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1993/94-150

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

Monday, March 7, 1994 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:20 p.m. on Monday, March 7,
1994, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Thirty-four members were present.
Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate Malcolm J. Zwolinski presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Atwater, Barrett, Brichler, Buras, Coons, Dickinson,
Ewbank, Garcia, Hammond, Hill, Huete, Impey, Inman,
Joens, Jones, Lewis, Myers, Neuman, J. O'Brien, S.

O'Brien, Pacheco, Parsons, Pitt, Reynolds, Roemer,

Silverman, Songer, Sypherd, Troy, Warburton, E.

Williams, Witte, Zukoski and Zwolinski. Dr. Robert
Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Aleamoni, Anderson, Badger, Bertram, DaDeppo, Dahigran,
Desai, Dvorak, Enos, Fernandez, Gruener, Hildebrand,
Larson, Lei, Manke, McElroy, Ruiz, Shoemaker, Sjong,
Sullivan, J. Williams, W. Williams, and Wright.

OPEN SESSION: Senator S. O'Brien announced that the Commission on the Status
of Women and the Diversity Action Council requested support for the second annual
Take Our Daughters to Work Day, to be held on April 28. Last year, there was
a lot of national media attention for this event. She said University employees
could bring to work a daughter, a neighbor's daughter, a goddaughter, or any kind
of young woman, the goal being to show the various kinds of work disciplines
that occur on this University campus, to encourage young women to understand that
there should be no limits on their horizons--they can be involved in anything
that they choose to be involved in, particularly in the academic community. She

stated that at the April 4 Senate meeting, she would provide brochures with
information on a luncheon, perhaps pizza or a cookout, at noon on the mall.
Wilma and Wilbur will probably be there, and there will be speakers from a
variety of organizations. "Young women of all ages will gather with grounds-
keepers, faculty, and administrators, to celebrate daughters on campus."

Senator Witte announced the second annual Frederica and John Hearst Prizes for
Undergraduate Poetry in 1994. In honor of her parents, she initiated the com-
petition by donating $1,000 for prizes in two different categories. Last year,
more than 50 undergraduates made submissions and recited their poems. She said
she hoped this event will be repeated indefinitely. The deadline for submissions
is March 31, the competition is being handled by the Honors Center, and a public
reception will be held on April 25.

Senator Brichier said some students had come to her at the end of last semester
and the beginning of this semester with two concerns, and she requested that
Faculty Senators take a message back to their colleagues. (1) Some faculty
members are still not distributing, at the beginning of the semester, the
mandatory course information sheets, a policy enacted by the Senate. (2) As
published in the Schedule of Classes, the Senate did confirm that all forms of
examinations are prohibited on any class day during the week in which regularly
scheduled final exams begin.

Senator J. O'Brien made what he said was his annual complaint about parking.
He noted that every year there are fewer spaces and the costs are higher. "I'm
tired of it, and I don't like to have to pay to come to work anyway."
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Dr. Zwolinski introduced Ms. Liz Walter, newly appointed official observer for

the Staff Advisory Council.

3. REPORTS:

3A. REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: President Pacheco: "We are hoping

that by the end of this week we will know more about the status of the budgets.
A couple of issues have arisen in the last two weeks, one of which we may have
some control over. The other, concerning planning funds for the new university
in Pima County, has become an issue amongst some of the Legislators. It has

more to do with other political agendas than with higher education and will,

inevitably in my opinion, be resolved favorably. We have tried to stay out of

the discussion as much as possible, having been blamed for starting the
discussion. I believe that the Speaker is now in the process of talking to other
representatives about funding the three requests from the three institutions in
preparation for the enrollment growth that is going to occur. In that process,

as you may know, the Speaker did ask one of the members of the Appropriations
Committee to relinquish his seat on that committee, and this has caused a bit
of a turmoil in Phoenix. The process now appears to be back on track.

"I want to acknowledge and thank those of you who have corresponded with your
Representatives and Senators. They have told us that they are receiving the
messages from you, and it does make a difference. Although the reaction is
sometimes mixed, I would say overall it has very positive effects.

"As you are no doubt aware, there were a limited number of objectives for this

year's budget. One was to protect the funding base. The second was to fund the

enrollment growth that has occurred in the institution, along with some mandated
increases primarily in the library and in the utilities. And the most important

objective that we had was to push for salary increases for all University
employees. At the present time, it appears to me that there will be salary
increases. A number of proposals are floating around right now, and we do not
have a good fix on which proposal is ultimately going to be accepted. The

Governor recommended 5 percent plus, at least for the University of Arizona, $1.9
million for something that he called market equity. The JLBC recommended 2.5

percent. The discussions that are taking place right now range all the way from

3 percent to 5 percent, and some of the discussions include the market equity

and some of them don't. Ultimately, whether the increases are based on merit
or performance or equity may be one of the determining factors. At this point,

it is a little early for us to focus much on that situation, because we do not
want to give up, prematurely, funds that might be distributed as either equity,

performance, or merit.

"The other issue that is still in the works, and which I believe is ultimately
going to be approved, is funding for new campuses in order to deal with the
enrollment growth, which we anticipate in the next fifteen years. That appears

to be back on track. I don't know what the ultimate figure on that would be.
But I am cautiously optimistic that we are going to be more successful this year

than in the recent past. That does not mean that we're going to have a windfall
of funds, but I do believe that it's safe to say that we will not have a
continuing deterioration of the economic situation at the University. I don't

believe there will be a large improvement, but at least I don't think we will

have the problems we have had in the past three years.

"There has been much discussion regarding the experiment during the holiday

season, when we closed a number of the campus buildings. We have received some
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very good reactions to that action, and we have determined that we will repeat
the closure in the next year. There will be a University-wide announcement to
that effect sometime in the near future. Hopefully, we will have more savings
than we had this year. With one year's experience, we will probably be able to
determine that some buildings that were open could be closed."

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Sypherd: "I would like to note
that comments come to me and to others in the Provost's Office about CORe and
the CORe processes. A significant concern is that in some of our CORe activities
we seem to be more interested in process than in result. I am happy to tell you
that we have refocussed the way we are doing some of our CORe projects so that
they will be results-oriented, and we hope to move through some of these projects
at greater speed. In the spirit of cooperation, I might suggest the Faculty
Senate also think about results instead of process. I mean that in a good
spirit.

