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MINUTES OF THE NEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Monday, February 6, 1984 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on Monday,
February 6, 1984, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Sixty-two members were

present. Chairperson Kellogg presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Antinoro, Antley, Atwater, Battan, Beigel, Berliner,
Butler, Chen, Chiasson, Cole, Cosart, Demorest,
Dickinson, Dickstein, Dinham, Duff icy, Duncan, Eisner,
Epstein, Fahey, Farr, Fleming, Flemming, Foster, Fox,
Garcia, Goetinck, Hasselmo, Hegland, Irving, Jones,
Kellogg, Koffler, Laird, Longman, Maher, Marcus,
Mautner, Mayersohn, McCullough, Myers, Nevins,
J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Paplanus, Parmenter, Pellman,
G. Peterson, Proctor, Prosser, Reeves, Rehm, Roby,
Roemer, Rollins, Scott, Shanfield, Steelink, Stevenson,
Witte, Woodard, and Zukoski. Dr. Robert Sankey served
as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Altman, Anthony, Brand, Bried, Cardon, Gallagher,
Gimello, Gourley, Heigi, Hetrick, Jensen, Kettel,
Kinkade, Lamb, Levitt, McLeod, Maddock, Munsinger,
R. Peterson, Schneider, Smith, Sorensen, Spece, and
Thompson.

ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES: Chairperson Kellogg pointed out that the colliluittee listings
for the Ad Hoc Committee on Salary Determination Implementation Procedures attached
to the minutes for the January Senate meeting contained an error. The address
listing for Esther Sherberg should be University Instrument Shop.

Senator Dickstein said that on page 175, paragraph 3, the word "quorum"
should be "forum".

Senator Myers stated that there was no report of the discussion which
took place during the Executive session and the facts that came out at that time.
Senator Kellogg said that the discussion appropriately should not be included in
the minutes since the Senate was in Executive session. Senator Myers said that he
believed that it was very important for the faculty of the University t be aware
of the fact that there was no meeting of the College of Arts and Sciences faculty
to consider honorary degrees.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT: President Koffler made the following remarks:

"I would like to comment on two very dissimilar topics this
afternoon.

"The first involves the Intercollegiate Athletics Committee.
In December, when I discussed several questions raised by
Professor Myers, I left unsettled the question of the coiiniiittee's
contacts with the Faculty Senate. I had asked for the committee's
own advice on its contacts with various groups. Since that time
the committee has recommended that its chairperson should normally
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act as its official spokesperson, except that the member

nominated by the Faculty Senate should serve as spokesperson
to the Senate unless it is requested that the chairperson be

available. I have accepted this advice and senators will note
that the Senate nominee, Professor Stevenson, will present a
report this afternoon.

"My second topic concerns the University budget for 1984-85.
We now have the recommendations of both the Executive Budget Office

and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and can compare them
with the requests made by the Board of Regents. The statistical

sheet which you will find at your desk summarizes the situation.
I should note that none of these figures address the matter of

salary increases, which the Legislature will consider separately.
The Executive Recommendation included 9.6 per cent in salary
adjustments, as it did for all state employees. This total

included 5.7 per cent for General Adjustments, 2.4 per cent for
merit, 0.8 per cent for reclassifications, and 0.7 per cent for
insurance adjustments." (A copy of the statistical sheet is

attached to these minutes.)

"You will see that the table does not include the University
Hospital. This is because the Regents will submit a revised
request for the Hospital during February, in accordance with
annual practice, and the JLBC expects to make a revised recom-
mendation based on that more recent information.

"For the Main Campus the Regents had requested an increase of
6.5 per cent. The Executive Recommendation provides for an increase
of 3.96 per cent and the JLBC recommendation provides for an increase
of 1.83 per cent. The Executive Recommendation would provide for
nine new projects including such items as four interactive computer
laboratories; funding for advanced astronomical research; the
development of irrigation technology; projects in Biotechnology,
Materials Research and Electrical Engineering; a Social and
Behavioral Science Research Institute, and archaeological work at
Homolovi Ruins. The JLBC recommendation would fund only the package

dealing with the interactive computing laboratories.

"Neither the Executive nor the JLBC recommendations would fund
any decision packages for the College of Medicine.

