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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
December 4, 1995

Revised 1/18/96
CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Amie E. Atwater at 3:15
p.m. in Room 146 of the College of Law.

Present: Senators Abrams, Adamowicz, Aleamoni, Anderson, Arechederra, Atwater, Ayers,
Barrett, Buras, Clarke, Coons, Dahigran, David, Desai, Driggs, Emrick, Erickson,
Feitham, Forbes, Gerber, Goggans, Gruener, Hallick, Hill, Houk, Jacobs, Levy,
Mare, Medine, Mitchell, Neuman, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Pintozzi, Reiter,
Reynolds, Schooley, Schwarz, Silverman, Sypherd, Szilagyi, Troth, Troy, Warburton,
Williams, Witte and Zwolinski. Observer Schafer (SAC). Robert Sankey served as
Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Dvorak, Huete, Joens, Larson, Marchalonis, McElroy, Mount, Pitt, Sharkey,
Smith, Spece, and Taylor. Observer Jull (APOC).

OPEN SESSION:

Senator Szilagyi asked Chair Schwarz to explain an October 18 memo sent to Academic Deans and
College Council Chairs by Provost Sypherd and Chair Schwarz, proposing discussion of the co-
governance proposal at late October/early November meetings of Deans' Council, President's Cabinet,
and College meetings and a co-governance convention on December 12. He expressed concern over
the fact that the Senate had been assured that there was no deadline involved with discussion of the
proposal, that no immediate action was planned, and that concerns expressed by the Senate were being
ignored. He also reported that Deans received a package from Vice Provost Gilliland in which the
Performance-Based Compensation Plan was included without the changes adopted by the Senate, and
he said he wanted to express his disappointment and anger.

REPORTS:

3A. President Manuel Pacheco

President Pacheco commented on the recently released National Science Foundation rankings of
universities in terms of their annual expenditures on research and development in science ancL
engineering, and noted that it was gratifying to learn that the 1993-94 tables indicated that the UofA
had moved up from 18th to 16th place among all universities, and from 13th to 11th place among
public universities.

The President reported on two decisions made by the Arizona Board of Regents at its meeting last
week. (1) Approval of a name for the new campus in Pima County: "The Arizona International
Campus of the University of Arizona." (2) Authorization to move ahead with a construction project
that will significantly expand the College of Law building, to be funded exclusively from gifts.

4B. Provost Paul S. Sypherd

Provost Sypherd talked about the activities being undertaken by the Faculty Development Team,
including exposure to learning center education culture; symposia dealing with teaching theories,



methods and technology; the teaching excellence program; and the Instructional Resource Coordinating
Committee forums where faculty can share experiences in classroom approaches. In direct support, a
grant program of about $250,000 funded 22 projects in Fall, 1995.

Faculty Chair John Schwarz

Chair Schwarz, in response to Senator Szilagyi's comments, noted that the memo he referred to was
written prior to the Senate's October 30 meeting, and at the time of the Senate meeting, there were no
deadlines, and still no deadlines now. He and Provost Sypherd wrote to all Deans on November 21 to
indicate that the convention would be rescheduled sometime in the Spring semester.

Concerning the Board's consideration of the issue of tenure, a presentation on the strengths and
weaknesses of tenure will be provided to the Board at its January 11 meeting on the UA campus by
Professor Richard Chait of the University of Maryland. In successive months, there will be
discussions of concrete proposals for modification or revision of the present system. These proposals
will include the kind of review system that the Senate adopted last Spring, along with other proposals
submitted by various sources, including the faculty. These discussions will run through the Spring and
possibly into the Fall. To prepare for these discussions, faculty leadership, through the Arizona
Faculties Council, together with the Provosts, has set up a series of work groups covering three issues:
(1) Academic freedom and the law: Is the Constitution enough? Or is tenure also needed to protect
academic freedom? (2) Market issues: The likely consequences for recruitment and retention of
faculty and the quality of faculty if the tenure system were fundamentally altered. (3) How other
universities are responding to this issue.

Concerning the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC), he reported that it has
been fundamentally altered and is now half faculty, either elected or appointed by the faculty. SPBAC
will report back regularly to the Senate in order to learn the Senate's concerns and views.

Chair Schwarz then called on Senator Reynolds, past Co-Chair of the Faculty Budget and Strategic
Planning Committee and continuing Chair until a new Chair has been selected, to say a few words
about what is happening in SPBAC. Senator Reynolds reported that, with reorganization of the
committee completed, SPBAC meetings are now underway. Thus far, there have been no initiatives
received for specific recommendations.

Secretary Andrew Silverman

Secretary Silverman noted that, as reported in the media, the Regents are undertaking a study of
affirmative action. He said he hoped that faculty will have some involvement in that, and that at some
point the Faculty Senate will get involved in a pro-active way because of its importance to both faculty
and students on this campus.

Presiding Officer of the Senate Betty Atwater

Because the issue of the nature of Senate Executive Committee meetings was raised, Presiding Officer
Atwater indicated that the format for each meeting is basically the same. The Chairs of each of the
Senate's standing committees are asked what issues are before them, what progress is being made on
these issues, and if and when these issues will be ready to come to the floor of the Senate. The
Committee then discusses items that do not come within the jurisdiction of standing committees or that
have come before the Senate and have remained unresolved. Decisions are made on how to



procedurally deal with such issues. Then the Committee sets the agenda for the forthcoming Senate
meeting.

3F. ASUA President Ben Driggs

Senator Driggs reported that ASUA will award 16 $1,000 scholarships for the Spring Semester, and
would appreciate faculty volunteers for the Scholarship Selection Committee. He asked that interested
faculty contact himself or Senator Arechederra before the end of the semester. He also reported that
the Graduate and Professional Student Council (GPSC) is seeking one faculty member to help them
implement a program that would assist graduate students in bringing speakers to campus. Those
interested should contact himself or Senator Ayers, President of the GPSC.

4. OUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Senator Buras said it was gratifying to hear President Pacheco's comments about the standing of the
University. He wondered whether it would be appropriate for the President to send a letter to every
faculty member expressing those thoughts. He thought the cost might be minimal in comparison to the
benefits that would ensue by raising the morale of the faculty.

Senator Witte expressed concern that the co-governance proposal was being discussed by department
heads and deans, but not faculty, and that the Committee of Eleven's co-governance document had not
been distributed. She noted her displeasure that members of the faculty had been provided neither with
a copy of the proposal nor with the Committee of Eleven's critique as attachments to the October 30
Senate minutes.

In response to Senator Witte's comments, Chair Schwarz said that all college meetings about the co-
governance proposal he had attended were mainly composed of faculty, which was the intent of such
meetings, although apparently that was not the case with the College of Medicine.

Senator Witte expressed concern that a proposal recommending sweeping changes to faculty
governance, along with the Committee of Eleven's response, had not been submitted to faculty prior to
every administrator on campus having received it. Secretary Silverman said he agreed with Senator
Witte that perhaps those two items should have been attached to the October 30th minutes distributed
to faculty, but he would confer with the Senate Executive Committee for a resolution.

Senator Anderson asked Chair Schwarz how Richard Chait was selected for the presentation on tenure
to the Board of Regents, and what his credentials are. Chair Schwarz said that Dr. Chait was selected
by the ABOR administration, who consulted with the faculty leadership of all three universities. He
has written extensively on the issue of tenure and has spoken extensively to all sorts of educational
governing bodies around the country. Chair Schwarz said he thought Dr. Chait's perspective was that,
on the one hand, tenure creates certain problems, but that any university system like ours that
relinquished tenure or substantially changed tenure would be making a disastrous mistake.

Senator Clarke asked Provost Sypherd what is being done to address the issue of student-teacher ratio
especially in upper-division classes. Provost Sypherd responded that this issue is probably the
institution's biggest challenge as it responds to an ever-decreasing budget and a shrinking faculty. He
said he agreed that students who progress beyond the first year have the right to expect that they will
experience a classroom setting that is amenable to interaction with their instructor. He noted that
efforts are underway to reduce the number of under-enrolled classes in an effort to free faculty for the
courses where it would be desirable to have smaller classes.



Senator Medine commended Provost Sypherd for his presentation on teaching advances but said he is
teaching this semester in Modern Languages and in Psychology and does not even have enough chalk
and a lectern. He said he has taught here since 1969, and the physical circumstances of classrooms are
deteriorating at an astonishing rate, seemingly in variance with the new technology being promoted.
He asked if the administration is addressing this problem in a systematic way. Provost Sypherd
indicated that there are plans currently underway to spend $10 million over five years in the
improvement of classrooms.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 30 AND NOVEMBER 6

Concerning approval of the minutes of October 30, Senator Witte said she objected to the format
because the minutes failed to identify which Senators made which comments and this created a bad
precedent. She added that the items listed in the appendix should have been attached to the minutes
distributed to the General Faculty. She moved (1995/96-13) that the October 30 minutes be filed,
rather than approved. The motion was seconded, but never voted upon.

Secretary Silverman said that the reason the October 30 Senate minutes were constructed in that way
was because many Senators made similar kinds of comments, and he felt that this format for the
minutes for this meeting presented a clear summary of the Senate's discussion. He said a verbatim
transcript was available to any Senator who wished to review it.

Provost Sypherd then moved (1995/96-14) and it was seconded that the minutes of October 30 be
approved as distributed. The motion was approved.

Approval of the minutes of November 6 were then moved (1995/96-15) and seconded. Senator
Szilagyi requested insertion of an additional sentence in Provost Sypherd's response to his question
about grants and faculty performance: "He said that one of the great things about having academic
freedom is that we are free to pursue areas of research that are not favored by granting agencies." The
motion were approved as amended.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND COMMITMENT
POLICY

Senator Bruce Barrett, Chair, Research Policy Committee (RPC), provided some background on the
Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy (CICP). The proposed policy was discussed by the Senate
on March 6 and 20, 1995 and was sent back to RPC for reconsideration on the 20th. In addition, the
Senate asked that a member of the Senate with legal expertise be added to the membership of the RPC
during its further study of the CICP; the person appointed by the Executive Committee was Senator
Silverman. RPC has been discussing the document since September and, in particular, with Vice
President for Research Cusanovich. At its November 7 meeting, with Dr. Cusanovich present, the
final issues which existed were resolved, and the proposed policy was unanimously approved by the
members of the committee present.

Senator Barrett said that the major changes in the document since March 20th are (1) the dollar figure
in the definition of Financial Data (section IV (11), p. 5) has changed from $250 to $10,000, in
compliance with federal regulation; and (2) the section on consulting and outside employment was
moved from section VIto its own separate section(VII).

Approval of the CICP document was moved (1995/96-16) and seconded.



Senator Neuman said the final document approved by RPC at the November 7 meeting was never
approved by the committeehe had seen it for the first time when he received today's meeting packet.
He said it was his understanding that item 11 would be removed, and that there would be no financial
disclosure requirement unless or until a conflict of interest had been suggested either by the person
filling out the form or otherwise. He pointed out items of confusion: (1) on 5, item 11, remote
interests; (2) bottom of page 7, item V, "The Conflict Form.. .substantial interest..."; (3) page 8, VI,
C i and 2, "When submitting a Routing Sheet.. .the PI shall complete the Conflicts Form."; (4) page
7, item 21, Substantial Interest. He said the spirit of the document was fine, but a few items require
clarification.

In response to Senator Neuman, Senator Barrett noted that the CICP had been the number one item on
RPC's agenda all semester, and it had been discussed at three meetings, plus a special meeting with the
Vice President for Research. At the November 7 meeting, to which every member of the committee
had been invited, the remaining issues had been resolved and the proposed policy unanimously
accepted (Senator Mare, an RPC member, confirmed this). Senator Barrett added that he had
distributed the minutes of the meeting to the committee members for comments. He said the only
comment he had received was a letter from Senator Neuman, which he found on his Senate desk today.

Senator Silverman said that the definition (Section IV (21), p. 7) of "Substantial Interest: Any
pecuniary or proprietary interest, either direct or indirect, other than a remote interest." and the
definition (Section IV (17), p. 6) of "Remote Interest: A remote interest is any interest that is less
than a substantial interest as defined in the Arizona Revised Statutes..." do not make sense when read
together. He then moved (1995/96-17) that the first paragraph of the definition of Remote Interest as it
presently appears within Section IV (17), p. 6, be eliminated and the words "Remote Interest means:"
be substituted (with items (a) through (I) remaining within the definition). The motion was seconded
and approved by voice vote.

Senator Desai commented on some concerns he had with the document: (1) Section IV (11), p. 5, he
wondered whether a faculty member's or his family's investments in stocks and bonds should be a
concern; (2) faculty should be required to account for their time, rather than the money they are
earning for consulting work, i.e. the number of hours or days which was expended; (3) there should be
additions to the last paragraph on page 3, which defines activities that are not conflicts of interest and
commitment, to include authorship of textbooks, papers, proposals and manuscripts; and (4) the first
line on page 3 appears to indicate that a unit can establish rules, which appeared to Senator Desai
improper.

Senator Barrett said that Senator Desai was experiencing a misunderstanding on his first question: it is
not based on the faculty member's personal ownership of shares, but only on remuneration derived
from the consulting work. On the third issue he raised, RPC could have cited many examples which
are not listed in the document.

Senator Abrams moved (1995/96-18) to delete the second sentence which appears in the Financial Data
definition in Section IV (11), p. 5, and which reads, "It includes, but is not limited to, anything of
monetary value worth $10,000 or more, excluding reimbursed expenses." He said he thought it would
be a mistake to set a threshold for the conflict of interest in a precise amount of money. The motion
was seconded but never acted upon.

Provost Sypherd offered a friendly, substitute motion (1995/96-19), to take precedence over the
amended original motion to approve the CICP: that the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy be



returned to the Research Policy Committee, for circulation of that document to all faculty, with
publication in Lo Oue Pasa. The Committee shall invite written comments which are to be received by
the Faculty Senate office by December 20. After considering the written comments and modifying the
document as prudent judgment deems appropriate, the document shall be returned for a vote to the
Faculty Senate. Senator Neuman seconded. The motion was approved by a voice vote.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON CURRICULAR PROPOSAL CONCERNING NAME
CHANGE FOR THE UNDERGRADUATE MAJOR IN THE DEPARTMENT OF
MANAGEMENT AND POLICY FROM HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT TO
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

Senator Fred Hill, Chair, Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC), presented the
following as a seconded motion (motion 1995/96-20): To change the name of the Undergraduate
Major in the Department of Management and Policy from Human Resources Management to Business
Management. The motion was approved by a voice vote.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL TO INITIATE A UNIVERSITY GENERAL
EDUCATION cOMMrr'l EE

Senator Hill, Chair, ICPC, presented for discussion and action a seconded motion (1995/96-21) that
the Senate approve the creation of a University General Education Committee, with the structure and
duties as outlined in the proposal. He noted that previously there had been a General Education
Committee within the College of Arts and Sciences, but since that College no longer exists, there was
a need to establish a General Education Committee campus-wide. He said that the proposal included a
section on the last page that provided for Colleges to retain the authority to set their own general
education requirements, so it would not be the function of the proposed committee to establish such
requirements. The committee would be comprised of 23 members, some elected and some appointed.
The proposal had been approved by the Undergraduate Council without opposition.

Senator Buras asked what administrative bureaucracy this committee might create. Senator Hill
responded that it would be a rather large faculty committee, but with no particular administrative
bureaucracy that was not already in place. He thought there would be administrative assistance to the
committee, but not at additional cost.

Senator Aleamoni said he noticed that, on the last page, in the charge to review and approve
curriculum changes, the committee would report only annually to the Senate its activities and decisions
made. He asked if the committee was being looked at as a body that would have final approval of all
proposals submitted to it. Senator Hill said he was not sure that this committee would approve
curriculum changes. He thought that curriculum changes would go before the Undergraduate Council
and make their way to the Senate in the normal way. The proposed committee would simply review
the availability of resources. Senator Aleamoni called his attention to the first bullet in this section:
"Review and approve all curriculum changes in general education across the University." He said that
did not appear to be in concert with what was being described. He expressed concern that the Senate
was being by-passed in the curriculum process. Senator Hill said that wasn't his interpretation.

In response to Senator Aleamoni's concern, Dr. Susan Steele, Associate Vice Provost for
Undergraduate Education, said that when a department wants to create a course, they must proceed
through the regular curriculum process; if they want it to be counted as a General Education course, it
had to go to the General Education Committee, where it was either approved or not for General
Education credit.



Senator Troth noted that if the Senate was required to approve every General Education requirement, it
would have to establish a lengthier meeting schedule to handle it. He wondered if this would be a
productive move.

