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ATTFNDANCE (See attached roster)

CALL TO ORDER

After establishing that a quorum was present, Dr. Jean Kelty
called the meeting to order at 4:07.

Dr. Kelty announced that all Senate members should have
received, during the preceding week, a four-page handout of questions
and answers about the BET proposal. Apparently Central Services did
not sent it to some Senate members; those who did not have one
received one from the Senate secretary.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes for the meeting of November 5, 1980 were accepted
as circulated.

REPORT OF CHARTER AND BYLAWS COMMITTEE: none

REPORT OF EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: none

REPORT OF ELECTIONS AND BALLOTING COMMITTEE: none

REPORTS OF OTHER SENATE COMMITTEES

University Curriculum Committee
No motion was anticipated in relation to the report of

the committee; course proposals were attached. Dr. Kelty
asked if there were questions. Dr. Sutton pointed out that
course 81-1 (see agenda for Dec. 3, page 3) should read
Mechanical Engineering 822. The alteration was made in the
official copy of the agenda.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Dr. Kelty referred the Senate to the agenda of the last meeting,
where the motion to approve the SBA proposal is indicated. In the
minutes of that meeting senators can find a record of the discussion
that followed that motion as well as the motion, which passed, to
delay discussion until this meeting (see page 6, minutes for Nov. 5).
The materials received during the past week were to be added to that
discussion. Dr. Kelty opened discussion.

Dr. Virginia Phillips presented some background information,
clarifying the progress of her own, and of the BET faculty's, information
regarding the implications of the changes sought by SBA. She indicated
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that the reason she had not signed the BET memo to the Senate
(see minutes for Nov. 5, pp. 8-10) was that she had withdrawn her
objections to the SBA proposal. She then made a statement regarding
her position in the discussion. (See attached transcript.)

Ms. Peterson spoke on behalf of the facuity members of
BET. She thanked the Senate for delaying discussion of this issue,
and she indicated that although responses were received to the questions
asked by BET, the faculty of BET felt that some concerns must still
be expressed and brought to the attention of the university. (See
attached transcript.)

Dr. Murphy asked for clarification from the administrative
sector about how BET needs would be filled; Dr. Kelty referred the
question to Dr. Gillis.

Dr. Gillis did not wish to respond on the floor of the Senate;
Dr. Kelty then referred the question to Dr. Alderman. Dr. Alderman
noted that the issue seemed to have covered a wide number of situations
and that the issue of faculty positions was a matter of ongoing
deliberation. He sympathized with Dr. Gillis' hesitance to predict.

Dr. Kelty called for further discussion or questions.
Dr. Baldino pointed out that we have a lesson to learn

from this situation: these concerns, he declared, are legitimate and
should be the basis for any change in any program. He moved that the
SBA proposal be recommitted to committee for reconsideration. There
was no second.

A member of SBA noted that at their November meeting SBA
voted unanimously to help BET deal with involved courses; he wished
to know whether Dr. Phillips had been aware of that. She indicated
that she had heard of this only indirectly. He wished to know what
the reaction of BET was to SEA's proposal to offer these courses
separately in SBA.

Dr. Kelty asked whether the matter had been referred to
Academic Affairs; Dr. Khawaja said that it was not an Academic Affairs
matter and should go to Curriculum Committee.

Dr. Brothers suggested that this discussion had moved out
of the area of what would be helpful in resolving the issue.

Dr. Roberts wished to commend the Senate delay of discussion
on this issue; during this time, Dean Paraska had attempted to respond
to BET concerns, but Roberts was not satisfied. He stated that the
Senate should evaluate the proposal as a curricular matter and
referred to Article IS of the Collective Bargaining Agreement.

Dr. Cohen recalled that the only question in matters such
as this one used to be whether or not the university had the resources.
He suggested that should be the question here. We should rely on
those who ought to know.

Dr. Baldino observed that there was a legitimate position on
the part of the administration as well as on the part of the
department. He suggested that the significant question was whether
Qr not the proposal deserved Senate support academically.

Ed Menaldi inquired about the effect the proposal would have
on CAST students. Would curriculum be changed right under their noses?

Dean Dodge said no--there were no curricular changes involved.
The proposal was for the School of Business.
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Dean Paraska said that those in CAST who had been admitted under
the present program would complete their work under that program.

