
Faculty Senate Minutes December 1, 1986

Authors University of Arizona Faculty Senate

Publisher University of Arizona Faculty Senate (Tucson, AZ)

Download date 19/05/2023 15:26:11

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/137443

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/137443


-27-

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

Monday, December 1, 1986 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:05 p.m. on Monday,
December 1, 1986, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Fifty members were
present. Presiding Officer of the Senate Thomas Rehm presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Alcorn, Aleamoni, Aquilano, Atwater, Bollerman,
Bootman, Butler, Cardon, Chen, Chisholm, Dickstein,
Drake, Duncan, Ewbank, Fahey, Fenstermacher,
Fernandez, Fleming, Ganapol, Garcia, Goetinck,
Gourley, Heires, Hetrick, Irving, Jones, Kettel,
Kinkade, Kosinski, Larson, Logan, Mautner, McBryde,
McConnell, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Paplanus,
Patterson, Peterson, Reed, Rehm, Roemer, Rollins,
Sampanes, Sharkey, Smith, Swalin, Tomizuka, Wilkening,
and Witte.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Andreas, Beigel, Boynton, Cartee, Chase, Cole,
Culicover, Cunningham, Cusanovich, Eery, Epstein,
Garrett, Hasselmo, Horak, Kof f 1er, Laird, Marcus,
Matter, McCullough, Mishel, Muramoto, Murphy, Ridge,
Ruiz, Sacamano, Scott, Silverman, Sorensen, Stein,

Streitmatter, Tollin, Tuchi, Weiss, and Woodard. Dr.

Robert Sankey, Parliamentarian, was also absent.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 3, 1986: It was moved, seconded, and unani-
mously voted (motion 86-63) to approve the Minutes of November 3, 1986.

REPORT FROM THE ACTING PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: Vice President Laurel
Wilkening, serving as Acting President during President Koffler's absence from
the campus, reported that Governor-Elect Mecham has asked for President
Koffler's help in identifying individuals who might be interested in working in
the state government. Asked if the University encouraged such service in the
government, the President responded that it does--very much, and at all levels.
Faculty who might be interested in working in state government are encouraged
to write: Office of Governor-Elect Mecham, Capitol Tower, Room 260, 1700 West
Washington, Phoenix, AZ 85007, with a carbon copy to President Koffler so that
he may provide additional input or materials and be made aware that individuals
are interested.

Vice President Wilkening said that before Regent Reilly passed away on November
23, it was possible to confer an Honorary Degree on him at his home
approximately a month before his death, with cooperation from the Faculty
Senate. She reported that he was very appreciative and touched by the
occasion.

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Rehm said that the Constitution
and Bylaws have been transmitted to the President for his consideration and
ultimate submission to the Board of Regents.

Dr. Rehm said the Senate would be losing two members at the end of this
semester: Dean Gladys Sorensen, Nursing; and Robert Emery, Medicine.
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Consequently, there would be some new members in January, and the Coimìittee on
Elections is conducting an election in the College of Medicine. He reported
that the Secretary of the Faculty is away today, and Senator Jackie Sharkey is
sitting in for him; and that Parliamentarian Sankey is also away, but personnel
will be on hand to answer questions, should they be raised, about the
Curriculum Bulletin.

Dr. Rehm said the 2nd National Conference on Instructional Improvement and
Evaluation will be held on campus February 18-20, sponsored by IRAD and the
Student Resource Center; additional information can be provided by Senator
Aleamoni, he said.

Copies of the Guidelines for 5-Year Reviews of Deans and Department Heads,
revised version, have been sent to the President and are available in the
Faculty Center.

Dr. Rehm said he hoped the Senate could complete its review and action on
Chapter 3 today. Chapter 4 discussion will start in February.

Dr. Rehm reminded Senators that it's not too early to think about elections,
which this year will include Senators-at--Large, Chair of the Faculty, Conmittee
of Eleven, and Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure. He encouraged
Senators to consider appropriate candidates and urge these colleagues to stand
for election.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT 0F ASUA: Senator McBryde urged support for and
adoption of the Cci-nmittee of Eleven's resolution placed on Senators' desks
today, regarding endorsement of Martin Luther King Day. She cited the actions
of several student organizations which advocated such an idea, and read aloud a
supporting letter from Bob Brown, member of ASUA Inter-Club Council, a govern-
ing body for groups on campus.

Senator McBryde said, in reference to the Academic Calendars which would be
acted upon at todayt s meeting, changes to the Calendar included the starting of
classes later, to which there was no student objection, and the condensing
finals into five days, to which there was objection. She said the Student
Senate had voted 7-1 to not support the Academic Calendar based on the five-day
final exam schedule because of the undue stress on students taking extremely
full course loads. She said it was her understanding this schedule would be
for one year only, but she felt the problems for students outweighed other
considerations.

Senator McBryde said the Student Senate is going to pass a resolution this week
supporting the Research Policy Committee's Report of the Subcommittee on
Undergraduate Student Research. She reported there is strong student endorse-
ment for the concept of undergraduate contribution to research.

