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time the list of potential faculty candidates was sent to the Nominating
Committee. However, his name remained highlighted in red.

○ Dr





the same colleges as Drs. Abraham and Lin had stronger statements. The final ballot does
show that two candidates each from the College of Engineering and the College of Social
and Behavioral Sciences—the Colleges of Drs. Lin and Abraham—were included. (Note
that President Robbins did not respond to SC11’s request for comment regarding his
involvement in the process of finalizing the CAFT ballot).

● This final list was forwarded to the ballot for CAFT, bypassing the Nominating
Committee, and with no further deliberation.
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President and inform the Nominating Committee members of the deliberations that
transpire. Moreover, the Nominating Committee must receive the input from the Chair of
the Faculty and the President only as recommendations, not as a mandate.



personnel action. The university should develop appropriate mechanisms to advise all
employees of the existence of ABOR 6-914.
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c. The committee shall conduct general elections for elective offices no later than March
1, allowing ten (10) class days from the opening of the online election to the close of the
election.
d. The committee shall notify members of the General Faculty of the results of general
elections no later than March 22.
e. The committee shall conduct runoff elections for faculty offices no later than April 1,
allowing ten (10) class days from the opening of the online election to the close of the
election.
f. The committee shall notify the General Faculty of the results of the runoff election no
later than April 25. Results will include a list of any individuals elected and policies
adopted, as well as an overall participation rate for the election. Requests for vote counts
in individual races may be made to the Committee on Elections.
g. In the event of a tie vote, the decision shall be made by lot. Lots are cast by the
Committee on Elections. The candidates or their designated witnesses are invited to
observe the casting of lots.

Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
Faculty Bylaws, Art. V §9
The Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure shall be composed of twelve tenured
or continuing members of the General Faculty other than deans of any rank, four of
whom shall be elected each year by the General Faculty for a term of three years. The
slate of candidates presented to the General Faculty shall be selected in the following
manner:The Nominating Committee will prepare a list of names containing not fewer
than two times the number to be elected. After consultation with the Chair of the Faculty
and the President, the committ
ee will reduce the list to a slate of twice the number to be elected, giving due
consideration to diversity. For each person listed, a brief description of relevant academic
experience, qualifications and background will be provided. This information will also



and 4 of the 8QLYHUVLW\�+DQGERRN�IRU�$SSRLQWHG�3HUVRQQHO and Sections 6-201, 6-301
and 6-302 of the $UL]RQD�%RDUG�RI�5HJHQWV�3ROLF\�0DQXDO).
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Ms. Cherry’s interference with the Nominating Committee seemingly goes unquestioned by 
members of the Nominating Committee (outside of Dr. Zeiders), shrouded from scrutiny or 
accountability. When pressed by Dr. Zeiders, Ms. Cherry did not explain herself or provide any 
information supportive of her actions. Ms. Cherry indicated to Ze
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should be excluded from serving on CAFT. For the Faculty Center coordinator to use such a 
nebulous descriptor as “hidden agendas” to disqualify faculty from receiving fair consideration 
to serve on CAFT demonstrates an almost Orwellian use of language. For example, is a strong 
and unceasing commitment to the defense of faculty rights as outlined in UHAP an indication of 
faculty member’s “hidden agenda”? Ms. Cherry’s deployment of “hidden agendas” in this way 
reveals a very tendentious understanding of how faculty are supposed to conduct themselves 
with regard to shared governance.  
 
Second, that others may influence Ms. Cherry’s decisions. Ms. Cherry indicates that our 
culling was due to our annoyance to the administration. This is implicit admission that others’ 
opinions – specifically administrators’ opinions – are being enacted through Ms. Cherry. This 
circumvents protections made by policy, providing a conduit for people who have no right to 
make these decisions to now do so. 
 
Third, that using the University’s grievance process itself is sufficient to blackball an 
individual. No person should be declared ineligible to participate in a process because they 
choose to use that process. In our case, our knowledge and understanding of the grievance 
process, of state law, of Open Records requests, of University policies, and our willingness to 
fervently support policy and individual rights, should be heralded. For example, Ms. Cherry’s 
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These actions will restore some faith in the nominating process, and in the Nominating 
Committee specifically. They will also end improper and possibly illegal influence on faculty 
self-representation and shared governance. Finally, they will create barriers to the re-
establishment of backroom dealings and blacklists. These actions will serve every employed 
member of the University – administration, staff, and faculty – by safeguarding them from 
secretive influences and bringing our joint efforts to serve the University to a more open and 
honest state. To do nothing in light of the evidence we have uncovered will send a chilling 
message about how the University will continue to operate with the Faculty Senate’s tacit 
endorsement. 
 
With kindest regards, 
 

 
 
Matthew Abraham, Ph.D. 
Professor, Department of English 
College of Social & Behavioral Sciences 
 

 
 
 
 
Wei Hua Lin, Ph.D. 
Professor, Department of Systems and Industrial Engineering 
College of Engineering 
 
 

 
Keith A. Maggert, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor, Department of Cellular & Molecular Medicine 
College of Medicine – Tucson 
 
 
 
CC: 
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Dr. Wolfgang Fink, chair of the Committee of Eleven 
Dr. Rebecca Tsosie, Co-


