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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Monday, May 3, 1993 Room 139, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 2:50 p.m. on Monday, May 3,

1993, in Room 139 of the College of Law. Forty-one members were present.
Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate Vivian L. Cox presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Atwater, Barrett, DaDeppo, Dahigran, Desai, Dickinson,
Enos, Ewbank, Fernandez, Garcia, Gruener, Hammond,

Horak, Huete, Impey, Inman, Joens, Jones, Kaczynski,
Larson, Lei, Lewis, Manke, McElroy, Myers, J. O'Brien,
S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Parsons, Pitt, Roemer, Siciliano,
Silverman, Songer, Sullivan, Sypherd, Warburton,
Williams, Wright, Young, and Zwolinski. Dr. Robert
Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Badger, Buras, Coons, Dvorak, Fajardo, Hildebrand, Hill,

Konur, MacDonell, Najor, Neuman, Reynolds, Ruiz,

Sergeant, Troy, Valenzuela, Witte and Zukoski.

OPEN SESSION: Anthony Guy Lopez, graduate student: "I have distributed two
articles to Senators which deal with the subject of Mount Graham and the way the
University administration has approached the controversy. As you can see from
the two articles, a report was commissioned by President Pacheco in October 1991

called the Booz-Allen Report. The cost of the report was over $37,000. When

it came time to make the report public, President Pacheco refused to release the
report in its entirety. What he did do was go through the Booz-Allen Report and
censor out any parts of it that did not reflect a positive image of the Mount

Graham Observatory. I am requesting that the Faculty Senate look into the
circumstances of the President's actions, for his actions censoring the report

had critical consequences. I would like the Faculty Senate to look into this
because I believe this speaks to the ethics and values of our University
administration in that they have a duty to be forthcoming with information vital

to an informed decision by the University community. The Faculty Senate last
year called for a faculty forum on the subject of Mount Graham. There was a
presumption that all the information would be put on the table during this open

forum, but that did not happen. President Pacheco censored the Booz-Allen
Report, and I ask that the faculty hold him to accounts for his actions."

Dr. Lucy Wilson, Psychologist in Counseling and Testing: "With me is Tim Jull

from the Radiocarbon Dating Lab. Like 1,700 other professionals and

administrators on campus, we are not tenure-eligible, and thus not represented

by the Faculty Senate. Though our contracts imply a temporary condition, most
of us are long-term employees and contribute to the University through service,
research, teaching and activities which support those functions. We are a
diverse group which includes administrators and academic, research and service

professionals. Though central to the University, we have no voice in the
governance of our community or representation for our concerns. We are the only

group of employees to lack this basic necessity. To remedy this situation, a
number of us have spent the last year drawing up bylaws for an organization which

could provide a voice and representation for us. In light of your goal in the

Faculty Senate to increase the voice of faculty on this campus, we thought you
might like to know what other University employees are doing along the same
lines. Indeed, it is largely due to J. D. Garcia, the Faculty Senate, and Dr.
Pacheco's commitment to increasing such representation that I am here to speak

to you. As many of you may remember, Dr. Garcia called a meeting last spring



1993/94-2

for all year-to-year personnel who were interested in working together to develop
representation. From that meeting, an organizing committee was formed and
charged with creating an organization which would hear and communicate the
concerns of year-to-year appointed administrators and professionals. At this
point, we are in the process of seeking the approval of Dr. Pacheco and. his
Council for our bylaws, preparatory to electing representatives. I understand
Dr. Pacheco has approved the bylaws, pending minor revisions, and an election
to select representatives will be held in the Fall of 1993. We ask for your
support in our endeavors, in whatever way possible. Our hope is to join the
Faculty Senate and the Staff Advisory Council in developing and endorsing
positions of concern to the University community."

Senator Andrew Silverman: "We should all be concerned about the fact that a
major Arizona newspaper contained an editorial accusing the University of
censorship. We, as a faculty, and the Faculty Senate should ask the admin-
istration for a response concerning these allegations related to Mount Graham
and should conduct an investigation of the matter. These are serious allegations
that we should not take lightly and, as representatives of the faculty, should
deal with it. Concerning the professionals, I do think that we need to support
them and I would recommend at some point we pass a resolution. I don't know
whether that's appropriate today or maybe in the fall when we get back. Perhaps
a committee could look into that, and report to the Senate at perhaps its first
meeting of the fall with a resolution."

3. REPORTS

3A. REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Pacheco said he would first
like to comment on the reference to Mount Graham. "I believe that you will find
that the material referenced had to do with financial arrangements, and further,
that the matter was in litigation. The lines addressing the role of the San
Carlos Apache nation were released immediately after the courts found that there
was no basis for the litigation."

"Let me first offer my congratulations to everyone who was elected or re-elected
to the Senate. I am confident that you are going to serve the University well
in the coming year, at a time when the University is going to have to face some
important questions. I was especially pleased to learn of the high number of
votes that were recorded. We can only gain from greater faculty interest in the
Senate's activities.

"I'd like to talk just a minute about the PAIP process and offer my
congratulations and express my thanks to the scores of faculty members and others
who have contributed to this PAIP process in recent months. For the people on
the PAl? assessment teams, the process involved an immense amount of reading and
study, followed by long hours of meetings and discussion. As I understand
matters, all the teams but one have now completed their assessments, and some
assessments are being reviewed. The complete process will be finished by May
10. The assessment reports are being distributed to the media and the deáns
today, and I have no doubt that they will be the subject of close study and much
discussion over the coming weeks. And while the major benefits of PAIP will come
in future years, I am pleased that we have these important reports in time to
influence our budget decisions for next year. It has been what people used to
call a mighty labor, but it has provided the University with a set of assessments
and a database that I think are going to be invaluable as we set about the job
of developing a long-range strategic plan.
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"One good byproduct of the PAIP process, of course, is that now we have a
nubstantial number of individuals with an unusually deep and broad grasp of our
programs, their quality and their budgetary ramifications. I hope that these
individuals are willing to provide further service in the future. Certainly I
intend to call on them as needs arise.

"With respect to the budget process, I'd like to expand a bit on the remarks I
made a moment ago. As matters stand right now, there is about a $10.7 million
gap between the resources that we can expect next year and the total cost of
maintaining all of our current programs. Work is continuing to estimate our
anticipated revenues and expenditures with greater accuracy, but $10.7 million
is the best current estimate of our problem. I think it is clear that we have
no options but to decide on internal cuts, yet again, and then to reallocate the
resources according to our priorities.

"Last week, as you probably know, the Provost provided all deans with preliminary
budget figures for their colleges and faculties, and asked them to propose where
they would cut if necessary. Now, as you will realize, these preliminary budget
figures were issued in advance of the completed PAIP reports and in advance of
the advice that was to come from the Nadel Committee on Budget Priorities. So
it would be only natural, I think, to wonder why we did not wait until these
important pieces of work were completed.

"The answer lies in the time considerations involved. The whole business of
deciding on next year's budget has to be completed by early June if we are going
to be ready to begin a new fiscal year on July 1. That is very little time for
a very complex job. But the deans, then, needed to get on with their planning
without delay and asked for preliminary figures even though they probably would
have to be changed later on.

"When our assessments of anticipated revenues and expenses are complete, and
the PAIP assessments have been studied, and when the Nadel Committee has
reported, it is highly likely that we will have to revise the figures which were
provided to the deans. And I want to stress that, as of this moment, no budget
decisions have been and no program cuts have been determined.