Senator tkBryde reported that last week the Student Senate passed a resolution
condemning the post-game violence which occurred at the UA-ASU football game;
she said she was concerned that a decision directly affecting students had been
made without consulting students at all--neither she nor students connected
with student government had received phone calls requesting their opinions.
She felt that if such contact had been made, students could have aided the
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University in ensuring student safety and protection of University property.

In connection with Vice President Wilkening's report on Regent Reilly's death,

she said ASA, the state-wide student group, is attempting to establish a
scholarship in his honor which would rotate yearly to each University.

In conclusion, Senator McBryde said, the student Pagent selection will be
taking place early in the spring semester, and this year the representative
selected for Fall 1987 will be from the University of Arizona. She said that
if faculty know of outstanding undergraduate or graduate students interested in
becoming involved in student issues to forward their names to her and urge them
to contact her or other ASUA directors. Senator McBryde said UA has always had

good student regents and she wants to see that tradition continue.

REPORT FROM THE ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Jones said the
committee had met twice since the last Senate meeting to discuss a number of
issues, including changes to Chapter 3. In addition, the committee discussed
the changes mentioned by President Kof fier at the November Senate meeting
regarding Guidelines for 5-Year Reviews of Deans and Department Heads. He said

there was concern in the corrrnittee about the information that would be released
from that being restricted to procedural issues and, in particular, the change
from the 1974 policy regarding review of department heads. The committee will
explore possible alternative options and will report back to the Senate as
information becomes available.

Senator Jones said that Provost Hasselmo provided the coinnittee with copies of

the "tenure buy-out" provisions as approved by the Board of Regents; the

Provost's office is developing local implementation guidelines, and will review

those with the committee when they are available.

Senator Jones said the committee will begin work soon on Chapter 4, in order to

draft a list of reconrnendations for change for the February meeting.

REPORT FROM BUDGET POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator rtConnell said the corrmittee is

continuing to meet every two weeks. The committee recently extended an
invitation to the chair of each Senate standing comïittee to share concerns
about budgetary matters in order to serve them better.

REPORT FROM INSTRUCTION & CURRICULUM POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT FROM RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Garcia said the comttittee has

been looking at a number of issues: Ethics in Research, which will be brought

to the Senate in the near future; Technology Transfer, which is scheduled for

action on today's agenda; and the proposai which the committee made to the Vice
President for Research concerning Undergraduates in Research and which was
appended to today's agenda for the Senate's information.

REPORT FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEE: Dr. Rehm reported, in Sena-
tor Mishel's absence, that the committee is continuing its work and will have a

report for the Senate early in the spring.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD: Senator Drake said he had two questions: one for

Senator Wilkening and one for Senator McBryde. He asked Senator Wilkening,
regarding Governor-Elect Mecham's invitation to suhmit names of people to serve

in the state government, if he was looking for people with political party
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affiliations. Senator Wilkening said she could not speak for Governor-Elect
Mecham on that question, but there are many technical-type positions in state
government, and the University is a source of expertise. He then addressed
Senator Mcßryde, expressing his surprise about her worry that exams might be
cut to five days, since in the second sanester there appear to be no final
exams scheduled at all. Senator Butler noted that there would be a final
examination period scheduled for that sanester.

APPROVAL OF CURRICULAR MATERIAL: Dr. Rehn stated that Curriculum Bulletin Vol.
11, No. 16 is for information only. He then called for questions on Vol. 11,
No. 17, Part I. It was moved, seconded and unanimously voted to approve Vol.
11, No. 17, Part I (motion 86-64). It was then moved, seconded, and
unanimously voted to approve Vol. 11, No. 17, Part III (motion 86-65).

APPROVAL OF CANDIDATES FOR DEGREES TO BE COMPLETED DECEMBER 20, 1986: Senator
Ganapol asked if it would be possible to have the degree candidates listed by
Department as well as alphabetically. Senator Butler said that if that was the
Senate's wish, it could be done. Dr. Rehm said he noted others nodding their
heads in approval of this suggestion. It was then moved, seconded, and
unanimously voted (motion 86-66) to approve the list of degree recipients for
degrees to be awarded Decanber 20, 1986.

APPROVAL GRANTED TO SUSPEND THE RULES AND INSERT AN ITEM INTO THE AGENDA: Sen-
ator Garcia moved to suspend the rules and insert an iten of calendar (motion
86-67). The motion was seconded. Senator Garcia said he wished to insert a
resolution from the Conmìittee of Eleven at this point in the Agenda. The
resolution was distributed to Senators' desks today. The motion was
unanimously approved.

APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH MARTIN LUTHER KING DAY ON CAMPUS: Senator
Garcia said that the Coxrrnittee of Eleven had requested him to present to the
Senate its wish that the Senate adopt the resolution, concerning designation of
Martin Luther King Day, distributed to Senators today. He said the purposes of
the Committee of Eleven are as stated on that document, and he moved (motion
86-68) that the resolution be adopted. The motion was seconded. Senator
Peterson said he wondered if this designation implied Martin Luther King Day
would be a holiday. Senator Garcia said the Coninittee of Eleven did not wish
to speak to that issue for this year because the University is already locked
into a calendar for 1986-87, but that the Committee felt the designation is
what is important, honoring the principles involved, rather than attnpting to
change the calendar at this late date. Senator Peterson said he would request
a specification that January 19, 1987 be designated as Martin Luther King Dey.
Senator Garcia said if the seconder would agree, he would incorporate that into
the motion. Senator Peterson noted that resolution of holiday status could be
determined in future years when adequate planning time could be devoted to it;
he also noted that nationally this holiday has been designated the third Monday
of January, so that the designation "January the 19th" might be incorrect for
other years. Senator Garcia said that the next two calendars (1987-88 and
1988-89) would be caning before the Senate as the next itan on the agenda.
Senator Fahey asked for clarification of the change in wording. Senator Garcia
said the change is only to add "1987" after January 19 in the last paragraph.
Senator Fahey asked if it wouldn't be preferable to make the motion designate
Martin Luther King Day as a special day regardless of the calendar. Senator
Garcia said the Cormìittee of Eleven had authorized him to speak only to this
one resolution, although the Senate is free to do what it wishes. Senator
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Drake said that, as a menber of the Con-ariittee of Eleven, he thought the intent
of the Corrniittee was to honor Martin Luther King on Martin Luther King Day for
the future and not just in this one year; and, he added, it was noted that this
date will occur at the very beginning of the snester and it would not make
sense to have a holiday two days after classes started. He said he would
prefer to see some wording that makes this an on-going honorific day without
necessarily, at this point, speaking to whether the University substitutes this
for another holiday. He said he would move an amendment be added, that Martin
Luther King Day be observed at the University of Arizona. That motion (86-69)

was seconded, and was unanimously approved. Dr. Rehm then called for a vote on
the main resolution, with the last sentence being changed to: "BE IT RESOLVED

that January 19 be designated as Martin Luther King Day at the University of
Arizona." The motion (86-68) was then approved unanimously (Resolution
attached to these Minutes).

APPROVAL OF ACADEMIC CALENDARS FOR 1987-88 AND 1988-89: Dr. Rehm noted that
the Fall saiester in each year would have classes starting on a Thursday, which
is the same format the Spring semester has had for a number of years. He said

the problem of the tightening-up of the Final Exam Schedule for Fall 1987 has
been mentioned already in Senator ftBryde's report, and that he noticed that in
1987-88 the Corrinencement schedule is such that Final Exams end on Wednesday,
December 21 and Winter Corrrnencement occurs on Thursday the 22nd, which is very
close to Christmas. Dr. Rehm then asked Senator Butler to come to the podium
to lead discussion on the 1987-88 and 1988-89 Academic Calendars.

Senator Butler said that one of the goals they had in preparing these
calendars was to eliminate having students arrive on campus so early in the
fall. Every five years or so, he said, the calendar moves backwards and then
jumps forward; this would have resulted in dorms being opened on the 16th of
August in the Fall of 1987. By working on the schedule in the way it is
presented today, a week could be saved, giving students more time for their
summer jobs, as well as more time between the end of Summer Session and the
start of the Fall semester. He said there are some trade-of fs involved in this

proposal: (1) As mentioned by Senator McBryde, the Final Exam schedule had to
be condensed from the current six-day schedule to a five-day schedule, which
might involve some conflicts; and (2) one Monday-Wednesday-Friday teaching day
would be lost; there would be 43 instead of 44. Senator Butler said that the
Student Information System (SIS) was mentioned previously, which they hope to
have in place in the Spring of 1988; this should result in a reduced period for
Registration in the Fall of 1988, which would provide some flexibility and
allow a return to the traditional Final Exam calendar. He said the proposed
calendar represents an exception for the Fall 1987 semester only, and that if
the Final Exam schedule was not condensed, the last exam would occur on Monday,
December 21, and Commencement on Tuesday, December 22. He said the thought was
that to ask students to stay over the weekend just for the one Final Exam day
and Connnencernent would not be the right thing to do, and they anticipated many
objections from parents.

Senator Hetrick asked what the Final Exam schedule for Spring 1988 would

be. Senator Butler responded that exams would begin Friday, May 6 and would
end Friday, May 13, with Corrinencement on Saturday, May 14. Senator MBryde
said that there was fear that the five-day exam period in Fall 1987 would not
be a one-year event, but that it would recur. Senator Butler pointed out that
the Fall 1988 schedule provided a 6-day exam period, and that schedule was not
contingent upon the set-up of SIS.