Menaldi, who is in Real Estate Technology, wished to know
whether that field would be watered down; Paraska felt he had
answered that. Dr. Kelty noted that the question referred to future
enrollment. Dean Paraska said that there was no plan to change
real estate courses. Some Jr.-Sr. courses would be altered. Questions
arose: what will substitute for 700 level Business Law? There will
be a course from Allied Health. Why have two courses, one for the
B.A. and one for technical people? How will two-year students be
able to come back?

Dr. Cohen confessed to some confusion over the issue of lower
division students taking upper division courses; a student spoke up
who is now a sophomore taking junior-level courses simply because
all sophomore courses in his field are full.

Dr. Kelty asked whether there was anyone who wished to address
these issues.

Dean Paraska responded: the issue before the Senate, he
noted, was making changes in SBA to meet accreditation criteria; this
involved controlling prerequisites. Students in two-year programs
would be given academically sound courses and given recognition for
courses already taken.

Menaldi speculated about potential problems should two-year
courses ever be converted to four-year degrees.

Dr. Deiderick referred to the proposal of SBA to house courses
in SBA, suggesting that this involved other areas, and he pointed out
that the chief concern in all discussion should be the protection of
the students' concerns.

Dr. Schroeder called the question. The motion passed.

NEW BUSINESS: none

ADJOURNMENT

A motion to adjourn was made and seconded: the meeting adjourned
at 4:50.
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STATEMENT: V. Phillips, Dec. 3, 1981

Dean Paraska responded to the BET faculty questions in writing on Tuesday,
November 25, 1980. The Dean's responses raised many additional concerns and
questions. There are still two faculty issues of great concern to the BET
Department -- Will adequate ~taffing be provided (quantity and quality)? and
Will we be forced to abandon present programs to staff the new courses?

Howeve~, if the Academic Vice President Gillis affirms that the administration
fully intends to staff BET needs with vacant positions transferred from other
departments as inferred in the Dean's responses to Questions l, 2, and 3,
the SBA Proposal should be considered on issues other than those that related
to faculty.

The wisdom of my position is subject to question; but as a quasi-member of the
administration and because I feel my loyalty is to the total university, I
find it necessary, after much consideration, to rely in good faith on statements
made by administrators at higher level positions. I am referring to statements
such as: all decisions made will be in the best interests of the faculty, the
SBA faculty will put no roadblocks in the path of the BET's departments efforts to
build two-year curricula; in spite of no written statements, two-year students
will not be the brunt of discriminatory acts; even though no written policy state
ments exist, former two-year and four-year students returning to the university
will be treated equally; if two-year students are subjected to validating
examinations,four-year students will be subjected to them, too; derogatory
statements will no longer be made in SBA to and about two-year students and
programs.

There is now one important policy statement in written form. It would appear that
the response to No.7 does spell out the conditions and procedures for voluntary
transfer of faculty from one department to another. We may not agree with the
policy, but now we have some information on what it is.

I applaud the Senate's decision to postpone deliberation on the SBA Proposal.
The month's postponement has, I feel, been instrumental in getting a public
statement of intention regarding faculty and has been beneficial to both SBA
and BET faculty. Hopefully, future action will be in accord with this written
statement and faculty can be assured that they will not be pawns in an administrative
chess game. The written policy statement regarding voluntary transfer is of
benefit to every university faculty member.

While I don't totally agree with the Deans' (Dodge and Paraska) statement that
"there Is nothing to worry about" and while I feel that the BET Department is
going to face monumental internal problems, I again urge the Senate to consider
the SBA proposal on the basis of its potential benefit to the university, its
impact on students, its impact on other university programs, etc. rather than
on the faculty issues that have been raised.

Thank you for demonstrating that the Senate is sensitive to the concerns of all
areas of the university and does recognize the existence of problems in all
departments and colleges. It is somewhat reassuring to feel that the Senate
truly represents the entire university and can still be a vital force in matters
of academic concern.



STATEMENT: c. Peterson, Dec. 3, 1981

I speak today for the faculty members of the Business Education and

Technology Department. We wish to thank the University Senate for postponing

approval of the School of Business Administration Proposal. This postponement

gave us the opportunity to request answers to some questions which we felt were

vital matters of consideration to our faculty members. We also felt that the

outcome of these concerns could ultimately affect the setting of future precedents

for the entire university faculty.

