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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA®
April 27, 1998

These minutes may be accessed electronically at:
http://w3. arizona.edu/senate/minutes.htm

CALL TO ORDER

The special meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Jeffrey L. Warburton at 3:00 p.m. in Room 146 of the College of Law.

Present: Senators Aleamoni, Atwater, Chen, Clarke, D. Davis, T. Davis, Emrick, Erlings, Feltham, Garcia, Gerber,
Glittenberg, Gruener, Heckler, Hogle, Hurt, Larson, Levy, Love, Maré, McCaslin, Miller, Mitchell, O'Brien, Pitt,
Poss, Romer, Schiffer, Silverman, Troy, and Warburton. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Caldwell, Canson, Casper, Coons, Dahlgran, Davidson, Dvorak, Dy!, Emrich, Erickson, Ervin, Fernicola,
Gore, Howell, Joens, Likins, Medine, Mishra, Montanaro, Myers, Pepper, Reeves, Schooley, Spece, Sypherd,
Szilagyi, Weinanrd, Witte, and Zwolinski.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Presiding Officer Warburton announced that this special meeting was convened in order to complete the agenda for the April 6
meeting, beginning with agenda item t/7. He asked Senators to refer to the packets distributed prior to the April 6 meeting.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING PROPOSAL FOR EXTENDING SHARED GOVERNANCE
(Attachment)

Senator Atwater, Co-Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee (APPC), provided the background for this document. Section
G of the original shared governance agreement adopted last fall mandated the formation of a task force to develop a plan for
extending shared governance to UA students, appointed personnel, and classified staff. The Task Force on Extending Shared
Governancecomposed of members of the above-named groups, as well as the Chair of the Faculty and one representative each
from the Faculty Senate and the Provost's Officemet throughout the fall to draft a proposal for extending shared governance. The
approval of that document, which has been reviewed by the APPC, the Shared Governance Review Committee, and the
administration, and then revised accordingly by the task force, comes to the Faculty Senate now as a seconded motion [Motion
1997/98-35] from the APPC. Before opening the floor for discussion, Senator Atwater made the following points: (1) The
overarching principle of the document is the inclusion of affected constituencies on all relevant committees; (2) the proposal makes
four recommendations regarding extending shared governance to the aforementioned groups, expanding the membership of the
Shared Governance Review Committee, and providing for accountability in the success of shared governance activities; and (3) the
task force made two additional recommendations, one regarding campus communication and another concerning consideration of the
status and future of appointed personnel. Although these last recommendations are not directly related to the task force's initial
charge, the group felt that the two issues have enough of an impact on University governance that they should be considered, Dr.
Atwater explained. In response to a question, Senator Atwater clarified that the motion under consideration is to approve the entire
Proposal for Extending Shared Governance, including the two additional recommendations.

Dr. A. J. Timothy Juli, a representative to the Faculty Senate from the Appointed Personnel Organization Council (APOC), inquired
about the intent of the sixth recommendation concerning the status and future of appointed personnel. He noted that, although it
could be a positive statement, the current wording seems to suggest that the UA has too many appointed personnel. Both Senator
Atwater and Chair Hogle confirmed that the recommendation was intended to be a positive statement to focus more attention on
appointed personnel and to encourage an organized, thorough examination of the status of support for them. In response to Senator
Garcia's question regarding who should perform this examination, Chair Hogle noted that he had already discussed with President
Likins the possibility of forming a task force for this purpose. Senator Heckler asked if such a group could consider reconstituting
the Faculty Senate to more adequately represent appointed personnel. Chair Hogle responded in the affirmative; he added that the
Committee on UT-TAP, Constitution, and Bylaws Changes, which is currently meeting, can also consider the issue.

Senator Schiffer agreed that the current wording of the sixth recommendation is not very positive. After some discussion, Senator
Schiffer moved {Motion 1997/98-36] that Recommendation 6 in the Proposal for Extending Shared Governance be changed to read:
"We recommend that a Task Force undertake a comprehensive examination of the status of appointed personnel at the University
and their role in shared governance." Motion was seconded and passed after additional discussion, including Presiding Officer
Warburton's clarification that the Task Force referred to in the motion would be a new group yet to be formed, not the Task Force
on Extending Shared Governance.

Senator Hurt, a member of the Task Force on Extending Shared Governance, reported that the group considered Recommendations 5
and 6 outside its charge and made them merely to bring them to the attention of the Senate. Senator Poss suggested that "so that the
University can be more responsive to their interests" could be added onto the end of Recommendation 6 (as amended in Motion



1997/98-36) in order to clarify its intent. Senator Levy commented that this issue seems to be outside the purview of the Task Force
on Extending Shared Governance. Senator Garcia noted that one concern that has triggered this discussion is whether the
University is replacing tenured faculty by hiring more appointed personnel. Senator Silverman agreed with Senator Levy that the
last two recommendations in the document may not be directly related to extending shared governance, but he concurred with
Senator Garcia that the unclear status of appointed personnel is an important issue that needs to be addressed, and he said the
Senate should be the catalyst to initiate that discussion.