"Finally, let me draw your attention to two meetings that are going to be held
this coming Wednesday, May 5. From noon to 1:30 in the Gallagher Theater,
Provost Sypherd and I will provide an update on the CORe program that we have
been working on the last several months, and we will respond to questions
concerning Continuous Organizational Renewal. Later that afternoon, from 3:00
until 4:00, in the Auditorium of the Center for Creative Photography, I will lead
a discussion on PAIP and the PAIP process. At both of these meetings the
emphasis will be on discussion, an opportunity to ask questions and express
viewpoints. The meetings are going to be open to the entire campus community
and should provide welcome updates on two sets of activities that I think are
of long-term importance to the entire University. And with that, Madame
Chairman, my remarks are completed."

3B. REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: Provost Sypherd also extended
congratulations to those elected and re-elected to the Senate. "It will be a
pleasure dealing with all of you and with the Chairman of the Faculty. Earlier
today the first annual award ceremony for outstanding teaching was held. I think
it is very fitting that we begin this tradition at the University of Arizona.
Some recipients of those awards are among you today. It is a very great tribute
to our faculty.
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"I would like to make a few comments about a report that we are obliged to make
to the Regents on May 20--our response to the faculty workload survey. Faculty
workload means different things to different people. Many of you participated
in that self-reporting survey, and the results indicated that University of
Arizona faculty spend roughly 57 hours a week working. The rhetoric surrounding
interpretations of the survey implies, I believe, that we don't work enough, or
at least we don't work in the right direction. And so the Provosts of the three
campuses must indicate how we are going to change our habits and, particularly,
how we are going to focus on providing more courses for undergraduates. What
we have chosen to do, in our campus response, is to use the report of the Task
Force on Undergraduate Education as a platform from which we would develop our
response.

"The response to the Task Force on Undergraduate Education Report has involved
a number of committees of faculty including committees of the Faculty Senate.
That effort has been led primarily by Vice President Fernandez and also by Vice
President Cusanovich. We are going to be coming down to the wire to have the
report ready to give to the Regents. It has been an enormous effort to get our
arms around how to cast the report and the steps to be taken to provide what we
believe is the best foundation for undergraduate education. I'd like to address
the end of the report first because it indicates some outcomes that we will be
looking for as we implement the recommendations of the Task Force on Undergrad-
uate Education: (1) All students will be able to obtain classes necessary for
meeting their General Education and major requirements when they need them. The
operative point is when they need them. Not two years after they need them, but
when they need them. (2) All students will receive adequate advising for their
program and career needs. This is a very big issue for us all: to provide
appropriate, accurate and timely advice for our undergraduates. (3) Classrooms
will be adequately equipped for the delivery of instruction with modern instruc-
tional technology. (4) The number of lower-division courses taught by ranked
faculty will be increased. (5) Graduates will be properly trained and educated
to compete in their chosen fields. (6) The average number of hours spent by
ranked faculty in classroom instruction will be increased. (7) Undergraduates
will be more completely integrated into research and related activities.

"I lament the fact that we do not have this report completed so that this body
can deliberate over its conclusions and over the proposals that we make, but I
would just repeat that a substantial number of faculty have been involved in
developing the response to the Task Force on Undergraduate Education.

"I would like to make one comment about the budget. We cannot say it enough,
apparently, that the budget figures were preliminary planning figures so that
the deans would have some idea what universe they were operating in. We are
hopeful they are worst case scenarios. Many deans are holding discussions in
their colleges and faculties to determine how they would handle such reductions.
When potential areas of reduction are discussed, this immediately generates a
ripple of rumors so that we end up with people in the Provost's Office and
stories in the Wildcat about cuts that we intend to make. I want to underscore
what the President said. No cuts have been decided on. Only preliminary
planning figures were released so that the deans could have some idea. When a
budget is put together, there will be a timely release of that information to
the academic community. But until we have some information coming out of the
PAIP process, it is our belief that we cannot go forward with those final
figures. We must have more information."
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3C. REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Garcia said he, too, wanted
to extend a welcome to newly elected and re-elected Senators, and to urge
attendance at the May 5 General Faculty meeting, the sole agenda item being the
discussion led by President Pacheco concerning the procedures and structure of
the Program for the Assessment of Institutional Priorities (PAIP).

He reported that the Arizona Faculties Council would next meet in conjunction
with the Board of Regents meeting on May 19 and 20, and if Senators had issues
which they believed should be taken to the Board of Regents, they should bring
them to the attention of UA's representatives, the Presiding Officer of the
Senate, the Chairman of the Faculty or the Chair of the Committee of Eleven.

Senator Garcia reported that, with advice from the Senate Executive Committee
and nominations from the Committee on Committees, appointments to the 1993-94
Committee on Elections had been completed: Mary Maher, Theatre Arts; Harris
Bernstein, Microbiology; and Donald DeYoung, University Animal Care. New members
of the Committee on Committees will be Bill Hubbard, Lunar and Planetary Lab,
and Susan Weisband, Management Information Systems; continuing members are Norman
Austin, Classics; Carol Larson, Teaching and Teacher Education; Alice Longman,
Nursing; and Carlos Velez-Ibanez, Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology.
He also reported that Dr. Henry Ewbank had been elected Chair of the Committee
on Academic Freedom and Tenure (CAFT) effective July 1, and that Dr. Donald
Thomson would continue to chair the committee until then. He noted that both
CAFT and Conciliation, which he referred to as "the guardian safeguard committees
for faculty rights," operate throughout the summer. Dr. Robert Wrenn will
continue as Chair of the Committee on Conciliation through the end of September,
when that committee will elect its new chair.

Senator Garcia said he has received many phone calls in conjunction with the
threat of budget cuts and the very real threats to faculty positions. "I want
to make sure that you, as Faculty Senators, remember what is stated in the
Conditions of Faculty Service concerning the release of tenured faculty. There
are two reasons why tenured faculty members can be released. The first is for
cause--for various infractions of law or malfeasance or non-performance of duties
--and there is a procedure. The second is release for programmatic change in
connection with budgetary difficulties. The Board of Regents process is

described in Conditions of Faculty Service, Chapter 6, Board of Regents Policy
Manual, available to you or to any faculty member at the Faculty Center, Special
Collections of the Main Library, and in the University Medical Center Library.
The Policy Manual states that if a tenured faculty member is terminated due to
programmatic changes, the best efforts of the University must be made to place
that faculty member in another position. If termination is proposed to occur,
the President will ask the Senate to designate a review committee. That review
committee will include in its deliberations any statements from the faculty
member and will conduct public hearings in conjunction with the proposed
programmatic change. That committee will then report its findings to the
President within 90 days. Presumably, in the process of gathering its findings,
it could also ask for the opinion of the Senate. The President must forward a
final recommendation to the Board of Regents, either agreeing with the report
of the committee or stating the reasons for disagreement. So far as I know,
this procedure has never been exercised on this campus."

Senator Garcia reported that he had received a two-page report from the Senate's
Academic Personnel Policy Committee (APPC) concerning the guidelines for periodic
review of deans, directors and department heads. Revisions to the guidelines
had been approved by the Senate approximately 18 months ago, and discussions with
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the administration had occurred during this time period. APPC has requested that
he discuss with the President the results of the committee's deliberations to
see if some understanding could be reached on the University's policy with
respect to reviews of deans and department heads. He said he will do so, and
will report to the Senate at its next meeting.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Siciliano reported that Spring Fling,
in its 19th year, is still the largest student-run carnival in the world. He
noted that ASUA makes no money on this annual event, and tries not to lose any;
it was initiated to provide clubs and organizations the opportunity to raise
funds for their activities. This year, 134 clubs and organizations raised the
largest amount of money ever, grossing a little over $140,000 and netting
approximately $100,000, well above past years, due in part to the weather. In

conjunction with President Pacheco, ASUA worked with the neighborhood
association to ensure a better working relationship, and a few days after Spring
Fling, the Wildcat published a very positive letter from the president of the
neighborhood association.