Senator Goetinck asked if it was not possible to make classes begin on a
Monday rather than a Thursday; he indicated those two days appear to be lost
anyway. Senator Butler said that traditionally, dormitories need to be opened
on a weekend for the convenience of parents and students to travel on the
weekend; further, dormitories must be open before Orientation and Registration
can be held. That schedule had been condensed by placing Orientation on
Sunday, Monday and Tuesday, and Registration Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday,
with classes starting Thursday and Friday.

Senator Hetrick said he saw some real reasons for concern about a five-day
exam schedule, and he had an unpopular suggestion: starting exams on a
Saturday. Senator Butler said other institutions do this, including our sister
institution to the north, and they use Saturdays, while others use the free
day, to give corrmon exams. Senator Fernandez said he wanted to point out that,
although there is a loss of one day with respect to exams, students are gaining

a second "dead" day. Senator McBryde said that although it would appear that
way, normally there are some students who have no exam on the first Friday of
exams, thus realizing four "dead" days. She said student concerns she had
heard expressed centered on those individuals who carry 18 or 21 units, with
all finals condensed into five days. Senator J. O'Brien said he would like to
speak to the disadvantaged faculty: as the University has changed to a maximum
of three finals per day, rather than four, conflicts have emerged with two
finals being scheduled at the same time. He believed the five-day schedule
would aggravate this condition. Senator Butler said that could be a
possibility; they currently have thirty examination periods over a six-day time
frame, five per day. He said if Senators examined the schedule carefully, they
would find some periods reserved for classes which begin at 6:00 on MWF, and
there are only eight classes throughout the University scheduled at that time.
He said that with a good hard look at all aspects, they would be able to
generate as much of a conflict-free schedule as possible.

Senator Ewbank said that one other suggestion which might also be
unpopular, the ridiculousness of celebrating Martin Luther King Day a day after

classes start, is paralleled by celebrating Labor Day within a week after
classes start; he proposed having classes on Labor Day.

Senator Butler said that another consideration in connection with exams on
Saturday would be the Jewish Holy Day, which would preclude Jewish students
from taking exams on that Saturday. And if the exams were scheduled on Sunday,
the same type problem would surface with Christians. Senator Tomizuka said he
appreciated the consideration that had gone into designing the academic
calendars, but "it seems as though we are forgetting the fact that students are
here to learn and we are here to teach." Referring to the national trend which
changed the end of the first semester from January to December, he said such
modern amenities are fine, but teachers are not going to impart any wisdom at
the very end because they know that one cannot turn around at four in the
morning and seventeen hours later take the final exam incorporating the whole
thing. But he wondered what this type of academic calendar is doing to the
academic conrunity other than providing convenience. He saw a problem with
students incorporating what they have learned. "Thinking is lost in all these

rush-rush calendars." He said he wanted to appeal, in the long view, for
restoring what we are here for and what students are here for.

Senator Butler said, in view of the discussion that was occurring, he
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would like to move for acceptance of the 1987-88 and 1988-89 Academic
Calendars. That motion (86-70) was seconded.

Senator J. O'Brien said this might be an opportune time to consider the
Rodeo Day holiday now. Senator Butler said they had heard the Tucson Chamber
of Corrrnerce no longer sponsors the Rodeo Parade; however, they felt there would
be a Rodeo Parade sponsored by someone. He continued that observance of the
Rodeo holiday is the historical stamp of the University in cooperating with the
spirit of the Tucson corrrnunity. Senator O'Brien asked if the results of the
survey conducted last year gave any indication of attendance. Senator Butler
said they had conducted the survey two years in a row, because one of the main
objections to observing this holiday is that it became a two-day holiday, with
many students taking Friday off as well. He said they surveyed a randan sample
of faculty, asking them to take attendance on the Friday before, the Friday
after the holiday, and the following Friday; while he did not have the figures
with him, he recalled a slight decline in attendance on the Friday of the Rodeo
Parade holiday. To determine if attendance on Fridays was not good generally,
they took a selected Friday in April and the attendance was about 73 percent,
with the results of the survey being inconclusive except to indicate there was
a slight drop in attendance on the Friday of Rodeo holiday week.

Senator Peterson said he would like to move President's Day be substituted

for the Rodeo holiday. That motion (86-71) was seconded. Senator Peterson
said he didn't agree with Senator Butler that Rodeo Day was traditional; it was
his opinion that the day was not observed as a holiday as much as it has been
celebrated. He said the more important point is that we have no reason to
believe there will continue to be a Rodeo Parade, since the Chamber of Conmerce
has definitely said they will not sponsor it again because of insurance
difficulties, and it seemed foolish to place in the Academic Calendar a holiday
that may not have any reason for existing. Senator Fahey said she supported
Senator Peterson's motion; she added that she was disappointed to not find any
rationale fran the President as to why Rodeo Day is scheduled for the Academic
Calendar, because he had indicated that the period 1985-86 through 1986-87
would be a time to think this over, but no word has been received fran him
except to see the holiday on the calendar again.