"The Executive and Legislative budget recommendations differ in
large part because they are based on different assumptions about
state revenues. However, they represent the same general theme:
if the eventual budget for 1984-85 is in line with these recom-
mendations, the University would be unable to progress as far or

as fast as the needs of the state require. Ultimately, the
quality of life in Arizona will rest on new technology, on the
careful use of resources, and on the exercise of wise leadership
at all levels. All this, in turn, must rest on a highly educated
population and strong universities. In recent years the Arizona
universities have received a steadily diminishing share of the

state's General Fund. That trend must be reversed if the universities

are to maintain and expand the quality programs which the future

of the state requires."
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Senator Myers asked if Dr. Kof fier would comment on what is being done
regarding the reduction in the state's contribution rate to the retirement system.

Dr. Koffler replied that the University has opposed this vigorously and
the change in contribution rate may be altered at this legislative session. He
said that this change places those University employees who are under an alternate
retirement system at a disadvantage.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Senator Proctor announced
that Senator Michelle Moffatt was unable to serve in the Senate this semester due
to a work conflict, and she had been replaced by Senator David Duncan.

Senator Proctor commented on Senate Bill 1061. He said that this was the
bill that took away the Regents' authority to establish tuition and the Associated
Students were opposed to this bill. He further stated that he had hoped that the
faculty would get involved because it ultimately affects the faculty, since the bill
has a provision raising the student-faculty ratio. Thus, the number of faculty
positions may be reduced.

Senator Proctor further commented on House Bill 2053 regarding a Student
Regent. He reported that the bill had passed the Arizona House with a sunset clause
and "no vote" for the Student Regent. However, the Associated Students were attempting
to get this bill amended in the Senate to remove the sunset clause.

Senator Proctor stated that petitions for ASUA offices were now available
and we were entering the annual spring rite of campaigning.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE SENATE: Senator Kellogg stated that the
petitions for those wishing to run for a Faculty Senate seat are not being picked up
at a very rapid rate. She reminded the senators that the deadline for obtaining
petitions is February 15. Senator Fleming asked if the petitions were available in
the college offices. Senator Antinoro replied that petitions were available at about
six places on campus.

REPORT ON INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS: Senator Kellogg introduced Dr.
Director of Athletics. Dr. Dempsey stated that it was a pleasure to
the Faculty Senate. Before moving into the Financial Report he said
share some information with the Senate. He said he wished to review
that had occurred since he had reported to the Senate last spring.

Cedric Dempsey,
be back with
he wished to
some major events

Dr. Dempsey said that the NCAA football investigation had been completed and
the Senate was aware of the results and of the sanctions received by the Athletic
Department He was pleased to have that behind and nowlooked forward to the future.
A second event which he wanted to discuss concerned our abrupt change in the basketball
coaching staff. He believed that there was no foundation laid for the development of
the kind of program he felt the University should have. He stated that we could be
assured that the decision to change coaches was not made on the number of victories.

Director Dempsey said that a third item on which he wished to report, which
was a spin-off of the basketball coaching change and which is still in process, related
to allegations made by former head coach Ben Lindsey. An investigation was made by
Mr. James Richmond and the University was able to substantiate one of the allegations.
One of the coaching staff members admitted his involvement, and his salary was cut by
50 per cent and he was placed on probation for the remainder of the year. Dr. Dempsey
said that he hoped this was an indication to all concerned of his department's
commitment to a program of integrity.
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A further item which Dr. Dempsey wanted to discuss was the Fund
Development program. He stated that they were pleased with the outcome in terms
of dollars but were not pleased with the attitude that came out of that program.
He said that he hoped this year was more positive. The Fund Development program
is necessary for the University to develop and maintain a high-level athletic
program.

Finally, he said he wished to discuss some program changes that have been
embarked upon this past year. "We take pride in our student athletic services," he
said. For student academic services the department spent the following as relates
to academic counseling: in 1980-81, $64,498; in 1981-82, $65,946; in 1982-83,
$104,114; and in 1983-84 it is estimated that we will expend $187,900. This

represents a sizeable commitment to academics. Dr. Dempsey stated further that the
department has moved from one academic coordinator to five full-time professionals,
a secretary, four graduate assistants and numerous student assistants. Facilities
have been changed to improve the operation of the academic counseling office.
Director Dempsey said that our coaches have a strong concern and interest in academics
and for this past year all major improvements, budget-wise, were in the student-
academic services area.