Senator Siciliano reported that the 19-member Graduate and Professional Student
Council (GPSC) and the 8-member undergraduate Senate would be inaugurated today,
and that GPSC had recently been provided with newly remodeled space within ASUA's
offices. "We are very pleased that the graduate students and the undergraduate
students created a student government organization which will continue to work
with the Faculty Senate and the university community as a unified group.

Senator Siciliano then introduced Derek Lewis, incoming President of ASUA.
"Derek is probably the most experienced incoming student President we have ever
had. He has participated in a wide range of committees and sat on the Student
Senate. He is ready to take office and help promote the students' agenda. I

think that you are going to very much enjoy working with him, as well as with
the other members of student government." Senator Siciliano said he would be
graduating soon and would be leaving Arizona for a time, but would look back on
his years at Arizona as among his most cherished. "I thank you very much for
allowing me the opportunity to serve with you to help make our institution
better." His remarks were acknowledged with applause.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE: Dr. Cox: "I happen
to personally believe that one of the most exciting and important roles that a
faculty member can have on this campus is to be an active member of the Faculty
Senate. I welcome our re-elected Senators and the following newly elected
Senators: Donald DaDeppo, Chandra Desai, Raphael Gruener, Alfredo Huete, Un
Lei, Gale Manke, Shlomo Neuman, Claire Parsons, Charles Zukoski, and ASUA
President-Elect Derek Lewis.

"I am happy to report on behalf of the Senate Executive Committee that the
following individuals have agreed to serve as 1993-94 chairs for the following
Senate standing committees: Academic Personnel Policy Committee, Senator Betty
Atwater; Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, Senator Billie Jo Inman;
Research Policy Committee, Senator Marlys Witte during the fall semester, and
Senator Bruce Barrett during the spring; and Student Affairs Policy Committee,
Professor David Williams, who is now serving a third term on this committee.
Appointment letters for each of the committees have been mailed, and you will
receive a report at the September meeting of the 1993-94 memberships.
"It is always good in the May meeting to be able to say those things you feel
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good about, and I feel very good about the things that I am about to say now.
I want to thank each and every member who served on the Senate's six standing

committees and the four subcommittees. These people have assisted us greatly

by reviewing and drafting documents. They have saved us countless hours and they
have presented their ideas to us in a clear format so that you as a body could

discuss and comment and take action to help the business of this great University

move forward. I feel that this is nothing to be overlooked. It is a very
important role. Many hours go into this committee work, and I think that we have
every reason to be tremendously proud of our standing committee membership.

"I also want to thank a very special person at this time: our Parliamentarian,

Bob Sankey, who for 22 years has willingly served as Parliamentarian for the

Senate. We owe much to him. He shared both his time and his knowledge, and he

has done this generously. (Applause.] And now let's turn to our Secretary,

Pat Roemer. You have done a fine job, with the Senate minutes, the Faculty
Newsletter and the updated Senate Handbook. I don't know if Senators have any

idea how much time goes into this effort, but it certainly was a job well done.

Pat, we thank you very much. [Applause.] I would like to give thanks to one

other special person at this time, one we might overlook because she is so good

at what she does. She is there when we need her, she reminds us of all those
things that we sometimes forget, and she prompts and prods us so that we get

things done on time. We are very lucky to have her services in the Faculty
Senate office, and we thank you very much, Emily. [Applause.)

"Several items were placed on your desk today, and I'd like to stress a very
important meeting of the General Faculty and the University community with

President Pacheco on May 5. I encourage you to attend and to participate. I'm

sure he would welcome your questions, your comments, and your responses. I thank

President Pacheco for scheduling that meeting.

4. OUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD:

Senator Silverman asked Dr. Sypherd how the planning targets and percentages
referred to in his report were decided upon, and who made the decisions.

Secondly, he asked if the faculty hiring freeze would be lifted for 1993-94.

Dr. Sypherd: "The target figures were arrived at by a consultative process that

involved what I refer to loosely as the Academic Affairs administration: myself,

Vice-Provost Holly Smith, Ed Frisch, and Vice President Michael Cusanovich,

representing research and graduate studies. We met with each dean and director.
They presented their most urgent needs, and while I was hoping that each would

leave a sum of money in the office, they each presented larger bills, which is

what deans are supposed to do. Looking at the history of activity within those

units, we developed planning figures. The President has urged me to address the

rather urgent and strategic faculty recruitment issue. We have set tentatively

a figure of around 25 faculty recruitments on campus. As all of you must know,

we have perhaps 60 or 80 vice-lines urgently needed. We must consider the most

urgent needs of the units and address particularly the issues of quality of

programs, diversity, leadership and, in some cases, essential services which must

be provided. As a matter of fact, we have already begun the process of allocat-

ing some of those lines."

Senator Impey said he had a comment and a question for Provost Sypherd related

to the faculty workload survey. "I hope that the report which will be submitted

to the Regents will contain an educational element for both the Regents and the

Legislators, and will in particular address the issues of faculty contact hours
in the classroom and additional hours which would include faculty members
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working with undergraduates in individual research and performing advising
functions. Some faculty activities are poorly measured. In terms of the general
goal of increased emphasis on teaching, is there a move towards a specific goal
that all faculty should teach at every level? Dr. Sypherd: "We will use the
report as an educational tool because we are all in agreement that there will
be a single focus: The educational experience goes beyond contact hours in the
classroom. " Senator Fernandez added that the Task Force did not see teaching
done only in a certain way and by certain faculty, but there is recognition that
a problem exists. Vice President Michael Cusanovich noted that the administra-
tion has been working with the Academic Personnel Policy Committee. He said
there is no plan to propose specific targets at the Board meeting. "We do have

this large data base which could assist us, together with an appropriate faculty
committee, to write achievable, reasonable, and academically correct targets."

Senator Garcia, addressing Provost Sypherd, said he understood that a report on
the implementation of the recommendations of the Task Force on Undergraduate
Education exists, and he wondered whether that report could be shared with the
Senate or one of its committees. Dr. Sypherd responded that the report would
certainly be shared, and he asked Senator Fernandez to comment. Senator
Fernandez confirmed that he would provide a copy of that report. "I do not
remember when I presented to the Senate the outline of this three- or four-page
report, which basically takes the 67 or so recommendations contained in the
Report of the Task Force on Undergraduate Education, categorizes them into
perhaps five or six critical areas, and makes general recommendations. Those
vital areas include course availability, involvement of faculty in teaching,
academic advising, curriculum, and reward and recognition. Basically, the report
says we must move ahead in implementing these recommendations. Two areas are

most critical. From the perspective of students, the general public, and
parents, they are course availability and the role of regular faculty in
undergraduate instruction, particularly lower-division instruction. A number
of initiatives are already underway in the area of course availability. The
student's inability to get a class is not necessarily the result of a single
factor. In some cases classes aren't available, but in other cases the system
is not able to provide a reading on need and demand, that is, SIS can't take a
waiting list, and so on. There are probably ten different factors, and we have
begun to work on each one." Senator Fernandez said he would be happy to make
a report to the Senate on this matter. Senator Garcia asked if the Senate could
just have the report, and Senator Fernandez responded affirmatively.