"I would like to say a few words about the strategic planning exercises that are
going on across the campus. As you know, the University started, back in 1991,
the process of a campus-wide look at the budget, and then moved from there into
a phase of associating the process of planning for the future and looking at what
our budget constraints might be in the near term. In 1991, a campus planning
committee offered a series of steps that the University might go through as it
deals with a decreasing budget. A series of tiers was outlined, and I believe
it was tier 5 that suggested that, in order to deal with an enduring lower
budget, the University should consider the reduction, elimination, and consoli-
dation of academic programs to avoid perpetual across-the-board reductions. It
looks as if, based on what the President has said, that we are not going to be
dealing with another round of budget reductions, at least they're not going to
be as pronounced as they have been in the past. What we have, though, is the
legacy of four years of budget reductions, and deferred expenses, deferred costs,
and deferred action. $85 million in deferred maintenance does not mean that the
need for the maintenance has gone away. It simply means we haven't done it.
And so in an effort to address the past, we're continuing with this tier 5
exercise. In every college, probably in every department, and at the University
level, committees are working on strategic plans in an effort to focus our
energies and our human and financial resources on those things that the
University does best.

"I am hoping that over the next two or three months these plans will begin
coalescing at the University level in the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory
Committee, and that a recommendation will come out of that committee to the
Provost. The Provost can then bring those recommendations to the Faculty Senate,
where you have the mechanism for evaluating them. The hope is that by the
beginning of the next fiscal year, perhaps, or maybe even on into the next
academic year, we can initiate a series of recommendations that will lead to
greater economies in the way we do business at the University of Arizona. This
will not be a happy process in most cases, but no one sees an alternative if we
simply look backwards at the incredible situation of deferred opportunity and
delayed action that we find ourselves in today. This is the process that is
occurring. No one here is going to be surprised by this. I just wanted to bring
you up to date."

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Garcia said he, too, wanted
to address the question of strategic planning, strategic directions, and
reorganizations. 'The process is proceeding as the Provost has said. It is
proceeding, however, unevenly in different places within the institution. In
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some places there is thorough participation of the faculty in the units involved.
In other places, the faculty doesn't even know about it. That is a concern,
because it is my firm belief that a University is its faculty. Without the
faculty, there is not a University. For that reason, the faculty needs to be
consulted. I'd like to say that it is the responsibility of the Senators who
are here to look at the process within their colleges to see to it that the
process is healthy and good, and if it isn't, to do something about it at the
college level, and to bring the concern here. This is one of the forums in which
all of these concerns must ultimately be addressed, and I think it is important
for the Senate to be informed as to what process was used to arrive at decisions.
So it is important that each Senator find out about the process if they are not
now involved in it, and monitor it, for the sake of the entire Senate, and bring
us back a report. We may need to set up an opportunity for those reports to come
in. In the coming months, I hope to see a set of forums on the changes and on
reform. We are in the process of reforming our institution by mechanisms
described here, and we need to have an atmosphere in which we respond in the most
informed, most rational and most intelligent way possible. I am going to propose
a series of forums led by people from the national scene who have done this
before us, and who can guide our discussions through this calendar year. If
you have ideas on this, and can help me formulate and properly bring into
fruition this notion, I would be glad to hear from you.

"An academic committee for the new campus in southern Arizona is being formed,
and we have been asked for names of people to serve on this committee. If you
can suggest people who are experts on or who have long thought about the
establishment of a campus which is not a Research I campus, please telephone Dr.
Zwolinski or myself (621-1342)."

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE: Dr. Zwolinski reminded
Senators of the Special Session of the Senate on March 21, at 3:15 p.m., in 146
Law. He reported that the Senate Executive Committee would meet at 1:30 that
day in 128 Law. He also reminded them that at the April 4 meeting, Board of
Regents President Doug Wall and Executive Director Frank Besnette would make
presentations.

During discussion of the Curriculum Bulletin at the February meeting, a motion
to approve raising the G.P.A. for admission to the Media Arts major was tabled.
Dr. Zwolinski reported that that item had been assigned to the Instruction and
Curriculum Policy Committee. He hoped a report could be presented at the April
meeting. A second tabled motion at the same meeting related to Master's and
Doctoral degrees in Environmental Engineering. He reported that that item is
being considered by a subcommittee of the Senate's Select Committee on Reorga-
nization, chaired by Dr. Dipankar Chakravarti. The subcommittee includes
representatives from all the affected and potentially affected departments. As
soon as reports are available, they will be presented to the Senate.

Dr. Zwolinski called for nominations for the Senate representative to the Senate
Executive Committee; the current representative is Senator Silverman. The Senate
Executive Committee establishes Senate agendas; it is chaired by the Senate's
Presiding Officer and consists of the Faculty Chair, the Faculty Secretary, Uni-
versity and ASUA Presidents or their respective designees, and the Parliamentar-
ian. The Chairs of the Senate standing committees and the Chair of the Committee
of Eleven have also been asked to attend Senate Executive Committee meetings.
He also called for nominations for the Presiding Officer of the Senate. He said
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he had not yet decided whether he would run for re-election, but he believed that
considerable progress had been made in working with the Chair of the Faculty and
University administrators on a number of shared governance issues over the past
months. He said the time commitment required was much more than he had antici-
pated. His inclination at this point was to seek re-election, if that was the
wish of the Senate, but nominations from others would be welcome. Nominations
for both positions are due in the Faculty Center by April 15.

Dr. Zwolinski reported he had been appointed to two additional committees: (1)

The Performance Evaluation Process Team, which will examine the process by which
evaluations are conducted on campus for administrators, faculty, academic
professionals and staff. He said this committee is a sub-team of the Human
Resources CORe team; the owner of the sub-team is Dean Carla Stoff le. (2) The

Campus Planning and Development Subcommittee, a subcommittee of the University
Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee, chaired by Vice President for
Business Affairs Joel Valdez, which will review and evaluate campus and capital
development planning priorities. He said he would report to the Senate as issues
emerge from those two committees.