Further, we have increased medical services. We have relocated the team
physician next to the medical service area. We are improving our facilities to
handle the rehabilitation of student athletes in a more effective manner. We have
developed a strength-training facility that is comparable to any in the country.
We have assisted in the development of a recreational facility in Bear Down Gymnasium
and tried to improve those facilities that would affect the entire campus. With the

help of the Student Union we have developed a meal-service plan once again that is
comparable to any in the country. These things alone represent a sizeable commitment.
All of this adds up to well over $400,000 last year.

Dr. Dempsey stated that in terms of development they have continued some
reorganization within the staff. He said they have tried to eliminate all sex-linked
job descriptions within the staff. Dr. Dempsey then introduced several members of
his staff who were present.

Director Dempsey then said he would like to indicate that he believed the
reorganization of the Intercollegiate Athletics Committee had made it more functional.
The committee formerly, in his opinion, had been too large to be functional. Now it

seems to be more functional and totally involved in the intercollegiate athletics
program.

Looking ahead, Dr. Dempsey stated that we continually strive for improvement
of athletics and the academic performance of our student athletes. He said one of
his goals was to keep improving the credibility of the program. This is difficult
since it is a long-term effort which does not come overnight. Further, he stated
that financial stability is critical and he is pleased with the progress up to this
point.

Dr. Dempsey said he would like to speak for a moment about facilities
improvements. He said not only do we want to imprcve the intercollegiate athletics
facilities but also intramural recreational club sport facilities are in great need
on this campus. We are sadly lacking in our facilities as related to those areas.
Dr. Dempsey stated he had had excellent discussions with Dr. Woodard and is in
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total agreement with him as relates to the total University environment. He said

that if we don't address this issue we will rapidly become a commuter campus. He

is looking forward to working with Student Services in trying to improve those areas,

and he feels that that department can be an asset in the development as it relates

to intercollegiate athletics. As it relates to that financially, he knows that we
cannot anticipate too much support from the state for some of these projects and he

is looking for some creative fund development to handle this.

Dr. Dempsey then referred to a handout regarding academic counseling, a

copy of which is attached to these minutes. He stated that the flow chart was trying

to depict how athletes were counseled from the time of recruitment throughout their

university careers. The chart indicated, he said, some basic things that the depart-

ment dealt with as they brought the student athlete on campus. He stated that many

of the Faculty Senate members and their colleagues are called in to assist in the

recruitment process to explain to student athletes about our academic programs. He

said it was important for the student athlete to know we have expectations for them

academically. He explained that there is an orientation period for all incoming

student athletes and he believed that progress had been made in counseling and

retaining our student athletes. For example, student athletes were involved in an

English study skills class. From that class only four out of forty athletes did not

get a grade of "C" or better in freshman English.

Dr. Dempsey then moved to the financial report, a copy of which is attached

to these minutes. He stated he had tried to simplify the report and pointed out that

one-third of the income comes from gate receipts (basically football and basketball),

one-third comes from state support and one-third from other types of income. As far

as expenditures are concerned, about one-third goes to payroll, one-third to operations

and the remainder for grants-in-aid, travel, stadium indebtedness, and miscellaneous.

Senator Fox asked how the 1983 fall football program fared financially.

Dr. Dempsey stated that we were down in terms of projected gate receipts about

$260,000 but were up in terms of TV revenue about $650,000. The change in times

to accommodate television results in a decreased headcount. However, he stated,

we should be in a positive position this year. He further pointed out that there

was a $417,000 deficit beginning July 1, 1982, and this year they were able to

erase this deficit. He was pleased with the fund development operation and cooperation

of the staff in accomplishing this task.

Senator Zukoski stated that we have been hearing a great deal about intra-

mural sports and the need for improvement of facilities over several years since he

has been in the Faculty Senate and nothing very substantial appears to have taken

place. He asked when something was going to happen to improve the facilities for

intramural sports. Dr. Dempsey replied that he had heard the same comments when

he was here in 1963. He said that he is most encouraged by the administrative position

as it relates to that issue. As he sees it, our major problem in that issue is
field space for outdoor activities and indoor space for indoor activities.

Dr. Zukoski asked how many more years we had to pay on the stadium debt.

Dr. Dempsey replied that the debt would not be paid until past the year 2000 and

the payments would continue at the same rate until that time.