Senator Garcia asked the Provost if the faculty workload report that will be
presented to the Board of Regents by the administration will be shared with the
Senate or the Chairman of the Faculty. Dr. Sypherd responded that he would be
glad to provide a copy to the Faculty Center.

President Pacheco noted that he was under the impression that the report referred
to by Senators Garcia and Fernandez had been shared with the Senate, but if it
had not yet been shared, he believed it should be.

Senator Barrett asked Senator Siciliano if there would be an increase in security
at future Spring Fling events as a result of the experience this spring related
to the Pakistani Student Association, or if serious consideration could be given
to finding a more appropriate location than the mall. Senator Siciliano said
that security is evaluated carefully every year, and ASUA has come up with a
number of ways to enhance and streamline security. He added that the Pakistani
Student Association appeared to be satisfied with the explanation concerning the
manner in which the situation in question was handled, which related primarily
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to the strict guidelines that "red shirts," students trained by UAPD, are not
allowed to intervene in violent altercations. Plans for security for next year's
Spring Fling include adjusting the ratio of "red shirts" on duty and bringing
in more police officers. With respect to location, Senator Siciliano said he
believed Spring Fling would continue to be located on the mall.

Senator J. O'Brian, addressing the Provost, commented that, concerning faculty
workload, today's issue of Lo Oue Pasa contained an excellent article which
defined faculty duties. He asked what would happen to upper-division students
seeking general education courses if such classes were closed to them, and only
freshmen and sophomores were allowed to enroll. Secondly, with the greater
emphasis being placed on classroom teaching, what could be done to deal with
dysfunctional classrooms, including broken chairs and burned out lightbulbs?
Dr. Sypherd: "I'll answer the second question first. The President has
authorized improvements to classrooms, including technological advances like
projectors. [Much laughter.] This emerges as an expenditure of about $10
million over three years, and we hope to get started on that process very soon.
That process will involve expanded use of computers and other items that should
be used in instructional techniques. The first question had to do with the
inversion problem of upper-division students taking lower-division courses.
Vice President Fernandez' office has determined that only a few courses consti-
tute the bottleneck. Those courses are based primarily in two Faculties:
Humanities and Social and Behavioral Sciences. I have asked those deans to focus
on these courses, and simply make more seats available. Assuming we can find
the classroom seats to do that, we can get through this. I will also mention
here that roughly 22% of our instructional space is held by departments and is
not scheduled centrally. It is our conclusion that these classrooms represent
too large a resource to be held from mainstream scheduling, and we have under-
taken a survey of this space. We don't need either laboratories or small seminar
rooms, but we do want classrooms. There are many things that can contribute to
getting us through the temporary squeeze on class availability."

Senator Chakravarti, referring to previous comments with respect to faculty
workload, said that, as Dr. Cusanovich mentioned, the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee (APPC) has been meeting with the Provost and Dr. Cusanovich to develop
the structure for a faculty workload policy. A subcommittee has been assigned
the task of drafting a set of principles upon which the policy might be based.
He said the meetings had been very productive, and APPC has offered its
assistance to work with the administration in drafting a new position statement.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF APRIL 5, 1993: The minutes of April 5, 1993, were
approved as distributed.

APPROVAL OF CURRICULUM BULLETIN: Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No.
4, Section I was moved (motion 1993/94-lA) and seconded. Senator Warburton asked
how the new course on page 5, University 195a Colloquium, came to be initiated.
There being no one present to provide an explanation, Dr. Cox proposed removing
University 195a, Colloquium, from Section I until a response could be provided.
That proposal was then moved and seconded (motion 1993/94-lB), and a voice vote
indicated approval. A voice vote on motion lA, as amended, indicated approval.

APPROVAL OF PRELIMINARY DEGREE LISTS FOR MAY 1993 COMMENCEMENT: Approval of the
preliminary graduate and undergraduate degree lists for May 1993 Commencement
was moved and seconded, subject to the meeting of graduation requirements as
certified by the Registrar (motion 1993/94-2). Senator Kaczynski asked if some-
one was not on the list, could that individual officially graduate, and if the
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list was not accurate, why did the Senate approve it? Senator Garcia responded
that this is an issue that the Senate debates every year, in part because of the
amount of paper required to produce and distribute the lists. "We are approving
something which says we trust our Registrar to grant degrees only to those who
have successfully completed graduation requirements. This is a preliminary list
that contains some errors, and we trust they are sorted out in due time. In the
past, I have expressed the idea that perhaps the Senate should appoint a
committee to work with the Registrar's office to investigate how we could produce
these lists in a more sane manner. Right now we are wasting a lot of paper."

Senator Enos commented that when the Student Affairs Policy Committee studied
this issue two years ago, a recommendation was submitted to the Senate that the
list be modified to provide a summary of the number of degrees from each college
but not individual names. That proposal was rejected. She wondered if another
committee could develop a different recommendation.

Senator Gruener wondered why the Senate took time to rubber stamp these lists,
and suggested that perhaps the Senate should simply trust its colleagues in the
Registrar's office and neither approve of nor debate the lists.

Dr. Cox commented that the Senate's responsibilities include recommendations on
curriculum and degrees. "The method and procedure may certainly be something
that we need to revisit, but you are acting in accordance with established
policies.

Senator Pitt stated that when she became a member of the Senate two years ago,
she thought that the list should be kept, but it had become increasingly clear
that the list was not accurate. She said she would favor continued review of
an accurate list, but viewed the current exercise as a complete waste of time.

Senator J. O'Brien wondered about the possibility of electronic distribution,
and Senator McElroy said he did not believe the Senate should ever waive its
responsibility, and suggested transmitting the lists to an appropriate committee
of the Senate, receiving their recommendation, and leaving the possibility open
for Senators to raise questions.

A voice vote indicated approval without dissent. Senator Garcia asked that the
minutes reflect the desire of many Senators to have the procedures examined.
Senator Williams: "Can we do even more than that, and place this on our next
agenda for the purpose of constructive and systematic discussion so that we don't
find ourselves in the same sort of frustration a year hence." Senator Kaczynski
said that she had asked Degree Certification why her name was not on the list
and had been told not to worry because the list was not important.

8. APPROVAL OF 1997-98 ACADEMIC YEAR CALENDAR: Approval of the 1997-98 Academic
Year Calendar, which was approved by the President's Council last week, was moved
and seconded (motion 1993/94-3). Senator Barrett noted that during Senate
discussion of the Martin Luther King, Jr. holiday a question arose concerning
a holiday occurring at the very beginning of the spring semester. The 1997-98
calendar proposed classes beginning on Thursday, August 28, with the Labor Day
holiday occurring the following Monday. The result is two days of classes
followed by three days of vacation, a situation that was thought unacceptable
in the other context. He wondered whether classes could begin on August 27.

Registrar Arlene Becella, reporting as Chair of the Calendar Committee, said that
the committee had discussed Senator Barrett's point, but part of the problem was
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other activities scheduled on the 27th, and the necessity of coordinating the
opening of residence halls and freshman orientation with the start of classes.

