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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
April 29, 1996

L. CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Anne E. Atwater at 3:15 p.m.
in Room 146 of the College of Law.

Present: Senators Abrams, Aleamoni, Anderson, Atwater, Coons, Dahigran, Desai, Driggs, Dvorak,
Emriclç Erickson, Gerber, Halliclç Hill, Larson, Levy, Mare, McElroy, Neuman, J. O'Brien,
S. O'Brien, Pitt, Reiter, Reynolds, Schooley, Schwarz, Sharkey, Silverman, Smith, Spece,
Sypherd, Szilagyi, Troth, Troy, Warbuiton, and Witte. Observer Rochlin (Alumni
Association). Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Adamowicz, Arechederra, Ayers, Barrett, Buras, Clarke, David, Feithani, Forbes,
Goggans, Gruener, Houk, Jacobs, Joens, Lei, Marchlonis, Medine, Mitchell,, Mount, Pacheco,
Pintozzi, Taylor, Williams, and Zwolinski. Observers Vos (SAC) and Juil (APOC).

2. DISCUSSION ON WORKING DRAFT PROPOSALS RELATED TO CHANGES TO
CONDITIONS OF FACULTY SERVICE:

Senator Atwater reported that the proposals concerning conditions of Faculty Service were the subject of a
meeting of the General Faculty on April 22, attended by 75 faculty, of which 10 to 15 were Faculty
Senators. This is still a preliminary phase, and final action will not be taken until the fall. The task force
working on the proposals will review them in light of the input and submit them to the Academic Personnel
Policy Committee (APPC) next fall. These proposals will be transmitted from APPC to the Faculty Senate
sometime during the fall for debate and action.

Senator Atwater asked Faculty Chair Schwarz to make some preliminary comments. His introduction
would be followed by a discussion on the promotion and tenure draft proposal, followed by the continning
review proposal, and then the CAFT document.

Introductory Remarks

Chair Schwarz reminded Senators that last summer the Board of Regents appeared ready to eliminate
tenure for new faculty recruited to the universities and possibly for tenure-eligible faculty. However, the
Board cluinged its position and concluded that tenure was valuable. The Regents have requested proposals
in four areas: the development of a systematic post-tenure review process, a process to implement the
Board-mandated balance of teaching and scholarship in promotion and tenure guidelines, consideration of a
number of issues related to the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure, and revisions in the
Conditions of Faculty Service to be consistent with the three proposals. He concluded that the proposals
before the Senate today were developed in direct response to the Board of Regents charge and need to be
completed in time for submission to the Board in the fall. The proposals were developed by a task force of
17 members, which included the entire membership of the Senate's APPC, as weil as its two most
immediate past chairs, Presiding Officer Atwater, Senator Smith, and himself.

A discussion was then held on the various documents drafted by the sub-committees of the task force:
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University Guidelines, Criteria, and
Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure

Senator Atwater indicated that the first document to be discussed is titled, "University Guidelines, Criteria,
and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure." She said the key element of this draft document is
that very little of it is brand new. Senator Atwater said the document has three major sections: Part I,
"General Expectation of Faculty at The University of Arizona" in three performance dimensions:
Teaching, Research or Creative Activity, and Service/Outreach; Part II, "University Criteria for Promotion
and Tenure;" and Part ifi, "Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure." On page 2, under Part II,
are University criteria for promotion and tenure, with general criteria re-stated and made slightly more
specific, and criteria specific to teaching, research and creative activity, service and outreach, for
promotion to Associate Professor with tenure and then for promotion to Professor. Part ifi, on page 5,
enumerates sx steps or procedures that a department might follow in determining which critical
performance dimensions they plan to evaluate. She opened the floor to comments, suggestions, and
questions.

Senator Pitt noted that, on page , in Part ifi, Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure, it reads:
"In addition to making decisions about how the faculty evaluation system will work generally for the
faculty group, it is necessary to specify an individual's role within the department. For each performance
period, there should be a written assignment clarifying expectations of each individual." Senator Pitt asked
whether that written assignment was prepared by the department head unilaterally, or was it something that
was agreed upon by the department head and the faculty member.

Senator Atwater said that she believed that there is now in existence a mandate by the Board that every
faculty member identify goals and expectations for his/her own performance for the coming year, in
discussion with the chair or head of the department.