Senator Zukoski asked if money was actually passed for the scholarship

item or is it simply a waiver of fees. In other words, did the Athletic Department
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actually pay the University $715,000? Director Dempsey replied yes because that

was money for room and board expenses that were paid out of Athletic Department

income.

Senator Zukoski then asked about the figures given on the last page of

the report related to tuition waivers. He asked what that meant. Dr. Dempsey

stated that that is not included as income or expenditures because the Board of

Regents does not include it as a budget item. It is included here as an information

item only. In other words, the Athletic Department does not pay for tuition waivers.

Senator Steelink said that about three years ago this Faculty Senate passed

a resolution supporting a recreational center. He asked what Dr. Dempsey was doing

to push this. Dr. Dempsey stated that he was not aware of this earlier action.

Senator Proctor stated that several reports relating to that issue are sitting in

ASUA files. ASUA is working on putting all of these together and will give copies

to Dr. Woodard and Dr. Dempsey.

Senator Battan stated that a few weeks ago he read about heated NCAA

discussions regarding Propositions 35 and 36. The University's delegates voted

negatively on 35 and positively on 36. He asked if Dr. Dempsey could please elaborate

on the propositions and explain the ratíonale for our position. Dr. Dempsey stated

that he would like for Parliamentarian Sankey to speak to this issue because Dr.

Sankey was the faculty athletic representative.

Dr. Sankey then stated that he did carry the vote to the NCAA convention.

There were a number of important issues raised. The two that Dr. Battan mentioned

were related to increasing the authority of university presidents within the NCAA.

Dr. Sankey said that the basic concept of the NCAA is that the chief executive

officer of each institution is responsible ultimately for the entire operation of

intercollegiate athletics. Obviously that authority must be delegated and is done

in a variety of ways. At most institutions one person is designated as the faculty

athletic representative to interpret the rules of the NCAA at the institutional level

and to certify in terms of the rules the eligibility of student athletes.

Dr. Sankey explained that the two propositions had to do with options for

increasing the involvement of university presidents in the National Collegiate

Athletic Association administration. Proposition 35 provided for a council of 44

chief executive officers distributed between the three NCAA divisions. The reason

that the University of Arizona voted against this proposition was that it would have

allowed a majority (12) of the quorum of the council of 44 to override, at least for

one year, a vote of the convention of some 700 plus delegates. Over 50% of the

convention also took the same position.

Dr. Sankey stated that the second proposition related to an advisory board

of presidents. The number also was 44 and the proposition authorized the advisory

board to call special conventions and to put any issue before the convention at any

time, to order the agenda, etc. It seemed to Dr. Sankey that this proposal allowed

sufficient input and at the same time avoided the taking away of institutional control.

Therefore the University was in favor of this. Dr. Sankey stated that he would like

to reiterate that the faculty athletic representative's role is that of a rule

interpreter and a rule applier.

Senator Epstein asked if in future reports the Senate could be given the

percentage of student athletes who graduate. Dr. Dempsey stated that this informatior
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came from the Office of the Registrar and he would be happy to provide it.

Senator Chiasson asked a question about concession revenue. The report
indicates that only $879 was generated. He stated that surely there was more
revenue generated than that.

Dr. Dempsey stated there were two answers to explain the situation.
First, what we show as revenue would only be our net which is 55% of the net
revenue generated. The second answer, and more importantly, is that the concession
item was not "booked" in time to be reflected in this report; so the next report
will have a double entry concerning concessions.

Senator Myers asked how many of the 280.5 tuition waivers went to out-of-
state students. Dr. Dempsey said that 84% of our women athletes are out-of-state
students and 65% of the men are out-of-state students.

Dr. Myers asked what the difference was between "general administration"
and "state appropriations". Dr. Dempsey replied that state appropriations are the
funds appropriated by the state primarily for salaries and the general administration
revenues are basically student fee allocations.

Dr. Battan said that the annual visit of the Director of Athletics to the
Faculty Senate seems to take on the tone of a grilling exercise. He stated that he
had taught a large introductory course and has for quite a number of years. He

believed that he could say that over the last several years he has detected quite
an encouraging increase in attention given to academics of athletes. His impression
was that something good has happened in the Athletic Department. Senator Battan
stated that further, in general, athletes seem to be more conscious of their academic
responsibilities. Therefore, this was an encouraging sign and he wished for Dr.
Dempsey and his associates to be commended for that effort.