A voice vote on motion 1993/94-3 indicated approval without dissent.
ELECTIONS: COMMITTEE ON CONCILIATION, EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ADVISORY COMMITTEE,
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ETHICS AND COMMITMENT, UNIVERSITY HEARING BOARD, FACULTY
SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, AND 1993-94 PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE:
Dr. Cox asked Senators to prepare their ballots, taking note of the updated
membership list of the Committee on Conciliation, so that the Parliamentarian
and the Secretary of the Senate could collect and tally them, and provide results
before the close of the meeting. (Elected to two-year terms (5/93-4/95) on the
Committee on Conciliation were: (1) Keith McElroy, and, after a run-off election
due to a tied vote, (2) Phil Keller, and (3) Polin Lei. Elected to three-year
terms (5/93-4/96) on the University Committee on Ethics and Commitment were:
(1) Vaughn E. Huff and (2) Frank J. Low. Elected to a three-year term (5/93-
4/96) on the Employee Benefits Advisory Committee was Bruce R. Barrett; elected
to a one-year replacement term on the same committee was Rita Knight. Selected
as nominees for one-year terms (5/93-4/94) on the University Hearing Board were:
(1) Jane Underwood, (2) Mary Wetzel, (3) Richard R. Obregon, (4) Irene d'Almeida,
and, after a run-off failed to break a second tie vote (5) Ruth Beeker and (6)
Antonio L. Estrada. Elected to a one-year term (5/93-4/94) on the Senate
Executive Committee was Andrew Silverman. Elected as Presiding Officer of the
Senate for a one-year term (5/93-4/94) was Malcolm J. Zwolinski.]

DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL OF A RESOLUTION CONCERNING SEXUAL HARASSMENT: Senator
Myers stated that at its previous meeting the Senate received reports from the
Commission on the Status of Women and from the Affirmative Action Officer, as
well as a memorandum from Provost Sypherd requesting Senate support on the issue
of sexual harassment. He said he believed that the faculty needed to take a
position on this issue. He recalled that in the mid-60s the University had a
policy that prohibited the hiring of spouses, usually wives. A subsequent court
case established that the policy was supported neither by State Law nor by Board
of Regents policy, but faculty had not spoken out on that issue, to Senator
Myers' regret. "If we're going to talk about faculty rights, we have to talk
about faculty responsibilities." He added that perhaps his proposal was overdue,
"but better late than never." He said the resolution he was proposing did not
in any way contravene or oppose existing laws or University or Regents policy,
and he believed it to be important in principle for the faculty to take a stand
on the issue of sexual harassment:

"Intimidation or harassment of any kind, but especially sexual harassment,
is repugnant to the very principles of a university and to those of an
atmosphere of learning. In order to ensure that all faculty adhere to the
high standard of behavior toward their colleagues and have high standards
with respect to our behavior towards students, the Faculty Senate directs
the Academic Personnel Policy Committee to consider ways in which the
faculty can better police itself and move forward in setting high standards
for their behavior. This should include possible amendments to the General
Faculty Constitution and Bylaws. The Faculty Senate affirms its opposition
to any behavior that results in unwanted sexual attention or which attempts
to utilize the special role of faculty in order to receive sexual favors,
however slight."

Approval of the resolution was moved and seconded (motion 1993/94-4).

Senator Desai said he agreed with the intent, but noted some confusing English
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errors and contradictions in the introduction. Further, he stated the view that
the Senate should take a position opposed to any form of harassment, not just
sexual harassment. Senator Myers said that only the resolution was being
proposed. Senator J. O'Brien said he was somewhat disappointed that the
resolution did not address other forms and avenues of harassment, including those
which might be directed from or to classified staff.

Senator Garcia asked if the Academic Personnel Policy Committee could be directed
to consider the comments expressed today. Dr. Cox agreed, and called for the
vote. A voice vote indicated approval without dissent or abstention.

li.. INTRODUCTION OF NEWLY APPOINTED REGISTRAR ARLENE BECELLA: After Dr. Cox's
introduction, newly appointed Registrar Arlene Becella said she was pleased to
have the opportunity to meet with the Senate. After arriving on campus March
1, she soon determined that one of her first priorities would be to strengthen
the ties between her office and the academic departments. "Many of the comments
made here today have served to reinforce my thinking in that matter. I have
encouraged my staff and shown them ways in which they might work more closely
with colleges and departments. I hope, through that process, we can learn how
to improve our services, processes, reports, and our information to help students

and academic departments more. I also hope that through those contacts we learn

how to better support faculty and their teaching responsibilities, particularly
with some of the issues that were raised here today.

"My office has been working with Dr. Sankey and his staff on the On-Course degree

auditing project. I hope to learn much from the project, particularly as it will
provide many contacts with the faculty and departmental staff. Other issues I
have been working on since my arrival were addressed in Vice President Fernandez'
comments today: class availability for students, particularly freshmen and
transfers, and students' major classes; the deadline for students paying their
bills, and the consequences if they do not; the issues of temporary funding for
classes and the necessity for some departments to cancel classes right at the
start of the semester. Vice President Fernandez has brought to my attention many
of the items embodied in the Report of the Task Force on Undergraduate Education.

I will be looking at some of those issues. Concerning classroom utilization,
there were recommendations that we review departmental scheduling of classes.
My office will work more closely with schools and departments to provide needed
information.

"In order to better support the departments and students, I quickly learned that
I had to reorganize my office. Particularly at this time of fiscal constraints,

we were not organized in a way to conduct our critical business, and we also
needed to devote some resources to staff training. We are in the process of
developing a reorganization plan, which I will be glad to share with you, which
will place us in a better position to conduct our business and to work with you.

"The Student Center activities which occur prior to the start of the semester
will be relocated to the Computer Center, CCIT, effective with the beginning of
Summer Session I. This new home will make it possible for us to conduct all
necessary activities at one location, including students' fee payments and
changes of schedule.

"Please let me know when you have issues, concerns, or suggestions regarding
the Registrar's Office. We want to work with you more closely, and I would
certainly welcome your input."
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12. APPROVAL OF CHANGE TO REORGANIZATION PROCEDURE: Senator Myers stated that, as
a result of experiences with a reorganization proposal considered this year, the
Chairman of the Faculty asked the committee to consider some changes in the
procedures guidelines. The Budget and Strategic Planning Committee reviewed
the University Reorganization Procedures document and proposes some revisions
in the first sections. (Additions are indicated in bold face and deletions by

brackets o).

"From time to time it is useful for departments, faculties and colleges
within the University to re-examine their organizational structure and consider
whether changes may be appropriate. In 1983 the Senate adopted a set of
procedures for considering and implementing such reorganizations. The University
of Arizona is entering a period of limited budgets. This will require us to
reduce programs, downsize the faculty and explore organizational alternatives
that maximize efficiency. Given those constraints it is appropriate to consider
modifications of the earlier procedures. Even in such circumstances academic
reorganization proposals must be based on broad based planning processes within
the academic units. In order to implement strategies in a timely fashion while
providing for faculty consultation and a participatory process, revised
procedures are proposed that focus the time for review.

"The following assumptions and clarifications are an integral part of these

procedures:

. These procedures do not pertain to any unit smaller than a department.

When the proposed reorganization provides for the transfer of faculty

members from one unit to another, the designation "affected faculty"
will include those in the receiving unit, those in the sending unit(s),
as well as those to be transferred. The proposal should provide for an
optimal degree of mutual agreement (between] among the [two J groups in
order to facilitate transfers in an amicable manner. Unilateral
decisions to move faculty members from one group to another should be
avoided.

When unit or program reduction or elimination would eliminate faculty

positions, every effort should be made to find alternative positions
within the university for displaced faculty members. The present
procedures do not preclude access to the grievance mechanisms provided
for in the Faculty Constitution and ByLaws.