Dr. Zwolinski said that he hoped to arrange for all members of the Senate to have
access to e-mail, so that reports and updates on Senate activities could be dis-
tributed in a timely fashion to everyone. He said he was concerned that Senators
were not receiving timely information. "We send out the meeting call notice,
you receive the packet of material, you come to the Senate meeting, and in many
cases, that's the extent of the involvement. There are a lot of things that are
going on, and there are going to be even more things that need to be at least
distributed to Senators so that they are made aware of them. I am in the process
of trying to see if we can get e-mail for all of the Senators. If not, then
certainly we can provide hard copy or fax, but I think the Senate Executive
Committee needs to provide more information transfer with the Senators."

Dr. Zwolinski asked Senators to urge their colleagues to participate in the
General Faculty Elections, and reminded them that the deadline for return of
ballots was March 23.

3F. REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Lewis reported that ASUA elections
had just been completed, and T. J. Trujillo had been elected student body
President. He said he believed he would be a welcome addition to the Faculty
Senate, along with other new student Senators. In addition, Anndi Kawamura was
elected Vice President for Programs and Services, and Joshua Becker was elected
Vice President for Clubs and Organizations. He said he would introduce Mr.
Trujillo at one of the next Faculty Senate meetings. Senator Lewis said Mr.
Trujillo had worked very hard in the President's Cabinet this year, and was
successful in work at the state level with respect to some bills in the Legisla-
ture. One in particular is a financial aid package called ASPIRE.

In response to a comment from the Chairman of the Faculty concerning his belief
that a University is its faculty, he said he believed the definition should
include other members of the University community, students in particular. He
added that, concerning Senator Garcia's comments related to the unevenness of
the strategic planning process for academic departments, he saw it in a somewhat
different way. He said the process may appear to be uneven because it is priori-
tized. When you look at different departments, it may look a little uneven on
the surface, but he was not convinced that it really was.

4. OUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD: Senator Silverman said he wanted to comment on the
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remarks of Senators Garcia and Lewis: he hoped that the planning committees
within colleges would include representatives of faculty, staff and students.
He said he also hoped that the Provost's Office would be able to do some
monitoring of this, perhaps asking deans to ask department heads to indicate who
actually served on the committees. He said he agreed with Senator Garcia, that
there are some departments and colleges where people are unaware of what has been
going on. Senator Silverman asked Provost Sypherd about the committee he chairs
that has been examining units for reorganization. He said rumors were circulat-
ing, and he wondered when the announcements would be made.

Dr. Sypherd: "It's a back seat issue, actually, at what point do we make public
the process. This is a continuing process; as each college and program finishes
its planning activities, it will come to the Strategic Planning and Budget
Advisory Committee and make its report. The committee will talk to department
heads, faculty, and staff, and it has not yet become clear at what point we will
reveal this to the rest of the world. I don't believe that there will be press
conferences, but there will probably be newsworthy reports in perhaps two or
three weeks, and they will probably go on until the reports or my own suggestions
come forward to the Faculty Senate. Unfortunately, that's going to happen, the
way things are going now, along about summer. Not a good time, but that's just
the way things are happening."

Senator Silverman said he was concerned that some of the recommendations from
that committee would require faculty involvement, pursuant to Board of Regents
policy, and he wondered how that could work if the announcements were to be made
in April or May.

Senator Garcia: "Last year, when we were faced with exactly this kind of situa-
tion, we asked that the President and Provost change the date of their transmis-
sion to the Senate, because the Senate does not operate during the summer and
because there are fixed timelines associated with each of these processes once
they get to the Senate. It is not possible to meet those deadlines if recommen-
dations were to come to us in April or May. We request an August transmission
date, so that we can begin the process when the Senate meets in September.
That's what happened last year."

Dr. Sypherd: "I think we do need some advice on this. It's a simple fact that
we can't have all the material to the Senate by April 1. It's just not coming
along fast enough. Do we want to hold such reports and recommendations over the
summer? Since this information affects people, that seems like not such a good
idea. I was hoping that the Senate would could develop a mechanism for respond-
ing over the summer months. This is perhaps one of the most profound things this
University will have done in the last couple of decades."

Senator Garcia agreed with Dr. Sypherd's latter point, and for that reason, he
hoped the process would be handled well. Many members of the Senate and of the
General Faculty do not have 12-month contracts, and would not be on campus during

the summer.

Senator Lewis said that, in terms of due process to faculty, it would seem to
him that the Senate would want to know about these matters earlier rather than
later. "As far as I am concerned, this is something that could very easily be
tripped up in terms of timing, and I think it's wiser to go earlier."

Senator Silverman said that he understood Dr. Sypherd's concerns, especially as
related to announcements of downsizing or elimination, and the effect on morale
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of delay of public announcement by three or four months, and then the three or
four months in process after it goes to the Senate. Senator Garcia noted that
a potential subversion of the process would occur if open forums on such
important topics were scheduled during the summer.

Senator J. O'Brien urged that the Senate Executive Committee consider schedul-
ing June and/or July meetings. "There's not a person here, whether they are
academic or fiscal, that doesn't care enough about this University to come to
the meeting or to send a representative. This information should first come
through this body--we should not have to read about it in the newspaper."

Senator Hammond asked, if the Senate were to meet during the summer, if it would
be the outgoing Senate, or the incoming Senate? Dr. Zwolinski responded that
it would be the incoming Senate. Senator Hammond said that he thought many work
beyond their ten-month contracts from time to time, but he didn't think it was
a good idea to establish that as an expectation.

Dr. Zwolinski closed discussion, and said that the Senate Executive Committee
would examine this particular issue, and would report back to the Senate.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 7, 1994: The Minutes of February 7, 1994,
were approved as distributed.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL CONCERNING ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEWS: Dr.

Zwolinski, noting that a proposal concerning Academic Program Reviews had been
submitted as a seconded motion from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee,
called upon Senator Atwater Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee.