Dr. Dempsey stated that he appreciated the words of commendation. He said

that we are all trying to improve, but it starts with the coaches who are making a
concerted effort to recruit good student athletes.

Senator Peterson stated that the figures on out-of-state students are
disturbing. He asked if Dr. Dempsey would try to change that balance in the future.
Dr. Dempsey stated that we always try to recruit the very best athletes in the state.
The problem is that our population base in the state is still small. He said that
we are having the most successful year in history in getting in-state athletes, but
only 14 to 15 student athletes in the state can play at our level. He further said
that all of our coaches would prefer to recruit in-state. If we are going to compete
at our existing level, obviously we must pursue the best possible talent wherever it
may be found.

REPORT FROM THE GENERAL FACULTY REPRESENTATIVE TO THE INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS
CONNITTEE: Dr. Frederick Stevenson described the nature of several recent Inter-
collegiate Athletics Committee meétings. He stated that they had dealt with budgets,
with the 162 proposals which had been sent to the National Collegiate Athletic
Association convention, with working papers, and with planning for the future. He

said that 22 capital items were discussed and seven dealt directly with student
intramural recreational activities. He further stated that the committee had had
an eight-hour orientation session in McKale Center where they had met the administrators



-191-

of the Athletic Department.

Dr. Stevenson stated that his impressions about the Athletic Department
are quite positive. He has visited with student athletes and administrators and
is encouraged by the atmosphere and enthusiasm of the Athletic Department. He

said he had seen no secrecy or defensiveness. His questions are answered in an

open and honest manner.

Professor Stevenson said he started service on the committee with two

major personal concerns. The first was as a teacher. He is concerned that the

student athlete get a degree. And secondly,, he is concerned that the students who
pay over $1,000,000 in fees to the athletic program get something more than just an

athletic team to support. His service on the Intercollegiate Athletics Committee ha
encouraged him in these two matters.

He stated that he would like to get a sense of the Senate as to what type
of information is desired. He is available for questions at any time.

Senator Garcia asked if there were any items related to the issues raised
by Professor Steelink contained in the three-to-five-year projections studies by
the Intercollegiate Athletics Committee. Dr. Stevenson said there were.

INTERIM REPORT FROM AD HOC CONMITTEE ON SALARY DETERNINATION IMPLEMENTATION
PROCEDURES: Senator Peterson stated that the committee has met twice to try to get

oriented and get started. They still have not elected a chairman. He said that we

are in a situation of hurry because the Regents want these new rules right away.

Senator Peterson said that everybody is going to be evaluated this year. Since

this must occur by about April 1, that, does not leave much time for taking the rather
generalguidelines the Regents have set for us to translate them into specifics.
He pointed out that the procedure recommended by Dr. Hasselmo's office is that
first of all, a memo has been distributed asking that each unit forthwith and
immediately set up a series of written criteria against which the members of their
unit will be evaluated; and, further, to institute some procedures for peer review.
Senator Peterson said that some departments already have some existing procedures,
while other departments have none. He stated that all of these guidelines and
peer review proposals must be submitted to the Provost's Office in a short time for

review by the Provost and his committee.

Senator Peterson further stated that in addition Provost Hasselmo's
office is sending some suggested procedures for the process of reporting results of
evaluations back to the administration. The Regents' guidelines simply say that,
each department is going to do some evaluating of their people every year against
written criteria and that there will be some peer review. But, Senator Peterson

continued, it is left open as to what happens after that. The Provost's Office
is generating general procedures whereby the results of all this may be reported

back to the administration. They are also providing some guidance in the area of

review. One of the important provisions of the Regents' guidelines is that if a
faculty or staff member is not satisfied with the evaluation, the individual may
request a review.

Senator Peterson said that this will be in the form of a trial run. One

part of the procedure is an objective-based evaluation. The individual says what
he or she will accomplish during the year, and at the end of the year the supervisor
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will decide whether or not the stated tasks have been accomplished. Out of this
exercise the committee hopes to distill some wisdom which will reflect the wishes
of the faculty as recorded in the various surveys made last semester and then some
time in the fall bring forth some general recommendations to the Senate.

Senator Peterson said that there are a lot of problems here. He urged
the faculty to take this process seriously in their individual units. Senator
Peterson further explained that this whole procedure is an outgrowth of the
University's request for the ability to award merit pay. The Legislature had
said last year that we must demonstrate that merit is what is being rewarded.