"Regardless of the level at which a proposal for academic reorganization
originates, it should always evolve from consultation with and participation by
the faculty members in the units to be affected. The proposer(s) will submit
a proposal to the President with copies to the Provost and the Chair of the
Faculty. Included in the proposal will be the following:

A summary of the proposal;
A background statement establishing the basis for the proposal;
The alternatives considered; and
The proposal in detail, including

a timetable for the action, including an implementation date;
an assessment of the impact of the proposed change on affected



1993/94-14

research and instructional programs including a list of the
potentially affected faculty members; and a description of the
impact on the affected faculty members;
a review of the types of course and curriculum changes which might

be necessary; and
a preliminary analysis of the costs and of the benefits of the
proposed reorganization including projections for the future.

PHASE I

If the President deems the proposal worthy of further consideration, within
15 days (he] the President will ensure that

Each potentially affected faculty member receives a copy of the
proposal.
An advisory committee is constituted. The composition of the committee
should provide adequate representation for affected faculty, the various
units that might be affected as well as the University at large. The

membership of the committee will be determined as follows:

(two faculty members from the group of affected faculty selected
by mail ballot after the Chair of the Faculty has conducted a
nomination meeting and arranged a ballot,] Three faculty members
to include one member from the group of faculty in the sending
unit(s), one member from the group of faculty in the receiving
unit(s) and one faculty member from among those whose transfer is
proposed. The Chair of the Faculty will conduct nomination meetings
with each of the three groupings and will arrange for mail ballots
to select the three members.
(t]Three members appointed by the President[,].
(o]One member of the Faculty Senate's Budget and Strategic Planning
Policy Committee selected by the members of the committee(, and,].
(t)The Chair of the Faculty or a designee(,].
[t]The President of ASUA or (their] a designee.
(t]The President of the Staff Advisory Council or (their] a

designee. (2e added 5 March 1993)

Senator Myers reviewed the main changes to procedures, and indicated there were
some minor housekeeping changes, as well.

Approval was moved and seconded (motion 1993/94-5). A voice vote indicated
approval without dissent.

Senator Desai said he appreciated the fact that these changes had been approved,
especially since his department had been involved in a reorganization during the

year. He said that he had two additional suggestions that the committee might
like to consider: (1) A process as significant as a reorganization needed to
have guidelines. So it would be helpful if the document included criteria on
the basis of which the Senate could evaluate proposed reorganizations. (2) The

members of the committee from the receiving and sending units and from the
affected faculty believe they should not vote in the final deliberations because

they have vested interests. In addition, the affected faculty could be only one
person, and that one person would have to vote. He said that did not seem very

desirable.

Senator Hammond asked why three members were appointed by the President. Senator
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Myers explained that the document had been rewritten and revised over a period
of time. "What came to the Senate a year ago was a modification of what was
being considered then by the Deans Council and a Senate committee, as well as
a proposal which had been brought forward by the Chairman of the Faculty. The
provision for the President to appoint three members would provide for faculty
who were outside the groups directly affected who could contribute to a larger
campus perspective on the issue."

Dr. Cox noted that new Senators in particular might wish to review this document
further in the future, and she would transmit this information to her successor.

Senator Garcia, on a point of personal privilege, asked the chairs of the Senate
standing committees, the Chair of the Committee of Eleven, the Senate
representative to the Senate Executive Committee, and the President of ASUA to
join him at the podium, and he addressed the Senate body: "Madame Presiding
Officer, I believe that the Senate has changed its behavior since you have been
the Presiding Officer. I believe that the deliberations of the Senate have
acquired much more substance than they used to have, and I believe that a large
number of very talented people have given a great deal of time as a result of
your leadership and your efforts on behalf of the faculty. On behalf of the
faculty and of the Faculty Senate, I'd like to present you with this plaque
showing our appreciation of your leadership." Dr. Cox thanked Chairman of the
Faculty Garcia and those gathered for this tribute. The presentation was
followed by extended applause and photographs were taken.

13. PROCEDURES AND PROCESSES OF THE PAIP ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE:
Professor Robert Glennon, Chair of the PAl? (Program for the Assessment of
Institutional Priorities) Academic Assessment Review Committee, updated the
Senate on the current status of the work of his committee. The committee had
been meeting "early and often" and would continue to meet for a while longer.
As Senators knew, there were four assessment teams assigned to make evaluations
of the various academic departments around the campus. The preliminary
assessments were returned to deans and unit heads, whose responses were
deliberated by the assessment teams. Final reports were then returned to the
departments and units, the last of them, to the best of Professor Glennon's
knowledge, the previous Friday.

At that point the Academic Assessment Review Committee started to play an
important role. He had been appointed by the President as chair of this Review
Committee, which was quite an extraordinary committee with 22 members drawn
overwhelmingly from the faculty. Twelve of the 22 people represented assessment
teams. The four chairs of the assessment teams were members of the Review
Committee, and in addition two members from each assessment team were elected
by the members of the team to serve on the Review Committee. "The PAl? report
charged the Review Committee with two functions. The first was to oversee the
process to ensure both fairness and consistency in the evaluations by the
assessment teams. The second is to make a report to the Provost and to the
President about the PAl? process."

The purpose of Professor Glennon's report to the Senate was to give a quick
overview of the process and procedures. He said that it would not be appropriate
for him to comment on the substance of particular reviews or even on the
substance of recommendations to the Provost or the President. The committee was
still working through those. But he would very much like to come back to the
Senate later to discuss the reactions of Senators to the ultimate report by the
Academic Assessment Review Committee.
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Professor Glennon then spoke about the procedures and standards that the Review

Committee was using. "First, we set up very rigorous conflict of interest rules
that would preclude any review committee member from sitting in judgment, or even
being in the room, during the deliberations concerning his or her own unit, the
unit of his or her spouse or significant other, or any unit in which he or she
had significant teaching or research responsibility. And we provided conflict
of interest rules which preclude any member of an assessment team that reviewed

the unit from being present in the room or participating in any way in the

deliberations of the Review Committee.

Any dean or unit head who was dissatisfied with the final report of the
assessment team filed a request with Professor Glennon for a review. The

committee had debated almost every aspect imaginable of the possible nature of

the review. They had considered whether or not the assessment team should
present oral arguments, essentially serving as advocate for the judgments the

team had reached, followed by responses presented by the dean or unit head. They

had decided after long debate to base the review instead on the entire written

record. So they have sent a memorandum to deans and unit heads suggesting that
if they are dissatisfied, they should file a request for a review and indicate
the nature of their dissatisfaction. At that point Professor Glennon would
assign four members of the Review Committee to review independently all the
written materials, including the original portfolio text and appendices prepared
by the units, the preliminary evaluation of the assessment team, the responses
of the unit to the preliminary evaluation, the final report of the assessment
team and the request for formal review.

Each of the four members reviews all of the materials and makes a decision as
to whether or not any element or judgment in the final report is thoroughly

inconsistent with the written record. He emphasized the last point and explained
that the Review Committee was giving considerable deference to the work of the
assessment teams. They worked long and hard in struggling to make the
evaluations and it was the opinion of the Review Committee that they should not
simply displace the judgment of the assessment team. At the same time, they were

not "rubber stamping things." If there was something in the file that was
inconsistent, the Review Committee so stated, in writing, after deliberation.
If the deliberation ended in a formal vote for a specific written proposal, the

vote is taken by secret ballot, by a majority of the people present. The raw

vote is recorded and becomes a part of the ultimate record.