Although we did receive responses to the questions posed on our questionnaire

to the Dean (all of you should have received copies of the questionnaire and the

responses) we do want to take this opportunity to voice some concerns which we

still have. We feel that although our department is the one being affected by

these concerns at this particular time, these are still collegial matters which

should, at least, be brought to the attention of the university community.

1. We feel that the wording of the answers to our questions is

vague enough so as to permit tampering with the faculty should

the administration choose to "c hange its present plans."

In our opinion, phrases such as "is not planned" or "is not

contemplated" , give the impression that procedures for the

(

formulation of a successful transition program are somewhat indefinite.

2. The answer which we received to clarify Question #5 seems to lead

to the possible discrimination of faculty. It was stated that

certain credentials and criteria would be required of some new

faculty members entering the BET Department, but there would be

no standardization of these demands. To be more specific, two

instructors recently entering the BET Department were required to

obtain a terminal degree within five years before tenure or promotion l
would be granted. However, we have recently been told that Business



( Technology Instructors applying for open positions may not have

this expectation placed upon them.

It has been indicated to us that the age of incoming

employees to the department may playa definite role in contractual

requirements. Yet, this does not seem to be in accord with past

precedents.

3. According to the OEA Agreement, Article 9, Section 9.2, Curriculum

development is collegial. Preliminary discussions with the Dean

indicate that his priority ranking of programs does not necessarily

correlate with the majority opinions of the BET Faculty members.

In effect, we may have to de-emphasize or even eliminate programs

which we have worked very hard to develop and which we feel

contribute to the overall good of the department both now and in

the future.

While our chairman has indicated that the SBA Proposal should be considered on

grounds other than the impact on faculty, we do feel that there are still faculty

issues that are important.

Once again, thank you for your time and consideration.
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Beaubien, Mary
Foyd, Joan
Cnun, Ralph

APPLIED SCIENCE &TECHNOLOGY

At-Large:

Damshala, Prakash
Jones, Richard
Munro, Phillip

At-Large:

Baldino, Peter ~
fuuglass, James E. .' /
Leek, Glorianne M.

SOOOL OF ENGINEERING

Batros, Peter
Driscoll, Wade
Mirth, R. A.
Slawecki, Thad.*

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION AIlvIINISTRATION

~i~,J~~ton ri!it ~~='wI~n:; ~~.
Feitler, Fred ' Cunnnings Lawrence rAai~~-
Hill, Louis ~~~-- fudge, ~bert

~ Gillis, Bernard
McBriarty, Charles
McGraw, William
Ruggles, David
Paraska, Nitholas
Rand, Leon
Ross, Ray
Salata, Ednumd
Scriven, James
Sutton, George
Yozwiak, Bernard

/v

Bedrick, Gail* -- X'
Sebestyen, Mary* 1l1Jft<Y J~, r
Talton-Harris, Alfreda* .--:~. YA:1

At-Large:

Barsch, William

(~~~~:e~~th~=~ ~~
~~nnedY, ~;yth,y /~ij:.~tl7
~ !fvr:,;J.fIt~u.tfJ[ LI / J

~
U7}1, "

.:::::1 ,

II' , ' I

Card, Jeff
Fitzpatrick, Tim
Hartsoe, Desiree
I-brton, J.
Hudak, John

FI Kangas, Rainer
NE nL~~ ~~~~~~- e ~.\Salata, Ed.

Babisch, J...J
') Largent, Ecr,v- , At -Large.

~4-:q,:.€1.' , Lir) Shale, Vir ia .$~l-Q-l<oury, Tony
~ \ Menaldi, Ed

I At-Large: "'-.J Muldoon, Jane
Bye, Donald Nakley, Ray
Lapinski, Joseph, ~d, Deborah
Naberezny Jon • r:,:::r:-:.1 Slegel, Harlan

, ~.bA.-::yJ' U1
Owens, Alfred ~/ "/ /-------

Beelen, George
Blue, Frederick
Brothers, Barbara
Cohen, Irwin
Dalbec, Paul
fubbelstein, Thomas

Kelty, Jean
Mettee, Howard
Murphy, Gratia
Roberts, Sidney
Ronda, James P.
Satre, lDwell
Snidennan, Stephen
Schroeder, Lauren ~
Young, Warren '

BUSINESS AIMINISTRATION

Bensinger, Dennis Ill,
Davis Larry* , :.L-'

Guzeli, Stanley,Jr. ". ~
S:iJmrons, Jane* ~

At-Large:

Daly, James
Diederick, Terry
Kohn, Mervin
Petrych, William

Bache, Christopher*
Bee, Richard
Bishop, Edwin V.
Earnhart, Hugh
Edwardio, D.
Esterly, Larry*
Khawaja, Ikram*
Koknat, Fred*
Manton, John W.
M3ore, Mirgaret*
I'vbrrison, James
Poggione, James P.
SalVIler, Gary*
~ith, Agnes*
Stunn, Nicholas
Veccia, Mario

At-Large:

ARTS AND SCIENCES
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Dt: C- 11980

Questions Regarding the SBA Proposal ACADEMlcvrcEPRESIOENT'

1. How does the Administration plan to transfer faculty?

A. A retrenchment process
B. A voluntary process

2. If retrenchment or voluntary transfer of faculty occurs in the School
of Business because of the proposed changes, what plan will be used
to determine which faculty will remain in the School of Business?

A. SBA Department needs
B. Length of University service

3. If retrenchment necessitates the transfer of some School of Business
faculty members to the Business Education and Technology Department,
who will decide which faculty members will be transferred?

A. Administrative officers
B. Departments in the School of Business
C. Business Education and Technology Department

\
)

4. If retrenchment or voluntary transfer of faculty members occurs, which
promotion and tenure criteria will be used for their future evaluation?

A. School of Business
B. College of Applied Science and Technology

\ )

5. Will transferred faculty have to meet the same requirement for tenure
as Business Education and Technology faculty members hired in the last
eight years, i.e., possession of a terminal degree?

A. Yes
B. No

6. If a voluntary transfer process is used, will those transferring be
held to the same criteria mandated to individuals who requested
inter school transfers in the past; that is, will the transferring
faculty member lose tenure and be given new faculty status in the
Business Education and Technology Department?

A. Yes
B. No

TO: MEMBERS OF THE ACADEMIC SENATE
RE: RESPONSES TO BET QUESTIONS ABOUT

SBA PROPOSAL
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7. Will salary equity be established between present Business Education
and Technology transferred faculty?

. A. Yes
B. No

8. Will the Administration guarantee that present Business Education
and Technology faculty members without tenure will not be displaced
to facilitate implementation of the SBA proposal?

A. Yes
B. No

9. If School of Business faculty members join the Business Education and
Technology Department faculty, who will have priority for the available
faculty positions, should enrollment decline in the future?

A. Faculty with the most years of University service, regard
less of their professional backgrounds

B. Faculty members most qualified to fill the positions
C. Faculty with the most years of Business Education and

Technology Department service

10. Will the two budgeted positions in the Business Education and
Technology Department being filled this year on a temporary basis
be advertised with the same job description this year?

A. Yes
B. No

11. If the job description in Question 10 is changed, who will authorize
the change?

A. Business Education and Technology Faculty
B. The Administration

12. Which program(s) (referred to in President Coffelt's letter) will
be eliminated?

A. Business Technology programs
B. Business Education and Technology programs
C. Other University programs

l
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13. What criteria will be used to determine program elimination?

A. Student Enrollment
B. Faculty Availability
C. Cost justification
D. Other

14. Will the Business Education and Technology Department be given
permission to advertise the needed positions during the Winter
quarter 1981?

A. Yes
B. No

3.
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SUBJECT

N. Paraska

Questions Arising From School of Business Administration Proposal

On November 4, 1980, I received from Mrs. Phillips a listof
fourteen J14) questions pre~ared by the faculty. The information that
follows is arranged in numerical order responding to the questions.

1. The administration does not plan to transfer faculty. The
additional resources needed wi 11 be provided by the transfer
of vacant positions.

2. All School of Business Administration faculty will remain in
their present departments.

3. No transfer by the retrenchment article of the agreement is
planned.

4. No transfer of faculty is contemplated but all faculty in
C.A.S.T. will be judged by criteria appropriate to C.A.S.T.

5. No transfer of faculty is contemplated. The statement that
all faculty hired in the last eight (8) years were required
to have or obtain a doctorate is not accurate. All additional
faculty in theB.E.& T. department will be employed with
credentials needed or will be expected to acquire same. My
detailed discussion on this matter is presented at the end
of this material.

6. The statement of this question indicates a misunderstanding
of what has happened heretofore. There have been very few
transfers between departments. In two or more cases, a
faculty member appl led to fill a vacancy in another depart
ment. The individual moved at same salary and retained his
years of service. In the Summer of 1979, a faculty member
applied for a higher salaried position in another department.
On an ad hoc basis, the individual was permitted to resign
his tenured position and was hired in the new position at
the higher salary as a new hire (giving up all prior service).
During the summer of 1980, another faculty member applied
for a higher salaried position in another department. The
President directed the acting academic vice-president to
establish a policy to govern in such cases. After consul
tation with the academic deans, the decision was made that
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~ resignation 'lllci a ne\"1 hire must be separated by a lapse
of time. The Lvulty lIIembel- was not permitted to resign
and instantly ()cC<.'pt iJ higher salaried position. In essence
the policy in effect now is that lateral transfers can be
made on a mut~lly voluntary basis at the current salary with
the retrntion of accrued service.

7. Any faculty VII 10 may VJish to apply for a vacancy in B.E.& T.
will be considered along with al I other appl icants. Salary
equity would be a factor considered in the selection of the
indiv:c1ual to be recommended for appointment.

8. B.E.& T. faculty on regular appointment wi 11 not be displaced
to faci litate the implementation of the School of Business
Administration proposal. I anticipate the need for additional
faculty. The two faculty members now on one-year temporary
appointments wi 11 complete their contracts with the University
on June 15, 1981.

9. It is not planned to have any S.B.A. faculty join the B.E.& T.
department. Should an individual faculty member in S.B.A.
apply for a position in B.E.& T. and be accepted into the
department, the individual would retain accrued service and
would be judged on that basis.

10. No. All positions now vacant or to become vacant will be
reviewed based on need. If the department can demonstrate a
justification for fil ling a particular position, due consid
eration will be given to the recommendation. Based on my
information, the Re~l Est~te Technology program would seem
to have a lower priority th~n would a position ne~ded in
Account i ng or Bw, i ness Man<lgcment Techno logy.

11. A change in the job description should originate in the G.E.& T.
depCJrtmcnt. I am ~ttilchinr; a table (Incln~,ul'c No. 1) shovJing
the experience of majors and gr<lduates in ~ll B.E.& T. programs
to assist the considcl'ation of need. Abo attached (Inclosure
No.2) is the BO~I-d of Regents' critcri'l for two-year program
review which is schecluled for 1982. As in the past, the
Academic Vice President wi 11 approve position descriptions.

12. The President h{)s not directed that any program be eliminated.
However, as the nev" courses and new curricula arc developed
the infor-illation referred to in Answer No. 11 should be given

s
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serious consideration and if a B.E.& T. program does not
meet Board of Regents· criteria, we should consider options
that are open to avoid being asked by the Board of Regents
to discontinue a program.

13. All factors would be considered if a program is to be
eliminated. In the case of two-year programs, the Board of
Regents' criteria for review of programs will carry signi
ficant weight since all two-year programs are scheduled for
review in 1982.

14. Permission to advertise new positions will be gr~nted as
soon as the actual staffing is developed, resources allocated,
and position announcements approved. Some positions could
be advertised as early as winter quarter.

t feel the faculty are entitled to know my views ~bout qualifications
for faculty. Basically, we should employ faculty with as high qualifications as
possible. Not all programs have the same need for academic credentials. In
the case of the offering In B.E.& T. up to the present time, a significant .
portion of the instruction included individuals preparing to be Business Educati0rl\
h,achers. I discussed this aspect with Hrs. Phillips and indicated that based
on academic qualification of present faculty, the department needed to have some
faculty with doctorates. We agreed that a goal would be 4 or 5 doctorates in
the department. On this basis, we advertised for doctorates. Since we were
unable to recruit doctorates, we employed two faculty members with masters with
an obligation to obtain a doctorate. We may need an additional doctorate to
provide good balance in the Business Education offerings (both graduate and
undergraduate).

The faculty needed to teach the new courses for business technology
programs should certainly meet the Board of Regents' criteria as provided in
the "Operating Manual for Two-Year Campuses ll

• If we can employ faculty with
qualifications that exceed the Board of Regents' criteria, I would favor it.
However, if we cannot locate a faculty member with the minimum criteria, we
may employ a lesser qualified individual with the requirement that the indivi
dual undertake additional study to qualify. We have done this in Allied Health
where we could not hire faculty with a masters degree so the faculty have an
obligation to earn a masters.