Senator Hurt suggested that, since the Task Force's objective of bringing to the Senate the issues addressed in Recommendations 5
and 6 had been accomplished, those recommendations could now be deleted from the document. He moved [Motion 1997198-37] to
delete the section entitled "Additional Recommendations" from the Proposal for Extending Shared Governance (i.e.,
Recommendations 5 and 6), and to delete the first three sentences under the heading "Recommendations" (last section on page 1),
so the paragraph would now begin, "In implementation of any recommendations, the minimal mandate..." Motion was seconded.
Senator Hogle said he would oppose this motion, because it was the intent of the Task Force on Extending Shared Governance to
bring these issues to the Senate for recommendation for further action. Parliamentarian Sankey asked the reason for changing the
recommendations, noting that this would not be necessary unless the document itself would be going beyond the Senate. Chair
Hogle responded that he would like an endorsement from the Senate so that the proposal, including Reconunendations 5 and 6,
could be forwarded to the Shared Governance Review Committee and the President. Senator Love said she advocated retaining
Recommendations 5 and 6 in the document, since she as a student had struggled with the communication structure at the University.
APOC Observer Juli agreed that the last two recommendations should remain in the document, because they refer to issues that
need to be addressed; he added that he liked the wording of Recommendation 6 as amended. Motion 1997/98-37 was defeated.

Senator Gruener moved [Motion 1997/98-38] that "clean" be changed to "clear" in the second sentence of Recommendation 5 in the
Proposal for Extending Shared Governance, and that "or at all" be deleted from the third sentence in the same recommendation.
Thus, Recommendation 5 would read: "The communication structure throughout the University is fragmented and, in too many
places, nonexistent. The University needs a clear and dependable communication mechanism if shared governance is to operate in
an efficient manner. A task force should be formed to address the ways in which the University can communicate better among all
its members." Motion was seconded and passed, with one abstention.

Senator Schiffer pointed out what he called a potential problem with the last bulleted point in Recommendation 1, since someone
could infer that students and classified staff should serve on academic and curriculum policy committees. Senator Atwater noted
that the document indicates that various constituencies should be included on conunittees "where and when appropriate;" she added
that this judgment should be made at the unit level. Senator Silverman conunented that students should have input into curricular
matters, and he noted that the College of Law includes students on curriculum committees. Senator Feltharn stated that the
Department of Chemistry routinely includes students, appointed personnel, and classified staff on committees where appropriate,
and he added that this decision should be left up to individual units, since they are all different. Senator T. Davis concurred.

Motion 1997/98-35, to approve the Proposal for Extending Shared Governance as amended, was carried unanimously.

INFORMATIONAL ITEM REGARDING SHARED GOVERNANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE'S MISSION STATEMENT
(Attachments)

Chair Hogle called attention to the mission statement and roster for the Shared Governance Review Committee (SGRC), which were
included in Senators' packets. He noted that, since the Proposal for Extending Shared Governance has now been adopted, the
SGRC will immediately proceed to expand its membership as outlined in the document, to include one representative each from
APOC, the Staff Advisory Council (SAC), the Graduate and Professional Student Council (GPSC), and the Associated Students of
The University of Arizona (ASUA). He then read the mission statement and invited comment. Senator Feltham asked why the first
sentence of the statement refers to "academic units;" he suggested deleting "academic," so that the sentence would read, "The
SGRC's function is to oversee the process by which Shared Governance is incorporated in all units at every level of the University."
Chair Hogle responded that this was a good suggestion that he would take back to the SGRC.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING EMERITUS LANGUAGE (Attachments)

Referring Senators to the written infonnation in their packets, Senator Atwater summarized the evolution of the language regarding
emeritus status contained in the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel (UHAP). She noted that the first paragraph of the
current UHAP emeritus language (a three-paragraph passage approved by the Faculty Senate in October 1996) poses a problem,
because it omits any reference to the UA President and is therefore in conflict with Arizona Board of Regents (ABOR) policy. Thus,
the matter was referred back to the APPC for resolution. The committee reviewed the situation and consulted with the President,
who expressed some hesitation about committing future resources to guarantee emeritus privileges. The APPC subsequently
developed recommended substitutions for the first two paragraphs of the UHAP passage: The first paragraph re-includes the
President in the process of granting emeritus status, and the second paragraph adds some qualifying language regarding certain
emeritus benefits. The approval of these substitute paragraphs is now presented as a seconded motion [Motion 1997/98-39] from
the APPC. The revised paragraphs read:
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The President may, with the approval of the Board of Regents, confer upon retired faculty members who have
served the institution for a substantial length of time (usually 15 years or more) the title of "Emeritus" and
may list their titles in this way in the rosters of the institution.