"The second part of what the Review Committee is charged with doing is ensuring
consistency and fairness between the assessment teams. To that end, we have sent

out a survey questionnaire to all 88 members of the assessment teams asking for

their comments, both in response to open-ended questions and also by checking
off numbers one to five in response to another series of questions. Those

responses are being tabulated and will give us a good measure of the differences

that may exist between teams. In addition, each assessment team chair has or
will prepare a summary evaluation indicating the nature of that team's work.

The Review Committee will have discussion and debate about the nature of the

team's response, what worked and what didn't work, is there fairness and

consistency.

"The report to the Provost and the President will have two components. One will

have the Review Committee's responses to the various units' requests for review.

The second component will be a general section that will have a number of parts

to it. There will be a background section giving the history of the PAIP
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process, an introduction to what has gone on, an explanation of procedures used.
A second part will include suggestions to the Provost and the President as well
as to all units as to what all the material and the evaluations mean. How should

the material be used? What does it tell you or not tell you? In the judgment
of the Review Committee there was much to be said about what the material does
not tell us.

"The third part of the general section of the report, will be about the strengths
and weaknesses the Review Committee has found in the PAIP process. I think this
will be a very important section, particularly since the membership of the Review
Committee is taken so largely from those who participated in the assessment
teams. The fourth part of the general section of the report will contain
findings of a general nature, themes that cut across teams, that really relate
to the entire university environment. This section will make some comparisons
and contrasts, and be an overview section. The final part of the general section
will contain recommendations to the President and the Provost."

Professor Glennon then indicated that he would be happy to answer any questions,
and would appreciate an opportunity to return to talk further about the report
after Senators had an opportunity to see it.

A Senator asked whether the results of the questionnaire would be made
available. Professor Glennon responded that he saw no reason why not. The

report would have a very large number of appendices describing documents, memos,
etc. He thought the results of the survey could be included among the
appendices. He said he would take that as a recommendation to the Review
Committee.

Senator Garcia asked whether Professor Glennon had recommendations now on how
to change procedures to make the process better. Professor Glennon said that
aspect was still under discussion in the committee but that there would be
recommendations in the final report concerning potential changes.

Senator Jones asked when the final report might be available. Professor Glennon
said that he hoped it would be available in about ten days.

Senator Silverman asked Professor Glennon, or perhaps Dr. Beigel, to comment
about a memo he had seen dealing with a mission committee. How did the PAIP
process we have been going through relate to development of a mission statement

and priorities? Professor Glennon responded that discussion had been going on
between the Review Committee and Dr. Beigel's office on that question. Dr.

Beigel recalled the report of the Gottfredson Committee, which had recommended
these planning processes. The President was beginning to implement the process
through a planning retreat involving the Planning and Budget Advisory Committee
as well as the President and his Cabinet on what the mission and initial
strategic objectives should be. The role of the PAIP process is, in fact, not
only as Professor Glennon has indicated, to provide the very important data base
that in the context of strategic objectives would lead to the kind of priority
decisions that the President and Provost will have to make. But the PAl? process
is also an important beginning for the development of a continuously updated set
of data that could be used by those contributing to institutional planning. "I

think that's where Professor Glennon's comments about strengths and weaknesses
relative to that process will be very important, so that we can continue to
improve the process."

Senator Jones noted that when Dr. Woodard, who had chaired the Mission Task
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Force, made a presentation to the SEnate about the report of his group, he
distinguished clearly between developing a mission and going back to review
various documents, including the Regents approved mission statement, and the
President's vision statement. The mission task force had not created a new
mission statement, but had reviewed the various documents relating to mission
and tried to prepare that as a basis for the PAIP process. Professor Glennon
confirmed that the Mission Task Force had indeed not been charged with creating
a new mission for the University, but instead to distill from existing documents
what the mission of the University would be. There was some question and
dialogue now about the relationship between that task force and what was to
happen at the May 13 retreat.

Senator Garcia said that to be historically accurate, the Board-approved mission
statement for the University of Arizona did not have any Faculty Senate input
at the time when it was sent to the Board, and the Board was apprised of that
fact.

CHANGE IN AGENDA: With the permission of the Senate, Dr. Cox removed several

items (Report on Graduation Rates, Report on Courses in Common, and reports
from standing committees) from the agenda because they did not require formal
action. She said she wanted to provide sufficient time for consideration of
other matters on the agenda that did require Senate action. Senator Garcia
commented that the Research Policy Committee had been looking into questions
related to the proposed research park, and he would like to hear that committee's
interim report should time permit.

APPROVAL OF PROPOSAL FOR ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF GUIDELINES FOR SHARED
APPOINTMENTS: Dr. Dipankar Chakravarti, Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee (APPC), noted that APPC and its subcommittee were submitting for Senate
action Guidelines for Shared Appointments, which had been discussed at the April
Senate meeting. Subsequent to that meeting, the committee received comments from
Vice-Provost Holly Smith and Provost Sypherd, whose suggestions had been
incorporated into the revised document that was before the Senate today. Senator
Garcia commended the committee and subcommittee on the superb job they had done,
and moved approval of the Guidelines (motion 1993/94-6); the motion was seconded.
A voice vote indicated unanimous approval. Abstentions were called for but none

was heard. Dr. Chakravarti said he would particularly like to recognize the
members of the subcommittee and its Chair, Senator Atwater, for the outstanding
work they had done.

APPROVAL OF MOTION TO INITIATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF PEER EVALUATION PROCEDURES AT
THE DEPARTMENT OR PROGRAM LEVEL: Dr. Dipanker Chakravarti, Chair, Academic
Personnel Policy Committee (APPC), reported that APPC and its Peer Evaluation
Subcommittee were requesting approval (seconded motion 1993/94-7) of a proposal
to initiate peer evaluation procedures at the department or program level. He

noted that the document had been discussed at the March meeting of the Senate
Executive Committee, at the previous Senate meeting, and had benefitted greatly
from reviews and comments provided by Provost Sypherd and Vice-Provost Smith
subsequent to the April Senate meeting. He added that their suggestions had been
incorporated into the document presented to the Senate for discussion today.
APPC proposes that, subject to Senate approval and administrative review, the
University of Arizona initiate the development of peer evaluation procedures at
the department/program level with full faculty participation and consensus. It

proposes that the draft proforma letter, Attachment A, be used as the basis of
a memorandum from the Provost to initiate such a process and to explain the
rationale and implementation of the approach to Deans, Directors and Department
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Heads. It also proposes that the draft survey instrument, Attachment B, be used
to guide efforts at the department or program level to obtain the needed faculty
input." He said that, essentially, the key is full faculty participation and
development of a consensus through discussions and agreement among department
heads and unit/faculty members.

Senator Inman pointed out one typo or spelling error on Attachment A, line 5
("occuring," rather than "occurring"). She said she believed that a memo from
the Provost, similar to that issued for promotion and tenure guidelines, would
be necessary to ensure campus-wide awareness of these new procedures. Dr.
Chakravarti said it was the committee's expectation that, following Senate
adoption, the administration would begin the necessary procedures to formalize
the Guidelines.

Senator J. O'Brien asked what would prevent a peer group from using student
evaluations as the sole basis of what might then be called a peer evaluation.
Dr. Chakravarti responded that the committee assumes that departments will
assiduously review not only student evaluations but other documentation, such
as syllabi, examinations, and perhaps self-evaluations by the instructor.
Senator McElroy said that he believes that in many departments the student
evaluations are very irregular and the forms vary considerably; faculty often
choose most of the questions themselves. In addition, student evaluations are
being used in lieu of peers actually sitting in on classrooms. He added that
most faculty undergoing review would want direct peer evaluation. Senator
Williams said he believes that this document, in the context of other documents,
will minimize the possibility of manipulation, but in the last analysis,
scoundrels will be scoundrels.