Senator Drake asked for a point of information: "Periodically I ask why
we do things with the Senate, for example when it comes to approving degrees,
you tell me this is the fundamental responsibility of the faculty, and
presumably this house is the body that awards the degrees. In the example of
setting the academic calendar, does the Faculty Senate set the academic
calendar, or does it simply advise the President on the subject?" Dr. Rehin

said he thought the wording is "suggest" rather than "approve."

Senator Heires called for a point of information: "I know you have heard
that the Rodeo Day Parade has been canceled; has the Rodeo itself been
canceled?" Senator Peterson responded that it had not. Senator Heires said
that as a student who has attended the Tucson Rodeo, one of the things he found
to be culturally enriching about the University of Arizona was the fact that it
recognized a holiday such as this. He said that many students come fran across

the country and would never have an opportunity to experience this unique
American culture unless specifically given a holiday by the University in
recognition of this fact. Senator Peterson said his response would be that the
Rodeo runs through Saturday and Sunday, as well.

Senator McBryde called for a point of information: "when is President's
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Day?" Senator Peterson responded that it is the third Monday of February.

Senator Butler said there was one other item he would like to bring up:
if the University does ever observe Martin Luther King Day as a holiday, that
would represent a change to two Monday holidays in one semester, which would
have an impact on the teaching situation.

Dr. Rebm called for a vote on motion 86-71, changing the observed holiday
frcm Rodeo Day to President's Day. The motion was approved on a voice vote.

Senator Peterson said he would like to take the liberty of surrrnarizing
because he has been involved with the calendar for the past ten years and has
developed a fatherly interest in it. "When all is said and done, the advantage
of the proposal being made here is that start a week later in August. That

is the only advantage. It comes down to the question of how you evaluate
advantages against disadvantages. One disadvantage, of course, is this year at

least there would be less days for final exams. Now, it wouldn't always
happen, and the reason for that is because of the variable place in Christmas.
This causes all the variations of the fall calendar come about due to the fact
that Christmas is on a specific day of the month rather than a day of the week.
That's why there are never any variations in the spring calendar because there
are no moveable holidays. So you have to balance that; there is a disadvantage
this year with less days for finals, but that wouldn't happen every year.
There is the possible disadvantage which Senator Goetinck mentioned, why start
on the Thursday when no one will show up until Monday anyway, and people feel
that way about the spring semester; we start on Thursday but nobody gets there
until Monday anyway. Many of our students with the present calendar don't even
show up on campus for the first day of classes, and then you have to get
everybody registered late."

Senator McBryde asked, with respect to what Senator Peterson had said
about Christmas and how it varies during the week, if this 5-day exam schedule
for next fall would be a one-time exception to the 6-day exam schedule.
Senator Butler said that it did appear to be a one-time exception. Dr. Rehm
asked if this wouldn't occur about once every seven years? Senator Butler
responded that it could occur once every six or seven years, but once again, if
the goal of having touch-tone telephone registration was reached, flexibility
with registration days could occur.

Senator Hetrick asked if the action taken with respect to replacing Rodeo
Day with Presidents' Day takes a Monday teaching day away and inserts a
Thursday teaching day instead? And if so, would there need to be further
revisions to the Spring 1988 calendar? Senator Butler responded that the
Faculty Senate guidelines concerning teaching days are: not less than 44 nor
more than 46 MWF teaching days, and not less than 29 nor more than 31 teaching

days. While he couldn't remember the exact count, he was under the impression
that we are a day over in the Spring semester for MWF teaching days. Senator

Peterson said that, with the present calendar including Rodeo Day, there are 45

MWF and 29 Tm teaching days. He added that the change just made, there will
be 44 MWF and 30 TTh. Senator Butler noted that this is within the guidelines.
Dr. Rehm called for a vote on the amended 1987-88, 1988-89 Academic Calendars.
A voice vote indicated approval.

HONORARY DEGREE PROPOSAL: Dr. Rehm reported that Secretary of the Faculty
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Ridge and he had discussed the changes they felt necessary on the revised
Honorary Degree proposal, which had been tabled at the November Senate meeting.
The major change, he said, provides time in January for colleges to obtain
approval of their faculty as well as time for notice to be provided to the
Senate. The vote in the Senate would occur in the March meeting. The
"Schedule" at the end of the revised Honorary Degree policy reflects that
change, he said. He called for discussion; hearing none, he called for a vote
on motion 86-59. The revised Honorary Degree Policy was unanimously approved
on a voice vote.