Senator Anderson said she wanted to raise the same issue she had raised at the General Faculty meeting
concerning the report on the Commission on the Status of Women with respect to tenure procedures and
criteria. The Commission issued many reports, with 62 ABOR-stated goals and recommendations, but they
appeared to have no importance and were not included in the document being presented today. She said one
matter of concern was the issue of untenured faculty with unequal powers negotiating what they are to do.
Also, the Commission found that, for women faculty particularly, there is a huge workload that is not

explicitly assigned, but is expected, in terms of student assistance, research, and committee service. The
Commission concluded that a large number of faculty would benefit from an assessment based on the
workload they have accumulated over time, as opposed to the 40/40/20 fiction.

Senator Witte, referring to a point she had raised at the General Faculty meeting, said that the more these
expectations are tailored and negotiated, the greater the risk of shutting out the unexpected, the challenging,
because faculty are busy keeping to the bean-counting contracts. She said she thought that academic
freedom is more productive than just bargaining and negotiating expectations.

Senator Aleamoni said he was a member of the subcommittee that generated this document, and it was the
subcommittee's intention to have faculty at the department level determine what types of roles and activities
they felt they wanted to be evaluated on. In other words, for the department to sit down and make this
decision as a group, and then to come up with a weighting scheme that indicated the value of those
activities. The negotiation portion was envisioned to occur at the beginning of the year, when a faculty
member sits down with the department head to talk about what types of weights ought to be attached to
these evaluations that will be done. He added that the subcommittee was not talldng about doing the
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workload negotiation, which he saw as being separate from evaluation negotiation He said that the
negotiation part comes down to individuals who might say teaching should be weighted more this year than
research, and others who feel the opposite, and that this should be done at the beginning of the year.

Senator Mare said that much of what is contained in the document is already in practice, and has been for
some years, and he was surprised to learn that it is not true for the whole University.

Senator J. O'Brien commented that, while he saw a great deal of strength in the proposal, he feared for the
untenured faculty in negotiation because the bargaining table is not a level field. He also expressed concern
at setting the allocation percentage early on, and not being able to renegotiate it when factors change
beyond the faculty member's control.

Senator Spece asked how the proposals contained in this document affect the continuing review process.
Senator Atwater said that there is no connection, except that for any type of review, there would have to be
faculty discussion of the elements to be reviewed. Senator Spece then asked what might be expected to
occur if many or all faculty requested workload percentages that were in conflict with the department's
mission. Senator Atwater responded that there are several references, particularly on pages 3 and 4, to the
phrase "appropriate to the unit's mission." Since all units have some commitments to teaching, research,
and service goals that are part of their contribution to a college mission, those external constraints would
have to be observed.

Senator Silverman said that if these guidelines are adopted, some mechrnism is needed within the Senate to
monitor whether departments and colleges are conforming to the new guidelines and procedures. He
thought one of the Senate's problems is that items get approved but the Senate never learns whether
implementation has occurred campus-wide. He suggested that perhaps the Faculty Senate Executive
Committee could discuss this issue.

Senator Szilagyi shared with Senators his experiences when he was a Visiting Professor at the University of
Chicago where they try to hire the best people and then leave them alone. He concluded that this approach
was not understood by some of our Regents, as they appear to be chipping away at tenure, first with the
experiment at Arizona International Campus, and now this issue. If he could send a message to the
Regents, it would be a quote from Winston Churchill: 'We shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the
landing docks, we shall fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall fight in the hills. We shall never
surrender."

Senator McElroy said that, as a member of APPC, he had participated in working on this draft. He
thought the proposal represented a great deal of hard work and faculty input that would serve to
institutionalize a level of regulation and bureaucracy that would ultimately damage the University. He
addedthatweappeartobe inayearwhere, itseems, the ArizonaBoardofRegents does notappreciate and
understand the nature of the University, and they seem to feel that review system is going to result in some
improvement in production. Senator McElroy felt that it would damage the atmosphere of trust, respect,
and collegiality that the University must retain if it is going to function at the highest levels of intellectual
attainment. He said he didn't believe in what the proposal represents and he had grave reservations about
its effects.