A voice vote indicated approval of motion 1993/94-7, with 1 dissent and 2
abstentions.

FURTHER CHANGE IN THE AGENDA: At this point, Dr. Cox said she believed it was
necessary to suspend the remaining agenda items (Discussion and action on
seconded motions concerning changes to the Grade Appeal Policy; Old Business;
New Business) until the September Senate meeting in order to act on Honorary
Degree nominations and to initiate the newly elected Presiding Officer of the
Senate. There being no objection, she asked Senator Malcolm J. Zwolinski to come
forward. Dr. Cox presented Senator Zwolinski with the gavel: "I am confident
that you will do a terrific job on behalf of the faculty of the University of
Arizona. I take pride personally in the fact that I am able to pass it to
someone whom I respect and revere. Congratulations." (Much applause.] Dr.
Zwolinski thanked Dr. Cox for her good wishes, and stated he looked forward to
working with the Senate in 1993-94. At Dr. Zwolinski's request, Dr. Cox agreed
to continue presiding until adjournment of this meeting.

RECESS: At 4:45 p.m., Dr. Cox thanked those who were not Senators for joining
the Senate at this meeting, and then declared a brief recess so that those non-
Senators who were not making Honorary Degree presentations, could leave prior
to the Senate going into Executive Session.

Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate
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MOTIONS OF THE MEETING OF MAY 3, 1993

1993/94-lA Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 15, No. 14, Section I, as
amended in motion lB.

1993/94-lB Removal of University 195a from Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 15, No.
14, Section I.

1993/94-2 Approval of Preliminary Degree Lists for May 1993 Commencement.
1993/94-3 Approval of 1997-98 Academic Year Calendar.
1993/94-4 Approval of resolution concerning sexual harassment.
1993/94-5 Approval of changes to Reorganization Procedures.
1993/94-6 Approval of Guidelines for Shared Appointments.
1993/94-7 Approval of proposal to initiate the development of Peer Evaluation

Procedures at the department or program level.
1993/94-8 Approval of honorary degree nomination.
1993/94-9 Approval of honorary degree nomination.

ITEMS APPENDED TO THE MINUTES:

Report on Graduation Rates
Report on Courses in Common

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:
Academic Personnel Policy Committee
Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee
Research Policy Committee
Student Affairs Policy Committee
Committee on Conciliation
Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
University Committee on Ethics and Commitment
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FACULTY SENATE
Executive Session

May 3, 1993

Dr. Cox called the Executive Session to order at 4:55 p.m. to consider
nominations for Honorary Degrees. Biographical statements were placed on
Senators' desks, and Dr. Cox requested they be returned when the meeting
adjourned. The following candidates were placed in nomination (a copy of the
biographical statements presented to Senators is appended).

Marvin Donald Johnson: Dr. Jimmye Hillman, Department of Agricultural and
Resource Economics, College of Agriculture, nominated Marvin D. "Swede" Johnson
for the honorary degree of Doctor of Humanities, and reported that the College
of Agriculture faculty had approved the nomination on April 27, 1993. Dr.

Hillman highlighted the many facets of Mr. Johnson's career: B.S. in 1950 and
M.S. in 1957 in Agriculture from the University of Arizona; Director of the
Student Union; Vice President for University Relations in 1963, under President
Harvill; Administrative Vice President at the University of New Mexico, 1977-
85; and Corporate Vice President of Coors Brewing Co. since 1985. He cited the
candidate's strong leadership in the golden growth years of the University, and
his assistance in establishing the medical school and the McKale pavilion and
sports complex. He moved (motion 1993/94-8) that the Senate endorse this
nomination, and that motion was seconded.

Senator Silverman said he would vote against this nomination because he was
opposed to granting an honorary degree to any Vice President of the Coors Brewing
Company, which has a policy of discrimination. President Pacheco responded that
"While this has been true in some respects at the Coors Brewing Company, it was
under Vice President "Swede" Johnson's leadership that many of those practices
have simply been eliminated. Because of his contributions, I think he should
be recognized." A voice vote indicated approval, with 2 negative votes and 3
abstentions.

Cecilia Occelli de Salinas: Dr. Candace Bos, College of Education, nominated
the first lady of Mexico, Cecilia Occelli de Salinas, for the honorary degree
of Doctor of Humanities, to be awarded in December of 1993. She cited Sra. de
Salinas' humanitarian and otherwise outstanding service to children, and her
goal of achieving educational and social development for those in Mexico who do
not have the opportunity to lead full and productive lives. She is Honorary
President of the National System for Integral Family Development, President of
the Mexican Red Cross, and Honorary President of the Asociacion Gilberto. Dr.

Boa said that the awarding of this degree will exemplify the University of
Arizona's and the College of Education's commitment to ensure equality and the
betterment of all children. She moved for Senate endorsement of the College of

Education's nomination. That motion (1993/94-9) was seconded.

Senator Garcia asked about Sra. de Salinas' ties to the University of Arizona.
Dr. Boa responded that her connection with the University of Arizona is one that
is forward looking, related to her work for the betterment of children, an
ongoing goal for the College of Education, and her interest in setting up a
network of the hemisphere, particularly as it relates to the Southwest. She said

college faculty see her as expanding her work into the Southwest and joining them

for a very special celebration. Senator J. O'Brien asked for the specific
__ connection to the College of Education, and expressed the opinion that it was

perhaps premature to award the degree now, before the connection had been
established. Dr. Bos said she believed Sra. de Salinas is connected through her
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work throughout the Western Hemisphere. Senator J. O'Brien said he wondered if

her position was, in a sense, more in the political realm, perhaps subject to
change and an inability to fulfill the forward-looking aspect.

Dean John Taylor, College of Education: "One of the major connections is through

Special Education and Rehabilitation, and the activities that she is involved
in with children with disabilities. This could open up many avenues for the
University and the College of Education. As you may know, the Department of
Special Education and Rehabilitation is among the best in the country. Sra. de

Salinas' work in this area, and in the area of bilingual education and inter-
national education, could provide the college with a major connection. The

faculty voted 43-3 in favor of honoring the first lady, and sees this as a major
opportunity for the University. We did have a conversation as to whether or not
this could be seen as premature, but if you examine the symposium and festival
being planned on this campus, and the support that the University receives from
the U.S. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, we see almost
a natural outgrowth. We do not take this lightly."

Senator Williams asked if there was any indication that Sra. de Salinas had been
engaged in this type of activity before her husband became President of Mexico.

Dr. Bos: "She was engaged in activities working with children with disabilities
before she became first lady, and she has moved on it since then."

Senator Barrett asked why, if the honorary degree was to be awarded in December,
it was necessary to act at this time. Dean Taylor responded that he had spoken
with Special Assistant to the President Terence Burke, who had indicated Senate
approval had to be obtained at this, its final meeting of the semester, in order
to process the nomination in time for the award to be presented in December 1993.

Senator Garcia, on a point of information, said he was unsure what was required
to process an honorary degree in time for award in December 1993, and asked if
there was a present sense of urgency. President Pacheco responded that normally

it takes six months to a year, and if we wait until September, he did not believe
sufficient time would be available to notify the Board of Regents.

Dr. Cox called for a show of hands in favor of motion 1993/94-9, and the motion
was approved (23 in favor, 2 opposed). She asked Senators to return their
honorary degree packets to the Secretary of the Senate.

20. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.

Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate


