to
making advising a mandatory part of the teaching load, because he knows so many
people who are not good advisers, but he does like highlighting activities such



as developing courses which are just as important as teaching. He added that
he thought it would be good public relations with the Legislature.

Senator McConnell said that one of the nice parts about this proposal is that
many items on the student/faculty interaction list are considered service and
as such are not honored as much as other items; to make it clear that such
things as advising and the Honors Program are teaching activities would be a
significant step. Senator Epstein asked if the Corrnittee had considered,
instead of allocating specific funds, weighting these activities in the overall
discussion of merit as opposed to having separate funding. Senator Mishel said
that is a significant suggestion, and the Coirrnittee had considered it, but the
main focus was to emphasize the reward system. Senator Ewbank said he
considered this, metaphorically, as a kind of affirmative action statement to
call attention to the current situation whereby support goes to research rather
than teaching; as a public relations policy, it could have potentially affirma-
tive impact on Legislative support that would be favorable.

Senator Dickstein said she believes this idea is coimiendable, and in fact
excellent teaching and advising are not rewarded, but she didn't see anything
in the proposal that would produce changes in the way deans and department
heads are currently rewarding. Senator Mishel agreed that there is the
potential that the target could get lost, but if the proposal is approved at
least it will be there.
Senator Silverman asked, if the proposal is adopted, and a certain percent is
adopted for teaching performance, how will the balance of merit funds be allo-
cated? Teaching, research, and public service? He said he feared some depart-
ments would set aside 30 percent for teaching and 70 percent for research,
which would negate the purpose of this proposal. Senator Mishel said the
Corrinittee is basically attempting to get teaching recognized as rewardable.
Senator Silverman wondered whether this is the best way to try to do that, or
would a worse situation be created with a small percentage allocated to
teaching and a large percentage for research. Senator Mautner said he didn't
believe merit decisions would be necessarily exclusive, that is the sanie person
could be rewarded for teaching, research, and service, rather than 40 percent
to good teachers, 40 percent to good researchers, and 20 percent to good
service individuals. Senator Chen said she agreed with Senator Mautner, and
that there should be a balance between teaching and research; while it is a
good idea to recognize teaching, individuals should not be teaching exclusive
of research. She felt that if a person taught but did not perform research,
that person would make a poor adviser; teaching as a component should be recog-
nized, but not devoid of research. Senator Mishel said the Cormiittee is not
recoimiending teaching be devoid of research; they are only addressing the
teaching component.

Senator Kizer said there seems to be concern about flexibility of the proposal
and how it would be institutionalized. One important aspect of the proposal,
she felt, is its ambiguity; it takes a stab at the emphasis on research, and
while the University is a research-oriented institution, this proposal, if
approved, makes a statement that there is a willingness to coimiit to teaching.

Senator Cusanovich asked if the Contriittee, in its investigations, carre across
any quantifiable data that demonstrates that teaching is not rewarded or is
rewarded. He said we are operating under assumptions, and without the data it
is not clear that the Conmittee is addressing the problem. Senator Mishel said



she did not believe data could be found: no one is going to openly say that
they are not rewarding all three--teaching, research, and service. She felt

that if we wait for the data, we will be waiting forever.

Senator Steelink said he wondered whether the Corrrnittee considered, instead of
merit reward for teaching activities, awards for improvements in classrooms,
like a water tap in a room where he's going to lecture on the chemistry of
water to a class of 250, or to develop an audio/visual display. It would
certainly accomplish two things, he said: it would improve the teaching
process and give the teacher some indication that she or he is doing a good

job. Senator Mishel said the Camdttee did consider that, and it was a main
prong of the proposal at one time, but their attempt was to be able to
establish a larger definition of teaching and rewards for it. Senator Mishel

suggested that discussion continue at the May meeting.

PROPOSALS REGARDING TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER: Dr. Rehm said it had been decided by
Senator Garcia, Chair of the Research Policy Coinnittee, and the Vice President
for Research that wording in the documents submitted to the Senate, and
location in the University Handbook for Appointed Frsonne1, is still in draft

form. These matters will be discussed in the Fall, he believed. Senator
Cusanovich suggested that if Senators have any corments, they should forward
them to Senator Garcia, since rewording is still taking place.

The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.