Senator Atwater reminded Senators that this proposal represented the results of
the Academic Personnel Policy Committee's (APPC) review of the original CORe ad
hoc committee report on Academic Program Review. APPC had made revisions, based
on discussion at the November 1 meeting, when the committee had first reported.
Senator Atwater said that APPC had been asked to review a document prepared by
a CORe ad hoc committee, chaired by Thomas Hixon and composed of eleven members,
more than half of them faculty. "It is APPC's impression that their report is
right on target in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the current
academic program review process. It recommends 15 significant improvements in
the form and the content of the review. We have provided you today with all 15
recommendations, rather than just those for which we recommended changes. APPC
received the full report in November; what you have today is just the recommenda-
tion portion. I will point to those recommendations in which we have made
changes. Additions are underlined."

#1 "The term 'academic program review' should be abandoned and in its place the
term 'program quality evaluation and development' should be adopted." Second
paragraph, no change. New paragraph three: "Likewise, incorporation of the term
'development' is intended to focus attention on the need for follow-up by the
administration to carry out the qoals set forth by the academic review process.

#2 "All units, with full faculty participation, should be required to produce
a detailed, written mission statement to which they should be required to adhere
and to which evaluation objectives should be addressed." Second paragraph, "The
Committee believes that all evaluation of units, not just program quality
evaluations, should be inextricably tied to the unit mission. Therefore, program
quality evaluation should start with an examination of a detailed mission
statement of the unit and all objectives of the evaluation should be directed
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toward that mission or arguments to change it. All faculty within the unit must

be involved in this examination. Thus, the pertinent data for evaluation are
those having to do with the mission the unit has proposed and the dean and
provost have approved. With this in mind, the Committee believes that the campus
manual to guide units undergoing evaluation may warrant expanded attention to
detail in this regard." Senator Atwater said #2 was revised to require full
faculty participation.

#4 "Adequate resources ohould must be made available throuczh the Provost's office
to ensure thc conduct of , high-quality evaluatione process." And, two addi-

tional final sentences: "We suqqest permanent staff under the Office of the Vice
President, experienced in proqram cualitv evaluation, be made available to the
units undercíoinq review. We also recommend that resources be provided for
functions such as secretarial support and travel, per diem, and consultation fees
for external reviewers." Senator Atwater said APPC recommended sharing a high-
quality evaluation process, not the result.

#8 "Procedures for evaluator selection should be standardized and a malority of
the internal and external review teams shall be drawn from a prioritized list,
determined by the faculty within the unit." And addition of a new paragraph:
"To these ends, a malority of the members of the internal and external evaluation
teams shall be drawn from a prioritized list which has been determined by the
faculty within the unit to be evaluated. The prioritized list is intended to
indicate the faculty's relative preference for the listed candidates. The

faculty may wish to partition the list into sub-qroups correspondinci to siani-
f icant and distinct roqrams within the unit to insure proper evaluation of those
procirams. At least one representative of each sub-qroup shall be selected to
the internal and external evaluation teams."

#13 "Following receipt of the external team report, the unit head and dean should
develop a draft five-year rolling plan for preocntation. This draft plan should
be presented to the faculty within the unit for ratification and/or modification.
The resultinci plan should then be presented to the provost at a meeting of the
three includinci the unit administrator and the dean. The Committee advocates
this new step in the process .... It is ecrually important to have faculty
participation in formulatinci this plan prior to its submission to the provost.
Many faculty members have expressed. . . . The Committee believes that the process
suggested in this recommendation would solve many of these past concerns a4
involve the thrcc individuale moot rcoponoible for thc aoadcmio wcll bcing of
the unit. As a final note, it is assumed that the development of the proposed
five-year rolling plan would be based on comprehensive faculty input to the unit
head in response to evaluation outcome." Senator Atwater said APPC believed the
additions provided a more stringent and pointed policy for faculty input than
as originally stated.

Senator Atwater said APPC believed that the report contained many good
recommendations, and APPC had only done some fine-tuning of some of the wording
for greater faculty participation.

Senator Neuman, referring to item #11, which had not been revised, said that he
found the item title to be inconsistent with the item text: "All faculty members

should be interviewed in the unit undergoing program quality evaluation." He

said he believed this represented micromanagement, and he countersuggested that
the title should be more similar to the item test: "All faculty members who wish

to be interviewed at any stage of the evaluation process should be so accommo-
dated." Dr. Zwolinski asked if he was proposing an amendment to the motion on
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the floor. Senator Neuman responded affirmatively. Dr. Zwolinski asked if there
was a second to motion 1993/94-41B, which would read as follows: "All faculty
members who wish to be interviewed at any stage of the evaluation process should
be interviewed in the unit undergoing program quality evaluation." A second was
heard, and a voice vote amending #11 indicated approval.

Senator Myers, referring to item #2, said that APPC's addition of the phrase
"with full faculty participation" required clarification: what does it mean and
who determines that full faculty participation occurred? Senator Atwater re-
sponded that APPC wanted to encourage full faculty participation. Senator Myers
said he believed the addition did not cover implementation.

Dr. Sypherd commented on #4, "not to be argumentative, but to underscore a point
concerning the wording 'resources must be made available.' I don't know about
the separation of powers here, but it would be helpful if the Senate would like
to indicate from whom the Provost should take the resources in making this
allocation. I think the Senate is on shaky ground when it instructs the admin-
istration to make resources available." Senator Atwater wondered whether the
problem was appreciated of the large investment of time and resources by units
undergoing these reviews. Dr. Sypherd: "I think we did fourteen last year.
I think I have a good appreciation." Senator Atwater asked Dr. Sypherd for sug-
gestions on rewording. Dr. Sypherd said he preferred the original, "should."
Senator Garcia said "the real question is, should we hold up a review if the
resources cannot be found to do it right?" In response to a question, Senator
Atwater clarified that the reviews are mandated by the Board of Regents. Senator
Neuman said he did not believe units should undertake a review process unless
and until proper resources can be made available to perform the review.

Senator Parsons, referring to the "continual assessment between major ten-year
evaluations," said she would like to see such reviews coincide with accredita-
tion reviews; it would be more economical, since many items overlap. Dr.
Zwolinski said he believed that idea is in effect now, at least for some units.
Senator Parsons noted that it was not included in the current document. Senator
Atwater said it was hoped that deans would be able to integrate the reviews when
possible, and perhaps this aspect could be included in the scheduling.

Senator Songer asked if there was evidence that any academic program reviews
had been compromised by lack of funding. Senator Atwater said she hoped no other
issues had been compromised due to the funding spent on the reviews.