TECHNOLOGY TRPNSFER GUIDELINES: Senator Garcia said that the Research Policy
Conmittee had been considering the Technology Transfer document, prepared by
the Vice President for Research's office and distributed to the Senate last
spring. He said that the document does not at present spell out many of the
policies which will be required to implement this on our campus, and that the
coimlittee believed this was a sufficiently important matter that the University
community should be made aware of the issues which are involved; for that
reason, they proposed that the Senate, as the body representing the General
Faculty, discuss each of the policies, guidelines, and procedures as they are
developed. Senator Garcia said the Research Policy Corimittee urges adoption of

the resolution sulxnitted. He moved that the resolution be approved, and the
motion (86-72) was seconded. Senator Wilkening said she was generally in favor
of the spirit of the motion, but she wanted to raise an objection to the
wording. She said she agreed it is an important faculty matter which should be
brought before the Faculty Senate for discussion. She added that if she had
written the motion, it would have said that faculty should participate at all
phases of development. What concerned her, she said, is that it says "review
and approve the guidelines." She thought there would te saie areas that would
be beyond the purview of the Senate, such as implementation through the
University of Arizona Foundation, so she wondered about the appropriateness of
such a broad and sweeping injunction. Senator Witte said she believed the
concern would be sanething that might not appear to have impact might well have
impact, and something that was thought to be in the purview of the Foundation
may, indeed, change the mission, direction, or the emphasis of the award
system; consequently, she felt that a broad charge would be preferable.
Senator Garcia said that neither the Senate nor the administration has direct
control over the actions of the Foundation, but it does over the actions of the
University, and that was all that was being spoken to in this charge.

Senator Fahey asked what "approve the guidelines" meant: that the Senate might

be able to make recorrniendations? She wondered if "approve" was the correct
word. Senator Garcia said the Regents, in their wisdom, give all authority and
power concerning the affairs of the University to the President of the institu-

tion; Senate approval of the calendar is one such item, with the understanding
that the President has the ultimate authority concerning all matters. Senator

Wilkening said, in response to Senator Fahey's comment, that this represented
her concern: some of the policies will emanate fran the Regents, and some from
the Foundation. She said she felt it would be appropriate for everything to be
reviewed, either by the Senate or the Research Policy Committee, but approval
did not necessarily have that much meaning. Senator Witte said she felt the
administration would be unwise to implement a policy on Technology Transfer,
involving faculty, which did not carry faculty approval. Senator Mautner said
that it would be his understanding that the word "approve" in this context also
means the withholding of approval, so he did not believe an amendment would be

necessary. Senator Drake said he worries about language which seems to imply
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greater power than actually exists, and it seemed silly to have "approve" in
the resolution when it is recognized in practice as "recommend." He said that
if the word "approve" remains, it should be changed to "review and recommend
approval/disapproval of." He said he would like to make a motion to that
effect to amend motion 86-72. The amending motion (86-73) was seconded.
Senator Ewbank said that he would vote against this amendment because the
intent of the resolution, on behalf of the Senate, was to set up an approval
procedure. Senator Fahey asked if the word "support" would be an improvement.
Senator Fleming suggested the word "evaluate." Senator Drake said, as the
mover of that amendment, he would accept that substitution to read "review and
evaluate." Senator Witte said that her concern is that at the end of an
evaluation, something might result like IRAD, with no final statement like yes
or no. She said she believed some final statement should result from a review,
and evaluation does not necessarily imply such a final statement. Senator

Garcia said it seemed to him that those who are constructing the policy would
want widespread faculty support, because it is the faculty of the institution
which will do the technology transfer, if anyone is going to do it: the
broadest grass roots support for the policy would be the best possible. He

felt the Senate should be asked to say, one way or another, and not simply
argue both sides of an issue.

Senator Drake asked if the seconder to his amendment would accept the new
wording of "review and evaluate." The vote on motion 86-73 was taken, and it
was defeated. Dr. Rehm then returned to the main resolution as distributed,
and the original motion for approval (86-72) was then approved on a voice vote.

UNDEI3RADUATE STUDENT RESEARCH REPORT: Dr. Rehm called attention to the report
of the Research Policy Committee's Subcommittee on Undergraduate Student
Research, distributed with today's meeting call. He said that if there were
questions, they could be directed to Senator Garcia.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL OF CHAPTER 3, UHAP: Senator Jones, referring
to the APPC recorrinendations for changes to Chapter 3 which were distributed in
October, turned to the last three items on that list.

Section 3.22.02 (p. 3-29, line 6). Add "Additionally," before "the University
shall devote its best efforts to ensure that such faculty members are made
aware of openings at other universities..."

There being no objections or comments, he proceeded to the next item.

Section 3.22.02 (p. 3-29, line 15). Add "with tenure" to the end of the
sentence, so that reappointments to a position, in the case of a previous
release, would be with tenure if they had been previously tenured.

There being no objections or comments, Senator Jones turned to the final
section, dealing with general organizational changes, in order to bring
together the sections dealing with tenured or tenure-eligible faculty, and to
place those dealing with nontenure-eligible faculty at the end of the chapter.
Professor Henderson said he thought there had been a mis-reading of sections;
for example, he said, sections 3.13 through 3.16, does not deal exclusively
with non-tenure eligible faculty. He pointed out instances where tenure-
eligible faculty are referred to in those sections. The placement intent, he
said, was to keep all sections together in one place that deal with a common

subject matter. He agreed that these sections could be reviewed again for the
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purpose of trying to improve upon the organization. Dr. Rehm suggested that
Senator Jones and Professor Henderson could get together to find a mutually
agreeable solution. Senator Jones agreed.

