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Also, please know that Shirley has made some suggestions for revision to our work-load policy. See enclosed. Please read the
changes carefully.

As I had indicated before, after talking with the Union and Chancellor's office, our policy that allows School's automatic
recommendation for emeritus status of retiring (retired) faculty, is not completely acceptable. This policy does not allow
individual faculty's feedback and makes the recommendation automatic when certain conditions are met. We will have to add
something such as (we will discuss the language in the meeting):

The recommendation of School of Accountancy faculty on emeritus status for retired (retiring) faculty will be made only after the
opportunity is provided to all full-time faculty members to voice their recommendations. For example, via an anonymous vote of
full-time faculty that provides opportunity for their written comments. The full-time faculty are encouraged to consider retired
(retiring) faculty of worthy of emeritus status if he/she has been a contributor to accounting education and research as indicated
by following examples (here we can use the examples provided in the policy) :

This will allow all full-time faculty members to vote and make their recommendation known. After discussing our short coming
in the policy, Jim (Kardash, UHPA) agreed that this suggestion was a good approach to address the problem and to collect
faculty's inputs which we did exactly that in Rogers' case.

I am not providing you any draft at point. I want to discuss the change before finalizing the draft that will be voted when Jenny
and Manu will be present (both are not able to come to our next meeting). Please consider this as the first read of the policy
change.

Shriley has suggested the following for teaching evaluation. I like her suggestion, but it will be an involved process that will
require faculty members to manage the process. It is not appropriate for the Director to manage the process beyond setting up
courses to be evaluated and coordinating with CTE:

Rather than using the limited student panels to talk to outside professionals to evaluate faculty teaching, I encourage you to create
an SOA faculty task force or use the curriculum committee to work with CTE to set up a system to evaluate all the sections for 3
of our UG required courses each semester and use this to discuss pedagogy and learning. For example, every fall we could
evaluate Acc 202, 321 and one or two of the 400 level courses. Every spring we could evaluate 202, 323 and one or two of the
400 level courses. This would give us much better insight into what all students think/learn and all faculty teach rather than
asking only a handful of "elite" majors about faculty. I think if this is faculty driven and is fair and focuses on course not
individuals we can make more progress on teaching effectiveness and understand more about how students learn these days. We
could use some of our adjuncts from practice or advisory board members to set up the system with the committee and CTE.



	Currently, very similar to Hawaii, but: 1. Univ. of Wisconsin’s acc’g major requires more hours of upper division acc’g than UH-Manoa, and 2. WICPA has college scholarship program for 5th year students.