Dr. Zwolinski asked Dr. Sypherd if his comment on item #4 concerning "should"
versus "must" was intended as an amendment. Dr. Sypherd responded that it
sounded better to him, but he would not press it at this time. Dr. Zwolinski
asked if the Senate wished to act on that section. Senator Ewbank said he f ay-
ored retaining the word "must" and tussling over the words "adequate resources."
Dr. Zwolinski asked if there were further comments. Dr. Sypherd said he would
withdraw his critique.

Senator Myers moved (motion 1993/94-41C) to change item 2: Strike the proposed
insertion "with full faculty participation", insert a period after "statement"
and then strike the remainder of the sentence (beginning with "to which they
should be required...") Following the revised sentence, insert: "The mission
statement should be drafted by a committee elected by the faculty of the unit
and then approved by mail ballot of the faculty in the unit. The unit should
be required to adhere to its mission statement and any evaluation of the unit
should be based on the mission statement." That is, the new item #2 would read:
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"All units should be required to produce a detailed, written mission statement.
The mission statement should be drafted by a committee elected by the faculty
of the unit and then approved by mail ballot of the faculty of the unit. The

unit should be required to adhere to its mission statement and any evaluation
of the unit should be based on the mission statement." That motion was then
seconded.

Senator Jones said he appreciated Senator Myers' efforts to flesh out the mean-
ing of "full faculty participation," but he was concerned by the elections that
would be required, in view of the already immense task of conducting an academic
program review. "Are we trying to manage this at such a micro level that we're
not leaving open enough flexibility for units to do things in some other way
because we're trying to correct for a problem that apparently exists in some
units? I think we may be pushing the pendulum too far on this by requiring an
election. I think this is too restrictive, and I am concerned about that."

Senator E. Williams said he could respond to Senator Jones' comments, but it
seemed to him that the principle was so important and so profound that Senator
Myers' amendment was a point well taken, and he would support it.

Senator Witte said she would also support the amendment because faculty parti-
cipation had been targeted as an important factor, and because of the importance
of making a process democratic.

Senator Neuman wondered whether the issue could be resolved to avoid microman-
agement, and yet to ensure a democratic process by saying "all units, with full
faculty participation and with faculty concurrence. ." He said that usually
faculty concurrence is achieved through votes and consensus, and he did not
believe that it was necessary to detail the exact way in which such concurrence
had to be achieved. He asked whether this suggestion would satisfy Senator
Myers' concerns. Senator Myers responded that it merely opened the question of
what concurrence is.

A voice vote on motion 1993/94-41C indicated approval, with some opposition
heard. A voice vote on motion 1993/94-41A then indicated approval of the
Academic Program Review policy, as revised by APPC and further amended, above.

7. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSED NEW POLICY ON EXTERNALLY-SUPPORTED RESEARCH
ASSIGNMENTS: Senator Atwater said the proposed new policy on Externally-
Supported Research Assignments had been referred for Senate review by Vice
Provost for Academic Affairs Martha Gilliland. The Academic Personnel Policy
Committee (APPC) had been asked to study the matter and report to the Faculty
Senate. "We have drafted our reactions, and we bring them to you for your
response. I assume that this policy would be an addition to the University
Handbook for Appointed Personnel, and that it has also been sent to other groups
for review. The proposed new policy would allow the University to supplement
the salary of faculty who are awarded prestigious fellowships providing certain
specified conditions were met. In general, APPC feels that the policy would
definitely be of benefit to faculty who are awarded prestigious external
fellowships that do not provide full salary."

Part A: APPC suggested that the wording be expanded to include "creative activ-
ity": "An externally-supported research assignment or creative activity may be
granted. .."

Part B: APPC proposed inserting a new section to address the definition of a
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"prestigious award:" "For the purposes of this policy, a 'prestigious external
fellowship or award' is one that is included on a list of such awards to be
developed and maintained by each college. A faculty member who receives a
prestigious award not included on the list may petition a designated college
committee (i.e., Committee on Faculty Status, Promotion and Tenure Committee,
Sabbatical Committee, etc.) to add that award to the list. Strong petitions
would have the support of the individual's department head." She said this would
get away from the problem of trying to give the definition of a prestigious
external fellowship or award, because college faculty would have the knowledge
required to prepare such a list.

Existing Part B, to be re-labeled Part C: She said APPC raised a question re-
garding item (2), which stated originally that for a person to accept a presti-
gious award from an external agency, that it pay at least 50 percent of his/her
normal salary for the period of the leave. She said APPC considered a situation
where a faculty member might earn $70,000, and receive a prestigious award of
$30,000, and be unable to accept the award because it did not provide 50 percent
of his/her salary. So APPC suggested that the policy be revised to state that
the University will match the value of the prestigious award, up to a maximum
of 50 percent of the faculty member's salary, for the period of the award.

And in the same section, under item (4), APPC expressed the hope that there will
not be reason given to deny faculty salary supplements because of lack of funds,
and thus encouraged College Deans to retain a pool of funds that could be used
for this purpose.

Senator Garcia moved (motion 1993/94-42) for approval of the new policy with
revisions recommended by the Academic Personnel Policy Committee. The motion
was seconded.

Senator J. O'Brien asked if the words "prestigious award" could be used in place
of "research assignment or creative activity." "Could one do research and
create, or could one have a creative activity in which there is a research
model?" He said he didn't like to see such a distinct line drawn between them.

Senator Pitt commented that for some time, the Art Department had been trying
to establish the idea of creative activity as its research. "I would strongly
appeal that we retain 'creative activity' in our continuing effort to educate
people." Senator Neuman suggested that 'scholarly or creative activity' encom-
passes virtually everything that most faculty do. "I certainly do research and
I believe it is scholarly and creative." Senator Atwater asked if Senator Neuman
was proposing a change in the wording. Senator Neuman indicated he was proposing
the words "scholarly or creative" rather than "research assignment or creative
activity." Senator Garcia and the seconder of the motion agreed to accept into
the motion this change under Part A, to now read: "An externally-supported
scholarly and/or creative activity may be granted," and a corresponding change
in the title of the policy and wherever else appropriate.

Senator Silverman asked what was meant, in new Part B, by the sentence "Strong
petitions would have the support of the individual's department head." Did it
mean that the department head had to support it, if it was a strong petition?
Senator Atwater said that the opportunity here was for faculty members who
received an award that was not on the list to appeal to the named college
committee; adding other approvals might make the appeal stronger. Senator
Silverman said he remained confused by the wording: Did this dictate department
head support of "strong petitions"? Senator Atwater said it did not. Senator
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Myers said it appeared unclear whether a faculty member could propose adding an
award to the list before they had actually received that award. Senator Atwater
said that faculty would be expected to help in the development and maintenance
of the list.

Senator Neuman said he wanted to bring to the Senate's attention that this policy
appeared to call for the University and departments being placed in the position
of having to support an individual awarded, by external grant, 5 percent of his/
her salary, for example. He wondered why awards should not be simply treated
in the saine way as sabbatical leaves, wherein the grant would supplement possibly
a second semester, for example. He said that details might have to be worked
out. Senator Atwater noted that there is no mandate that departments that don't
have the money have to support the awards.

A voice vote on motion 1993/94-42 indicated approval.

8. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE NUMERICAL REPORT ON ENROLLMENT IN GENERAL EDUCATION:
Senator Inman, Chair of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC),
said that in the Fall of 1992, Senator Kenneth Young, then Chair of ICPC, pre-
sented a lengthy report on General Education, having requested and received
information from the colleges, the Composition Board, and the Math Department.
He had written summaries on various topics integral to General Education and
the various changes that had taken place in General Education on this campus.
Before the end of his term as Chair of the Committee, he appointed a subcommittee
to get additional information on General Education. Because the subcommittee
never fully understood its charge, and did not work through the summer, Senator
Inman, when she became Chair, perceived that something more needed to be done.
She remembered a comment that Senator Keith McElroy had made when Senator Young
had presented his report on General Education: "This is very interesting, but
next time I'd like to see something on performance." So, to the extent that
numbers can show what is actually being done in General Education, ICPC is
presenting a performance report to the Senate.

Senator minan explained how the report was prepared. Associate Dean of Arts and
Sciences Susan Steele provided data on A&S General Education courses and enroll-
ment; she provided most of the list of courses contained in the report and the
Fall 1992 census enrollment (enrollment during the third week of the semester).
Senator Inman said she also asked other colleges if they offered any courses for
General Education credit. Education, Engineering and Mines, Nursing and Pharmacy
said no. Answers from other colleges are listed under Disclaimers. Senator
minan said the report did not cover every course that could be taken for General
Education credit from every college during the Fall of 1992 and the Fall of 1993.
It covered the five study areas offered by the College of Arts and Sciences and
the basic skills and proficiencies courses. Under Disclaimers are listed courses
not included and many details. For example, the College of Agriculture listed
30 courses in various areas in addition to those that were listed as acceptable
offerings in other colleges, which could be taken by its students for General
Education credit, but enrollment data were not available for that entire list.
Senator minan said ICPC member Sue Brichler, the Chair of the ASUA Campus
Policies Review Committee, referenced in a footnote, enlisted the aid of her
staff to help compile a great deal of the columnar statistics. Senator Inman
noted that ICPC used only the Schedule of Classes, and did not perform a follow-
up to determine cancellations or additions. She said the averages tell a very
interesting story because they do get us to the question of what the classroom
is really like.
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Concerning the General Conclusions, she said, all study areas except one in-
creased their enrollments. "When we say we are providing more places for General

Education students, that is true. However, in Traditions and Cultures, in 21
of the 38 courses taught in 1993, the average enrollment per section exceeded
40, and in six courses, the average enrollment per section exceeded 100. This

is, of course, in direct violation of the mandate on delivery that was given out
in 1986: '...Whenever possible, all General Education courses will be taught by
faculty in relatively small classes. In particular it is intended that all
courses in the Western Civilization study area. . .will be taught by faculty in

classès.. .not exceeding 40 students. This restriction on class size will be
implemented as soon as additional required staff become available.' You can see

that already it was recognized that this could not be realized. But there were

promises. In one section of the History of China, enrollment jumped from 79 in

Fall 1992 to 118 in the Fall of 1993. A careful reading of the figures will
indicate some dramatic increases in enrollment, and when new classes are offered,

they tend to be large. In only one area, Biological and Physical Sciences, f ree-
standing lectures, enrollment decreased from 5,724 in 1992 to 5,456 in 1993.
ICPC did some speculating; it is possible that students are anticipating a change

in the science requirement, or simply that there were more openings in other

areas."

Senator Inman said that "the General Conclusions of the report indicate that the
University has not fulfilled the principle adopted by the College of Arts and

Sciences in 1985, when the General Education requirements were revised, that
enrollments in classes that satisfied these requirements would not exceed 40.

The approved revision specified that the courses offered to satisfy General
Education requirements would be small enough to allow interchange of ideas
through discussion and the writing and evaluation of papers." And the second
conclusion, "Overall, opportunities for students to take the courses needed for
completion of General Education requirements have increased; however, the

principal means of meeting the demand for spaces was, in the Fall of 1993, to
create new courses with one or two large sections or to increase the size of

sections in existing courses." "In other words," she said, "we're having quite

a large number of classes with very high enrollment, and it just raises the
question of whether these increases in enrollment defeat the purpose of General

Education."

Dr. Zwolinski thanked Senator Innian and members of the Instruction and Curriculum

Policy Committee for the tremendous amount of data and information that they made
available to the Senate; he commended the committee and the ASUA staff for their

efforts.

Senator Garcia then moved (motion 1993/94-43) for acceptance of the report. The

motion was seconded.

Senator Pitt said that, even though the Faculty of Fine Arts is under Arts and

Sciences, it has a different degree, the B.F.A., and its General Education
requirements differ from those of the B.A. in Arts and Sciences. She commended

the committee for producing an excellent report and making these statistics

available to the Senate. She wondered whether the title of the report could be
clarified to indicate that it was for the B.A. in Arts and Sciences.

Senator Inman responded that such a designation would not be accurate, because
the statistics had been gathered for Agriculture and Engineering, for example,
as well as for Arts and Sciences. She invited Senator Pitt to prepare a similar

report on the B.F.A. degree, and she would attach it as an addendum to
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committee's report. She said she would extend the saine invitation to the other
units whose statistics were included in the report, but who offered degrees other
than the B.A. in Arts and Sciences.

Senator Pitt noted that a true definition of General Education courses does not
really exist. To some people, General Education means any course that is not
in your major. Senator minan agreed, and added that the concept of General
Education is "extremely complex on this campus." Senator Pitt asked if there
could be a disclaimer to the effect that, even though it falls under Arts and
Sciences, the B.F.A. in Fine Arts has a different set of General Education
requirements. Senator Inman agreed.

Senator Zukoski asked Senator minan if ICPC had any recommendations to make
concerning the report's conclusions, particularly in relation to the 1985 General
Education policy.

Senator Inman said ICPC discussed that matter at length, and decided it was not
the committee that should make recommendations because a committee has now been
appointed by the Provost to consider General Education. She said ICPC hoped that
new committee would take the data developed by ICPC and make some good use of
them. Dr. Zukoski asked what the name of the new committee is. Senator Parsons,
a member of the new committee, indicated that it was the Provost's Committee on
General Education. Senator J. O'Brien, also a member of the Provost's committee,
said he appreciated the data, and believed it would be very useful. He said
controversy still exists as to what the number 40 really means: does that number
impact Arts and Sciences only, or does it impact the University? He said he was
not sure we have University-wide General Education. Secondly, he said, concern-
ing the targeted maximum enrollment of 40 for General Education classes, the
maximum is being exceeded in some cases, and while it makes for a different
dynamic, he didn't believe that numbers necessarily indicate quality.

Senator Garcia said that the enrollment problem is actually more complicated than
one might think because, since 1985, many classrooms that would hold 40 or 50
students have been destroyed, and he didn't believe that it was now physically
possible to accommodate that number of classes with enrollments of 40.

A voice vote on the motion to accept the report indicated approval.

9. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON RESPONSE TO POLICY ON EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO INSTITUTIONAL
DATA: Senator Atwater said that the Academic Personnel Policy Committee (APPC)
had been asked to present to the Senate its reactions to the 'final draft' of
the Policy on Employee Access to Institutional Data. She said APPC had two
specific reactions: (1) The list of definitions, currently at the end of the
document, should be moved to the beginning, so the reader would know how to
interpret the terms contained in the policy. (2) The term 'University business'
was used several times, but because APPC did not fully understand the definition
of that term, it requested clarification. She noted that APPC was just one of
perhaps many groups that had been asked to review the document.

Senator Myers asked which office was the source of the document. Senator Atwater
said that she believed Susan Steele, Associate Dean of Arts and Sciences, chaired
the committee that drafted the document, and indicated that the committee would
consider relocation of the definitions, and that they intended to define 'Uni-
versity business.' Senator Myers: "'University business' is a crucial point.
The policy indicates in a statement on scope of the policy that 'applicable
statutes and regulations that guarantee either protection or accessibility of
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institutional records will take precedence over this policy.' For example, the
University budget is a public document, and anybody can use it for any purpose
they want to. Does this document makes it sufficiently clear that certain items
are public documents, and this document can place no restrictions on their use
or access? At one time, the budget was not readily available on the campus, but
it finally was made clear, by one of the Legislators, that it was, in fact, a
public document, and could not be restricted."

Senator Hammond asked if this policy would aid departments requesting, for
example, a list of majors. Individuals or departments cannot simply access SIS
now to get such information. He said that it was necessary to call somebody and
wait a week for a report. He wondered whether this policy would facilitate that
process, or was it irrelevant? Senator Atwater said she did not know whether
this policy would address the inadequacies of access to data. Senator Garcia
said that it appeared the new policy should permit access to the data that
Senator Hammond wanted. Senator Atwater added that speed was another question.

Senator Ewbank said he was concerned about another matter: under the definition
of Institutional Data, second point: "It is referenced or required for use by
more than one organizational unit." He asked if that meant that data which are
used by both departments and colleges--more than one organizational unit--are
therefore institutional data and potentially restricted in access? He said he
could not imagine that anybody would care about a datum that was not used by
more than a single organizational unit. Essentially, all data are institutional
data. For example, membership of the Senate would surely be classified as
institutional data.

Senator Garcia noted that the document seemed to give authority to restrict
access to data to two officers in the University, with the concurrence of an
advisory committee. "Either you have to rely on that advisory committee, or you
should look very carefully at this policy."

Senator Zukoski moved (motion 1993/94-44) that the draft policy be transmitted
back to the originator with the Senate's comments. That motion was seconded.

Senator Myers said the Senate's comments should include concern about the phras-
eology on the second page of the draft, where it says "Expressly forbidden is
the disclosure or distribution of institutional data in any medium, except as
required by an employee's job responsibilities." He said that the Senate did
not have a clear picture of what 'institutional data' is, or the definition of
University business, or the distinction between a public document and institu-
tional data.

A voice vote indicated approval of motion 1993/94-44.

Senator Garcia moved (motion 1993/94-45) for suspension of the rules, in order
to complete one more agenda item before adjourning. The motion was seconded,
and a voice vote indicated approval.

10. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE REPORT OF THE AD HOC DEGREE LIST COMMITTEE: Senator
Neuman said that Senators might remember that, during the past year, some
freshman Senators have repeatedly raised questions about two items: approval
of the Curriculum Bulletin and of the Preliminary Degree List. Committees had
been appointed to review those two matters. Members of the Ad Hoc Degree List
Committee were Senator Jim O'Brien, Senator Claire Parsons, a student representa-
tive, and himself as Chair. He said the report's cover memo provided information
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on the committee's procedures, and findings were reported on page 1 with respect
to the current undergraduate and graduate degrees. Senator Neuman said the
committee found that the B.S. list originates with the student. Students file
applications as early as 18 months or as late as just a few months prior to the
expected graduation date. A degree check is conducted, followed by a review of
the degree check with the major advisor, as well as with the Dean of the college
and/or the college advisor. The deadline for adjustments to the degree list is
the day prior to Commencement. Anyone who completes all the steps up to this
deadline is allowed to attend the ceremonies. In order to obtain the degree,
one then has to provide a completed pink slip to the Registrar's Office within
30 days. Thirty days later, he/she will receive the diploma. Senator Neuman
said the committee found that about 40 to 50 percent of students whose names
appear on the Preliminary Degree List do not, in fact, make the Commencement
List. Most of them will graduate, but it can take up to a year. Some graduate
in absentia.

Concerning the Master's and Ph.D. degrees, he said, the Preliminary Degree List
is also based on student applications, which are to be filed not later than the
first two to three weeks of the penultimate semester. For the Master's degree,
the student must have completed 50 percent of all course requirements in order
to get his/her name on the degree list, and Ph.D. students must have passed the
preliminary exam. About 20 to 40 percent of graduate students whose names appear
on the Preliminary Degree List that the Senate votes on are not represented on
the Commencement List. Again, he said most of them eventually do graduate.
Senator Neuman said it was not clear to the committee what the outcome of the
Senate's action was, other than satisfaction that it had, in fact, seen the list
and voted on it. He said he had asked the Faculty Center to conduct a brief
survey to find out how degree lists are handled at other universities, and that
survey had been appended to the report. The survey, although conducted infor-
mally, indicated that virtually none of the universities contacted dealt with
degree lists in meetings of their full Senates.

Senator Neuman said the committee had drafted two key recommendations--numbers
1 and 2--for action, and a third one for debate. Recommendation #1: "Given
that the Preliminary Bachelor's Degree List originates with students without
direct faculty control, and contains a high percentage of names which do not
appear on the subsequent Commencement List, we propose that the Faculty Senate
refrain from endorsing this Preliminary Degree List in the future. There seems
to be enough control on final graduation by major faculty advisors, College Deans
and advisors, and the Registrar's Office to insure that degrees are conferred
only upon those who meet all formal requirements." Recommendation f2 proposed
that the same be done with the Master's and Ph.D. list. Recommendation #3: "The
Faculty Senate should continue receiving Preliminary Degree Lists from the
Registrar's Office and the Graduate College for optional examination by all
interested members. The Senate may show a preference for a hard copy available
for perusal at the Faculty Center, multiple hard copies distributed to all or
interested Senators, or electronic files on diskettes or the campus computer
network." Senator Neuman said the lists are being prepared by the Registrar and
by the Graduate College specifically for Senate use, and both offices assured
the committee that it will be very happy to continue producing these lista if
the Senate so desires. The form would be entirely up to the Senate.

Senator Garcia moved (motion 1993/94-46A) for adoption of recommendations 1 and
2. That motion was seconded. A voice vote indicated unanimous approval.

Senator Garcia then suggested approval of recommendation 3, optional copies only.
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Senator Neuman noted that this was not actually a recommendation from the
committee; they saw it more as an item for debate. Senator Silverman said he
was not sure why we should ask these offices for Preliminary Lists, because he
thought that no one would take the option of going to the Faculty Center to look
at them. Secondly, he said he was not sure what information they provided the
Senate, anyway. Those who are interested in their own departmental or college
list would deal with those units. He wondered why the lists would be needed,
and why we should require the Registrar's Office and the Graduate College to
produce them for the Senate.

Senator Inman moved (motion 1993/94-46B) that the Senate not ask that Preliminary
Degree Lists be prepared. That motion was seconded.

Senator Garcia said, "The more important question is, are we really doing the
job right? Are the formal requirements being looked after? Somebody should be
assuring the Senate that the University is properly doing that job on an ongoing
basis--the job of looking to see that only people who have met the requirements
get the degrees."

Senator Neuman noted that the committee had suggested, in its report, that it
believed that the answer to Senator Garcia's question was yes, both at the
undergraduate and graduate level.

Senator E. Williams said that he thought that the senior check provided assur-
ance that both the faculty member who is the student's advisor and individuals
somewhere in the College of Arts and Sciences were checking to see that all
requirements were fulfilled. Was that not true?

Senator Myers responded, as one who regularly looks at and signs senior checks,
that the answer is "partly." Typically, he said, the senior check should be
initiated by the student about a year before graduation, and it becomes the docu-
ment against which the Registrar's Office presumably makes a final check. He
said it helps the student determine if they are on track, and it specifically
delineates whatever might be missing in terms of their requirements.

Senator Neuman said the senior check is the first part of the degree check. It
goes to the student's advisor and to the college advisor. They must sign off
on it either directly or electronically. According to the information conveyed
to the committee, this is done up to the day prior to Commencement. That is the
deadline. If it is not completed by the deadline, then the student cannot attend
the ceremonies at that time.

Senator Myers stated that the Registrar's Office is having difficulty processing
the senior checks in time. He said his advisees have told him that they applied
last summer, and still have not received it.

Senator Inman said that it appeared that the problems being raised would not be
solved by voting yes or no. Perhaps the Senate should take up this issue at
another time.

In view of the hour, Dr. Zwolinski called for the vote on the motion that the
Senate not receive the Preliminary Degree Lists. A voice vote indicated
unanimous approval. Dr. Zwolinski said that, if in fact a need to see the lists
is evident at some time in the future, "we will come back to the Senate."
[Thanks and applause were extended to Senator Neuman by individual Senators at
this point.] Senator Myers stated that the lists currently are not transmitted



to departments. He asked if action could be taken now to ensure that they will
be transmitted to departments. Dr. Zwolinski said he did not know whether they
were or were not sent to departments. Senator Garcia asked if the Instruction
and Curriculum Policy Committee could be requested to provide such information.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:17 p.m.
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Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate

MOTIONS OF THE MEETING OF MARCH 7, 1994:

Approval of Academic Program Review, as revised by the Academic
Personnel Policy Committee and amended.
Approval of amendment to Academic Program Review.
Approval of addition to revisions to Academic Program Review.
Approval of proposed new policy on Externally-Supported Research
Assignments as revised by the Academic Personnel Policy Committee.
Acceptance of the Numerical Report on Enrollment in General
Education courses.
Approval of return to the originator of draft Policy on Employee
Access to Institutional Data with comments.
Approval to suspend the rules.
Approval of recommendations #1 and #2 in the Report of the Ad Hoc
Degree List Committee.
Approval of proposal that the Senate no longer ask for preparation
of preliminary degree lists.