Senator Jones referred to a recormiendation before the Senate prepared by the
College of Engineering and Mines Advisory Committee (CEMAC). He asked Senator
Hetrick if he wished to address that document. Senator Hetrick said that
Senators would recall that, at the October Senate meeting, some changes were
approved to Section 3.10.02 on page 3-10. CEMAC had distributed to Senators'
desks today a proposed revision, but now wished to endorse the APPC rewording
dated December 1, 1986.

Senator Jones now turned to the APPC's composite list of December 1, 1986.

After some discussion, Senator Ewbank said that they did act within the
committee to move, and he was now presenting that motion (86-74) to strike the
action approved by the straw vote, presented here in item 4, and to return to
the language initially presented by the APPC which would make the last sentence
of 3.10.02 read "The evaluation of teaching effectiveness shall include both
systematic assessment of student opinion and peer evaluation." He said this
comes to the Senate as a seconded motion fruit the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee. Senator Hetrick said that, having spoken once in favor of the
change, he hoped the motion would be defeated. Senator Drake asked if he could
speak just to the teaching part of the document. He said he was concerned that
we are creating a long paper trail on this University. He said he personally
felt that peer evaluations are useful, but was reluctant to see it codified as
a management tool in a document like this. When an untenured Assistant
Professor comes up for promotion and tenure, and is denied promotion and
tenure, and points out that an incompetent department head forgot to have peer
evaluation of teaching Senator Drake said he would like to see the language
softened so that peer assessment may constitute another, rather than shall,
so that we don't lock ourselves into a dangerous situation. Senator Jones said
he wanted to point out that there is a recent article in the Chronicle of
Higher Education, reviewing a report done by the American Council of Learned
Societies, which indicates that the refereed journal has a complete or end-all
source of information and evaluation as criteria. Particularly, he said, there
was concern about the "old boy" network that frequently pevails on some
editorial boards in some fields: new ideas and new concepts or studies are not
as readily accepted by some of the refereed journals, and that in many fields,
arts in particular, the use of refereed journals is not appropriate. Senator
Hetrick said he would certainly endorse that idea, but e do have problems in
the promotion and tenure process, but he didn't feel that was the point of this
debate. He said he rather thought that the important point is that the year-
by-year performance evaluations should be as consistent as possible with the
guidelines for tenure and promotion; otherwise, you are opening up a great deal
of possible difficulty when a person is rejected, for instance, for promotion
or for tenure; he can go back and say 'Look at my performance evaluations.' If
they're not consistent, you are asking for trouble.

Senator Drake said he thought at issue is the definition of peer, which he was
not sure there was anywhere a definition of peer. He felt that one problem
that could be encountered is that one might define for annual performance
review purposes a peer as the immediate group of faculty where one works,
whereas for promotion and tenure purposes, we would find it is the
international corrrnunity. He said he felt this was a key in this issue, and
that perhaps it should be tabled now to allow time for a wording revision.
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Senator Ewbank: "I suhnit that I have been a part of corrmittee deliberations
over a period of two years which constitute reasonably careful thinking
through, and it was the considered judgment of the committee to offer the
wording which I have proposed for adoption today which came as a result of that
two-year consideration and it was the perhaps hasty judgment of the Senate at
its previous meeting that inserted the additional considerations which I am
seeking now to remove in favor of the longer and better considered wording
proposed by the conmittee."

Professor Henderson said he thought we were looking at the wrong issue on this
point: he thought Senator Ewbank's wording is the preferred wording,
remembering that this section deals with performance evaluation and pay raises.
He asked if the Senate wanted a document on pay raises that said faculty have
to be judged by harsher criteria than anybody else in the University. He
believed this was not what the Senate wanted to say. He said the wording
proposed today would allow each department to develop their own criteria for
performance evaluation. If the problem is, as indicated by Senator Hetrick,
that there is concern departments will be locked in on performance evaluations
and then they can't justify denying someone tenure, then that should be
addressed either in the Promotion/Tenure section or by beefing up the wording
at the bottom of the paragraph under discussion that already says "Annual
performance evaluations shall be taken into account as part of the promotion
and tenure process, but such evaluations are not determinative on promotion and
tenure issues." He said that what they tried to do was to set up a system, and
have faculty input on performance evaluations; he said he believed more
flexibility is needed with the pay matter than with promotion and tenure,
because over a six year period of performance a decision will bê made on
promotion and tenure which a department is not called upon to make on a year-
to-year basis, which may take into account that for new people you don't want
them to concentrate on public service--you want them to concentrate on teaching
and research programs. He believed decisions on promotion/tenure and pay
increases were two separate decisions.