..' ,'1 ft'( ..... - '2' ..'; /
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. Paraska

NP:gy
CC: Dr. Gillis

Dr. Alderman
Dean Dodge
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~lay 12, 1980

NUMBER OF BUSINESS EDUCATION AND TECHNOLOGY MAJORS AND GRADUATES

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-]2 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-30
Majors Majors Majors Majors Majors Majors Majors l"lajors . ~jaj ors Majors Maj ors Majors

'~·~.~o~ ·Grads Grads Grads Grads Grads trads Grads Grads Grads Grads Grads Grads

'-'ccoun t i r.g Tech. 11 - 44 - 2 76 - 3 108 - 4 147 - 20 123 6 145 - 20 194 - 21 208 - 28 175 21 184 - 19 196 -16

~~vertising Tech. 12 - 0 33 - 0 43 - 2 55 - 5 57 - 8 62 - 6 48 - 10 47- 16 47 - 8 47 - 5 44 - 8 44 - 3

:1'-.:5. Mgmt. Tech. - 1 11 - 0 49 - 0 84 - 3 122 - 6 135 - 9 124 - 13 153 - 5 168 .;, 15 178 - 19 201 - 20 221 - 16

(Qurt/Conf, Rep. 23 - 0 31 - 2

~':':1. Adm. Tech. 85 - 138 - 4 122 - 9 128 - 10 114 - 10 135 - 28 126 - 30 116 - 18 91 - 14 79 - 15 53 - ·9 20 - 9

,,-aphics Tech. 6 - 0 24 - 0 43 - 54 - 5 62 - 6 73 - 17 92 - 19 70- 15 48 - 10 '44 - 5 52 - 12

.".1r~eting Tech. 5 - 2 35 - 0 54 - 2 84 - 13 91 - 12 96 - 24 104 - 16 88 - 21 82 - 16 78 - 17 82 - 16 98 - 18

~ub1ic Adm. Tech. 1 - 0 2 - 0 10 - 3 - 12 - 0 8 - 2 10 - 7 9 - 9 - 0 15 - 6 -

:;.~a1 Estate Tech. 14 - 20 - 0 29 - 6 58 - 62 - 3 52 - 2 48 - 4

;;,'cretarlal Stu. 235 - 30 220 .-·20 301 - 23 314 - 41 299 - 36 280 - 47 305 - 50 411 - 36 435 - 29 431 - 38 413 - 40 387 - 55,
~ ,

Transp. Ilgmt. T.' - 1 3 - 0 6 - 0 15 - 0 25 - 2 27 - 3 42 - 9 35 - 5 37 - 12 41 - 5 35 - 9 31 - 5

EnclQsure
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Oh:iu Board of' H'.::gcnt.:.·;

OP(;)'u.t:ing j,:mlU!).l for ~[\,o-Ycar
C".mj>u:; 1'1'(.Jgral1H:J

(6) Cr:Lter:i n \:1'l:i ell v:i1J. l'c 11:';0\1 in rccoJ'!uncndinr. cont:i.nuat:ton of
ltssoe:i.~tt<.: dC(~l'ec progrrl~:;~; v:i.J.l inc;.lU<le:

(n) Employment or nt .l'~:t:.;l~ onQ f\lJ.l-t.:i.I1l·~ fH~ulty

lllel:iber to (',ive J.en(1r:l'r;1Iip to th~ Ill'ognlln;

(1» A lid n:iI!nll'l P)))'o.lJ J{;e)1t of f~, ft·e(;~n first~"ycur

~itlldent.:; nnmlll.1J:I; ,

(c) A m:i.n:Lmum em"olJ1J1(mt 0:(' tlTC1V0 second..yelt'l'
students unnunlJy;

(11) A lnin:tmnm of cJl.';ht (;';l'll.r"l.\W,,t<.::B in the' fOlu'th year
of the :r)rognl.ln'~:;o]Jend;icm) or an nye)'ft(',(: of'
e:ight graduates pcr Year OY(:!' the f:i,v(;:''-;>'ear ])l3l':i.Qd;
and

(e) A minimum average placement of seventy--five
percent.; of itt; Gl'<Hhw:l;CE; Hho Ul'C o,vailal)lr~ for
emp:! oym~~nt :i II .)olm ,,1dch are related to i'.he
technoJo[~y ove)~ the f:i.ve·-:,rcar pcr:l.ocl.

Inclosure 2
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