Dr. Keith McElroy, sitting in for Senator Pitt, said he has served on General Education committees,
and he was sure the Senate would not want to get involved with the lengthy negotiations that many
times occur in these matters. He said that the proposed committee would be the last mechanism for
approving individual courses for General Education credit.

Senator Hallick said he was surprised to read in the proposal that this committee would be the faculty
vehicle for governing the core curriculum, which seemed to him to disenfranchise the Senate in this
regard. Senator Hill said he thought that applied to the ongoing governing of the core curriculum once
it had been established, rather than its initial approval.

Senator Hallick said he thought it would be more appropriate for the Senate to discuss core curriculum
first, and once it's established, to then set up the mechanism to implement it. He then moved
(1995/96-22), and it was seconded, to strike reference to core curriculum by deleting the sentence on
the last page: "However, should the faculty decide to do so, the University General Education
Committee would then be the faculty vehicle governing the core curriculum" and deleting the
remainder of that paragraph, including the five items listed.

Senator Witte asked if the mover and seconder would agree to just amend the first sentence to read:
"The creation of a General Education Committee is logically independent of the question of whether
the University adopt a core curriculum, which shall be within the province of the Faculty Senate."
She agreed that the rest, including the five ticks, should be deleted. The mover and seconder agreed to
the language proposed by Senator Witte. The motion was approved by a voice vote.

A voice vote was then taken on motion 1995/96-2 las amended; it was approved.

UPDATE ON SIS-2000

Director of Student Financial Aid Phyllis Bannister said SIS-2000 project's goals are to improve many
University services, including the advising of students, the financial aid process, registration, and the
student payment process. She said it's not enough to automate old and inefficient ways of doing
business. New technology will be used to develop better ways to do business, but it will be done in a
very strategic manner. The SIS-2000 project's management structure has an Executive Team, which
includes Dr. Gilliland, Dr. Gottfredson, Mr. Lucido, Mr. Smith, Dr. Taylor, Mely Tynan and John
Wilson.

Dr. Clement Chase, Geosciences, said that faculty will be asked to help to make this project work.
While the project won't develop curriculum, it might make it easier to do so. And it definitely will not
teach classes, but it should be able to reduce the amount of time spent administering classes by
streamlining procedures.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting adjourned at 5:32 p.m.

Andrew Silverman
Secretary of the Faculty Senate



Appendix*

Interim Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy (revised 11/14/95)
Curricular Proposal Concerning Name Change for the Undergraduate Major in the Department of
Management and Policy from Human Resources Management to Business Management
Proposal to Initiate a University General Education Committee
SIS-2000 Project

*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 December 4. 1995

1995/96-13 That the October 30 minutes be filed, rather than approved. Motion was not acted upon.
1995/96-14 That the minutes of October 30 be approved as distributed. Approved.
1995/96-15 That the minutes of November 6 be approved as amended. Approved.
1995/96-16 That the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy be approved. (See substitute

motion 1995/96-19).
1995/96-17 That the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy be reworded (in Section IV (17), p.

6, definition of "Remote Interest,") by replacing the words in the first paragraph with
"Remote Interest means" with items (a) through (1) remaining within the definition.
Approved.

1995/96-18 That the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy be revised (Section IV (11), p. 5) to
delete the second sentence: "It includes, but is not limited to, anything of monetary
value worth $10,000 or more, excluding reimbursed expenses." The motion was not
acted upon.

1995/96-19 That the Conflict of Interest and Commitment Policy be returned to the Research Policy
Committee, for circulation of that document to all faculty, with publication in Lo Oue
Pasa. The Committee shall invite written comments which are to be received by the
Faculty Senate office by December 20. After considering the written comments and
modifying the document as prudent judgment deems appropriate, the document shall be
returned for a vote to the Faculty Senate. Approved.

1995/96-20 That the name of the Undergraduate Major in the Department of Management and Policy
be changed from Human Resources Management to Business Management. Approved.

1995/96-21 That the Faculty Senate approve the creation of a University General Education
Committee, with the structure and duties as outlined in the proposal. Approved as
amended (by 1995/96-22).

1995/96-22 That on the last page of the University General Education Committee proposal, the first
sentence be amended to read: "The creation of a General Education Committee is
logically independent of the question of whether the University adopt a core curriculum,
which shall be within the province of the Faculty Senate." And the remainder of the
sentence, including the five ticks, should be deleted. Approved.