Senator Witte: "Therein lies the rub, and I think the reason the coimiittee has
put this down is they basically disagree, in that they do feel that merit
should be judged on the same types of criteria as promotion and tenure, and
that annually pay should indeed be recording the sane scholarly activities,
perhaps in different proportions, perhaps changing from year to year, but
always those same types of activities. So I think there is a genuine disagree-
ment here about whether merit pay is to be judged by the same kinds of things
as promotion and tenure. I certainly agree that it should."

Senator Peterson said he would like to support Senator Ewbank on this matter.
He said he found the attempt from his colleagues in the College of Engineering
and Mines appears to be just to put more and more constraints and rules in the
book which causes problems. He said he didn't really see disagreement between
what Professor Henderson and Senator Witte said. He said he believed Professor
Henderson was saying that on a year-to-year basis there has to be a little more
flexibility, and he found Professor Henderson's conments refreshing: a lawyer

arguing for simpler language. And Senator Peterson said he believed the
language should be kept clear, clean and simple.

Senator Garcia coninented that this subject had been discussed for two months,
and the Senate had thought about it as thoroughly as they were going to think
about it, and he moved the question on the amendment. Dr. Rehm said the
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wording of the amendment is to return to the essentially original wording as
prepared by the Academic Personnel Policy Committee, and replace that which is
item 4 on the December 1 list. Senator Hetrick asked if further debate could
now take pla, arx Dr. Rehm responded that it could not. Senator Garcia, on a
point of information, asked if the words "and peer evaluation" were inserted,
arx5 Dr. Rehm responded affirmatively. A voi vote on motion 86-74 indicated
approval.

Senator Jones indicated that item 7 on the December 1 APPC list was a matter
that had been referred back to committee: Section 3.11.02 (p. 3-13, line 23),
insertion of a sentence after "department." He said this had been discussed
with Provost Hasselmo and others, and the following wording was recommended:
"Members of Standing Committees on Faculty Status at the departmental, college
and university levels are expected to familiarize themselves with all promotion
and tenure criteria applicable to the individual(s) being considered by the
committee on which they serve."

There being no comment, he proceeded to Item 10 on the December 1 APPC list,
which had also been referred back to the committee: Section 3.11.07 (p. 3-15,

line 16): insert two new sentences before the sentence beginning "Appoint-
ments": "When a tenure-eligible candidate receives an administrative appoint-
ment, there shall be a clear understanding in writing concerning the
candidate's faculty status, including when the appointment is to be reviewed or

terminated. Any proposed changes from the pre-administrative appointment
status (e.g., non-tenured to tenured or promotion in rank) are subject to the
usual review procedures outlined elsewhere."

There being no comment, he proceeded to Items 14 and 15 on the December 1 APPC
list, which had been referred back to the committee: Section 3.19 (p. 3-27,

lines 1-2): delete the final sentence, "The faculty member is not entitled to
a statement of the reasons for the recommendation." and Section 3.20 (p. 3-27,
lines 5-6): delete the phrase "is not entitled to a statement of the reasons
for that action." and replace with: "may request that the Provost provide an
oral summary of the reasons for that action, followed by the summary in writing
if the faculty member requests it."

There being no further comment or discussion, Senator Jones concluded the
APPC's presentation to the Senate. Dr. Rehm asked Senator Jones if he would be
able to have final copy of Chapter 3 for the Senate for the next meeting, and
Senator Jones said he would. As Dr. Rehm was calling for old or new business,
a member asked if there would not be a vote called on Chapter 3 as amended.
Dr. Rehm asked for the Senate's wishes regarding a vote right now, and there
appeared to be consensus for immediate action.

Dr. Rehm then called for approval of Chapter 3 as modified through the
discussions at the Faculty Senate meetings. Voice vote indicated approval,
with one dissenting vote heard (motion 86-75). Dr. Rehm then called for a vote
of thanks for Senator Jones and the Academic Personnel Policy Coniiìittee for
their work on Chapter 3.

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

George W. Ridge, Jr., Secretary
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MOTIONS PASSED AT THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 1, 1986:

86-63 Approval of Minutes of Novather 3, 1986.
86-64 Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 11, No. 17, Section I.

86-65 Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 11, No. 17, Section III.

86-66 Approval of candidates for degrees to be canpieted December 20, 1986.
86-67 Approval to suspend rules and insert an item into the agenda.

86-68 Approval of motion re Coninittee of Eleven resolution to recognize Martin

Luther King Day on campus, as amended.

86-69 Approval to amend motion 86-68.
86-70 Approval of 1987-88/1988-89 Academic Calendars, as amended.

86-71 Approval of amend motion 86-70.
86-72 Approval of motion re ColLatlittee of Eleven recormiendations on Technology

Transfer.

86-73 Defeat of motion to amend motion 86-72.
86-74 Approval of motion to amend Section 3.10.02 of Chapter 3, tJHAP.

86-75 Approval of Chapter 3, UHAP, as amended.

MATTERS PENDING:

Discussion on Chapter 4, UHAP.
Policy regarding use of a textbook in a class directed by the author.