Senator Reeves stated that we had been asked to take this all seriously
and he thought we should. However, it seemed to him that the Legislature started
working on this one year ago--then the Regents had spent a great deal of time at
this, and he assumed it had been in the hands of the administration and the
committee for one or two months. And now the departments were asked within a
period of eight to ten days to come with a good recommendation. Senator Reeves
said it sounded to him like there is a scheduling problem, whereas most of the
work was to be done at the lower end, and yet we are asked to do this immediately.
Senator Peterson stated that he could only respond that, first of all, there has
not been all that much time. He said these guidelines were not in their final
form until the December meeting of the Board of Regents. He said he did not know
when the Regents decided that this was to be done this year.

Senator Hasselmo replied that the original intention on the part of the
Board was that it was going to be done this year. He said the Legislature has
indicated that the allocation of merit funds will depend on the credibility of the
University's efforts to put in place procedures for giving merit increases. He

further said that we did move as quickly as we could, because when we received the
guidelines at the December meeting, that was the first time we had had them in
final form. He further said that we then made a timetable and met with Senator
Peterson's committee as early as we could in January. The letter from his office

went out very soon after that meeting.

Senator Hasselmo continued that he then developed the procedures which
have been mailed and last Thursday afternoon he met with Senator Peterson's
committee to review those procedural guidelines from his office. He stated that
we really have tried to move expeditiously. He said he agreed the timing is very,
very awkward, and he is prepared to try to stretch those deadlines if necessary.
But, we have to try to comply with the basic requirements of the guidelines without
getting into a bureaucratic morass, and, to him, the basic requirements have to do
with giving each faculty member an opportunity to report his or her accomplishments,
some form of peer review where coLleagues review accomplishments of a faculty member,

a written statement by the head, reviewed with the faculty member, and the
opportunity for review of the evaluation if the faculty member so desires. He said

that within that basic framework we are allowing considerable leeway.

Senator Flemming stated that from what she had heard in departmental
meetings, at least in the College of Arts and Sciences, although the criteria
for evaluation are being developed by the departments, it seems as if the procedures
are being imposed on us from a higher level, either from the dean, or higher.
She is particularly referring to the composition of the peer review committees and
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the procedure that the committee is to follow. She further stated that there

is also a question about whether people should be ranked after the evaluation,
which is something that she did not find in the guidelines. She asked if this

was something that would be taken upby Senator Peterson's committee and did
he foresee the use of fairly informal procedures across the University in terms
of working out these evaluations. Senator Peterson replied that first of all
as to the matter of whether procedures could be enforced from above or not
must be taken up with the individual deans. He said there is nothing which
Dr. Hasselmo's office is sending out which imposes any kind of procedures.
Dr. Hasselmo's guidelines indicate certain things which he earlier referred to
in the Senate meeting which must be provided.

Senator Peterson said that as to the matter of ranking, this was a

very tricky question. In the Regents' guidelines it says that a faculty member
who is unhappy with his or her evaluation may request a review of it. There is

a difference between review and appeal. An individual can't appeal unless there

is an action taken. Dr. Peterson further said that the objective of this exercise
is that these evaluations are supposed to be reflected in deciding who gets merit
pay. Thus we may be forced to make some kind of a ranking or rating. He further

said that the faculty must decide if they wish to be ranked. If they do not,

is there any alternative except to leave it as it is now--the department head
deciding who gets a raise?

Senator Farr asked what will happen to these pieces of paper? Who will

look at them? How will the decision be made? Senator Hasselmo replied that in
the discussion which he has had with deans this question has come up a number of
times. His view is that we must have this written documentation that is required
by the guidelines. Essentially this is a document between the department head
and the individual faculty member. Senator Hasselmo said that documentation
should be the basis for recommendations for salary increases and as appropriate
that documentation should be provided to the dean for review of salary recom-
mendations. The documentation may move up the administrative ladder to the extent
it is necessary to review salary recommendations.