Within limits governed by the availability of resources, the university shall provide emeritus faculty with
access to library and information systems, and to parking privileges, in addition to those benefits provided to
other retirees.

Senator Garcia asked if the APPC had considered tiying to regularize the emeritus process to ensure that it is not personality driven
(i.e., that a retired faculty member could not be denied emeritus status because his department head has some personal animosity
toward him). Senator Atwater noted that a retiree can be nominated for emeritus status in a variety of ways, including self-
nomination, so personality conflicts should not be a problem. That being the case, Senator Silverman said, no new rules should be
needed to regularize the process. Secretaty Gerber noted that occasional problems in the past seem to have been more of omission
than retaliation against someone; because procedures were not well known, a few qualifying faculty may not have been
recommended for emeritus status.

Regarding the second paragraph of the proposed revision to the emeritus passage, Senator Mitchell asked who will decide what the
limits of the University's resources are. He said he was concerned that emeritus faculty might be denied relatively inexpensive
benefits in the future, such as e-mail accounts. Senator Feltham said he did not understand the purpose of including the second
paragraph, since it describes emeritus privileges, not guarantees or rights. Chair Hogle clarified that the President had interpreted
the second paragraph as guaranteeing the benefits described therein to all emeritus faculty. While the President agreed in principle
with the passage, he could foresee a time when University resources might be limited enough that emeritus faculty could not be
given the fullest access to information systems; thus he hesitated to commit the institution to the passage as originally worded.
Senator Levy noted that the College of Science has a policy that no benefits can be guaranteed to emeritus faculty that are not
guaranteed to active faculty. Senator Clarke suggested that "library and" be deleted from the second paragraph of the passage, so
that library privileges would be exempt from the restriction regarding availability of resources.

Senator Levy offered a friendly amendment [Motion 1997/98-40] to the previous motion: To change the second paragraph of the
emeritus language to read, "Within limits governed by the availability of resources, the university shall provide emeritus faculty
with access to university resources and privileges, in addition to those benefits provided to other retirees." Motion seconded.

Senator Maré commented that, when the Senate adopted the emeritus language in October 1996, the wording of the first paragraph
suggested that the granting of emeritus status was virtually automatic ("faculty who retire from the University of Arizona after
serving fifteen years or more are given the title of Emeritus"). The proposed revisions re-introduce the word "may" in the first
paragraph, thus making it less certain, he said. Senator Atwater responded that "may" was used in order to conform to language in
the ABOR policy.

Senator Levy's amendment [Motion 1997/98-401 was passed. Motion 1997/98-39, to approve the revised emeritus passage as
amended, was also passed.

6. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND COMMITMENT POLICY (CICP)
(Attachments)

Senator Gruener, Chair of the Research Policy Committee (RPC), began by thanking the members of his committee for their work
on this document and their committee service this year. He noted that the issue of conflict of interest and commitment is a sensitive
one that is constrained by federal and state regulations, as well as by ABOR and UHAP policies. Other remarks: (1) The RPC
undertook this current revision of the CICP (last revised in March 1996) with the objective of making the policy less ambiguous and
more friendly to all UA employees. In reworking the policy, the RPC focused on the issues of the full disclosure principle, the
tenets of shared governance, and the presumption of good intentions and innocence. (3) Major changes from the previous version of
the CICP to the current draft include acceptance of responsibility by UA employees to be familiar with the policy, removal of
language suggesting a priori guilt of conflict, encouragement of employees to engage in outside interactions consistent with the
policy, clarification of remote versus substantial interests consistent with all levels of regulation, a bolstering of the appeals process
with multiple venues, and consistency with the shared governance agreement. (4) Because of timing problems, sorne additional
changes had to be made to the draft after it was distributed on Senators' desks at the April 6 meeting. These changes, mainly
cosmetic, have been reviewed and approved by the offices of the Vice President for Research and the University attorneys. (5) The
approval of the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy, including those changes made since April 3, comes as a seconded
motion [Motion 1997/98-41] from the RPC.

Using overhead transparencies, Senator Gruener spent time individually reviewing the changes that have occurred in the draft since
April 3. He explained that the most recent changes are indicated by double strikeouts for deletions and by shadowing and boldface
for new or reworded text.