Senator Battan stated that ultimately the decision is how the available
funds will be allocated among the various faculties. He said the last time there

was a merit increase each department was allocated a certain sum of merit funds

which was a percentage of the department's total salary. He asked if it was

visualized that merit funds will be allocated to the departments in that manner
or is it possible that a dean can decide that Department A should get less merit

money than Department B, not because of differences in salary structure but

because one department is better or worse than the other. Senator Peterson stated

that it gets back to the issue of the uniformity in rating systems. The units

are so diverse in character that there is a real question as to how far we can go

in uniformity of procédures. For example, he does not see how the procedures used
by the library could be the same as those used by an academic teaching department.
But within a college, Senator Peterson said, he saw no reason why there shouldn't

be the possibility of setting up some kind of uniformity, but it will not be easy.

Senator Battan said the point he is getting at is if the allocation of
the available total merit funds is not made to the department by some objective
technique such as a percentage of last year's salaries, we are subjected to a
system whereby departmental reports may be "paddedt' to make one department appear
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better than the other in order to receive more merit funds.

Senator Battan stated he had a final question. He asked if peer review
will be used in judging the application of policies on measuring merit or will
peer review be used for allocating dollars to individual faculty members. Senator
Peterson replied that this may well be variable from one department to another.
These guidelines are rather specific in that there shall be a component of peer
review in the evaluation itself.

Senator Hasselmo said that the exact distribution method has not been
determined. He said we do not know the format for the Legislature's allocations.
We do not know whether it will be all merit, all cost-of-living, or whether it will
be adjustment and merit. We do not know what the Board of Regents will do, given
legislative directives, and there are a number of options that we can use. He

said he was interested in two factors being taken into consideration. One is to
try to compare the salary scales for University of Arizona units with those of
comparable institutions. This could be done at the college level in some instances
and the departmental level in other instances. The second component is the
individual merit component; and there recommendations should come forward from the
department head, but we are allowing considerable leeway when it comes to the
internal departmental methods for arriving at the recommendations that go forward.

Senator Myers said that last summer we had a special Senate meeting
because it was discovered that a small number of people had received very large
raises. He said we selected an ad hoc committee that was to look into and develop
policies and procedures relating to allocation of salary increases in all of the
categories. Senator Myers stated that unfortunately that committee did not finish
its job and that charge presumably was passed on to the new committee. The questions
which are being asked are the kinds of questions and problems that that committee is
supposed to be dealing with--namely, general policies and procedures having to do
with salary increases in all of the categories, not just merit pay. Senator Myers

said he wondered when the committee is going to be bringing us some results.
Senator Peterson replied that as he had earlier said the committee is working on it
and will bring something as soon as there is something worthwhile to report. The

committee wants to present a good proposal. Senator Peterson said that Senator
Battan has just stated several reasons which are stated in literature why merit pay
is a poor idea for a university. Senator Peterson said he was not ready to pass
judgment about this idea--it will take tíme to find out.

Senator Eisner said he was from a very large department and they have
been wrestling with the definition of the word peer. Is the peer of an assistant

professor another assistant professor or is it anyone in the field anywhere?
Senator Peterson replied that agaín this is something that individual units will
have to determine. He said it has been pointed out that we have a very serious
problem when we get into the area of academic professionals. In many cases these

people have no peers because they are in such small units.

Dr. Hasselmo said in academe there is a well-established tradition of
peer review which is used not only for salary setting but also, for example,
in awarding of research grants. To him peer review simply means that colleagues
who are knowledgeable in a particular field are the ones who evaluate the performance
of persons in that particular field. Dr. Hasselmo stated that this is a cherished
idea that is at the heart of the academic enterprise and he hoped that we can apply

that partici any well-established notion in this casealso, He further stated that
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we should stay away from too rigid a definition of the term peer because the spirit
of the term is simply that it is somebody who is a colleague in a particular field
and is knowledgeable about the requirements of that field and is in the best
position to evaluate, the performance of a person in that area.

Senator Dinham said that she understood that in some units peer is being
defined as a full professor. This is variously ascribed to the provost, the

president or others. It is apparently not a requirement because it certainly does
not correspond to what the provost has just said. Senator Peterson stated that the

committee has not tried to define peer. He said there is certainly nothing in the
documentation they have that says it has to be a full professor.

At this point Senator Kellogg pointed out the lateness of the hour and
indicated that since the Senate had considerable additional business to transact
she would recess the meeting until February 20.

The Senate recessed at 4:47 p.m.

Dard Butler, Secr74ty pro tem
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Herman Carril o, Assistant Secretary pro tem