Senator T. Davis made several comments regarding the role of the University Committee on Ethics and Commitment (UCEC),
which he currently chairs. He noted that, according to UHAP guidelines, if UCEC receives a complaint regarding conflict of
commitment and finds evidence to support that allegation, it must forward the case to the Committee on Academic Freedom and
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Tenure (CAFT). He added that UCEC had not received such a complaint in the past four years, but he wanted to clarify the process
in case such a situation arises. Senator Gruener responded that conflict of interest situations do not necessarily involve ethical
questions.

Senator T. Davis also asked about the regulation that if any University employee earns over $10,000 from an outside source, he
she must report it. Senator Gruener noted that this regulation is already in force; according to current policies, the faculty membx
must complete a form declaring that fact without indicating the actual amount earned.

Senator Gruener also reviewed the revised conflict of interest disclosure forni, the proposal routing sheet, and the flow chart
summarizing the process for appeals.

Senator Feltham commented that he wished the same statutes and regulations applied to administrators and ABOR members.

Senator Garcia asked if Senators would have an opportunity to review a printed copy of the most current draft of the CICP
(including the multiple revisions made since April 3) before having to vote on its approval. Presiding Officer Warburton agreed,
saying that today's discussion could be considered a first reading of the CICP. Senators will receive a copy of the most current
version of the CICP on their desks at the May 4 Senate meeting, so that they will have all summer to review the document before
additional discussion and the vote take place in Fall 1998.

OLD BUSINESS

Presiding Officer Warburton reported that he and Chair Hogle would like to recognize outgoing Senators for their service to the
Faculty Senate. As Senator Warbuj-ton read the names of those SenatorsChen, Coons, Emrick, Feltham, Garcia, Glittenberg,
Gore, McCaslin, Myers, Poss, Reeves, Romer, Schiffer, as well as Secretary GerberChair Hogle distributed certificates of
appreciation. Dr. Hogle especially recognized the dedicated service of Dr. J. D. Garcia, former Chair of the Faculty and long-time
Faculty Senator.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m.

Rose M. Gerber, Secretary

Appen di

Message to Professor Hogle and Faculty Senate from Jan Lo Vecchio (regarding retirement for disabled state employees -
Senate Bill 1168) - placed on Faculty Senators' desks April 27, 1998.
Proposal for Extending Shared Governance, dated March 4, 1998.
Shared Governance Review Committee's mission statement, dated March 4, 1998.
Shared Governance Review Committee roster, dated November 13, 1997.
"Emeritus" Language Revisited by APPC, dated March 1998.
Emeritus passage as adopted by the Faculty Senate on April 27, 1998.
Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy, dated March 25, 1998, along with cover memo dated April 3, 1998.
Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy, dated March 25, 1998, with additional grammatical/format revisions dated
April 27, 1998.

*Copies of material listed in the Appendix are attached to the original minutes and are on file in the Faculty Center.

Motions of the Meeting of April 27, 1998

1997/98-35 Seconded motion from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee to adopt the Proposal for Extending Shared
Governance, dated March 4, 1998; motion carried as amended (see below).

1997/98-36 Motion to change Recommendation 6 in the Proposal for Extending Shared Governance to read: "We
recommend that a Task Force undertake a comprehensive examination of the status of appointed personnel at the
University and their role in shared governance." Motion seconded and carried.

1997/98-37 Motion to delete the section entitled "Additional Recommendations" from the Proposal for Extending Shared
Governance (i.e., Recommendations 5 and 6), and to delete the first three sentences under the heading
"Recommendations" (last section on page 1), so that paragraph would begin, "In implementation of ar
recommendations, the minimal mandate..." Motion seconded and defeated.
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1997/98-38 Motion to change "clean" to "clear" in the second sentence of Recommendation 5 in the Proposal for Extending
Shared Governance, and to delete "or at all" from the third sentence in the same recommendation. Thus,
Recommendation 5 would read: "The conmlunication structure throughout the University is fragmented and, in
too many places, nonexistent. The University needs a clear and dependable communication mechanism if shared
governance is to operate in an efficient manner. A task force should be formed to address the ways in which the
University can communicate better among all its members." Motion seconded and passed.

1997/98-39 Seconded motion from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee to approve changes to the Emeritus language
contained in the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel, as described in these minutes. Motion carried
as amended (see below).

1997/98-40 Motion to amend the second paragraph of the suggested Emeritus language, so that it reads, "Within limits
governed by the availability of resources, 111e university shall provide emeritus faculty with access to university
resources and privileges, in addition to those benefits provided to other retirees." Motion seconded and carried.

1997/98-41 Seconded motion from the Research Policy Committee to approve the revised Conflict of Interest and
Commitment Policy dated March 25, 1998. Further discussion and vote postponed until Fall 1998.
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