Senator Sharkey said she viewed this document in several different ways, including the positive effects for
untenured faculty who have, in the past, gotten into trouble because they felt they weren't provided with
enough guidance and guidelines. She was torn between what the vision of the University should be and the
comments that have been expressed. She asked Senator McElroy if he had any ideas about how we could
achieve a balan of protecting the untenured faculty by having clear guidelines in writing that would be
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expected to generate promotion and tenure and the kind of superbureaucracy or overregulation that
concerned him. This document appeared to be the search for a middle ground.

Senator McElroy said he did not have a plan. What he had in mind was a simple person-to-person kind of
relationship that he experienced when he arrived here as an untenured Assistant Professor. He said it was
clear what he was expected to do, and it was not put down in writing. What he thought this proposal was
developing was a situation where trust and mutual respect was being replaced by a senes of finely tuned
and detailed regulations that will be present at every stage of our deliberations, resulting in endless reports.

Continuing Review and Compensation Plan

Chair Schwarz said that the task force that formulated this proposed pian, built, wherever possible, on
policies already enacted by the Senate. He said the performance-based compensation plan adopted by the
Senate in 1995 provided a framework for the proposed plan. He said that the proposal developed by the
task force retains the key elements of the performance-based compensation plan and its evaluation process.
At the saine time, the proposed policy contains several differences that he wanted to call to the Senate's
attention:

The plan that the Senate approved was based on a performance review that would take place every
three years. The present proposal builds upon the current annual review, which will be changed to cover
three to five years of performance.

Another difference is that in the 1995 plan the evaluation was to be carried out by a peer committee
elected by the department. The proposal contlins this provision, but adds to ita review every year will
take place through evaluations of one-fourth of the faculty at the college level by an elected peer college
committee and the Dean.

The plan adopted in 1995 contains the possibility of an appeal of an unsatisfactory rating by the
department peer group to an elected peer committee at the college level. The proposal provides for a far
more extensive appeals process and set of protections for faculty, and it provides that the burden of proof
in all instances of appeals resides with the University.

The 1995 plan provides that improvement plans be reviewed every year, and that an individual have up
to three years to reach a satisfactory level. The proposal permits improvement plans where appropriate to
be reviewed in periods of less than a full year, and in the case of individuals for whom clear evidence exists
that they are not living up to the terms of the improvement plan, the possibility of a termination process can
be considered.

Chair Schwarz offered the following explanation of why the task force proposed the above changes:

The continuing review process will be based on the annual review, in compliance with current Board
policy. There was concern that three-year reviews would be likely to be seen as the equivalent of three-year
contracts or possibly even a new tenure process.

The second difference adds an administrative level to the evaluation process. The process of initiating
dismissal historically at this University has not involved individual faculty or faculty bodies. When faculty
became involved in dismissal proceedings, it was on appeal and then only in an advisory capacity. The
process being proposed, which in essence the Senate adopted last year and which might lead to dismissal
based on unsatisfactory performance, ought to be faculty driven, but it should also include the
administration in some reasonable manner If we do not involve administrators in the process, the Board
will do so to a far greater degree than is being proposed here.
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It was necessary to provide adequate safeguards to protect faculty in this process, and in his judgment,
the plan approved by the Senate last April does not now provide a sufflcient level of protection for the
faculty.

The plan approved by the Senate last year would allow a faculty member who was evaluated as
unsatisfactory three years to improve, even if the faculty member made little effort and failed to improve.
The proposal also provides for three years, but allows for intervention and possible consideration of
termination earlier, if it is deemed after sufficient opportunity and clear evidence that the faculty member is
not living up to the improvement plan.

Chair Schwarz then opened the floor to questions and comments.

Senator Desai said he hoped more specific guidelines would be developed for expected performance and,
secondly, he wondered whether criteria for performance were related to the age of faculty. He also
expressed concern that funding has not yet been allocated to reward faculty who have demonstrated truly
exceptional performance.

Senator Silverman expressed concern with the "Second-time Unsatisfactory" criteria on pages 5 and 6. He
asked what is considered "Acceptable" and who will make that determinationa Dean or a department
head? He said it concerned him that (1) we would make a judgment that one was "Acceptable" without
defining what that meant, (2) not indicate the person who is responsible for making that judgment, and (3)
who determines that the raising to a good performance has been done.

Chair Schwarz agreed this was a weakness of the present proposal and the plan approved last year.

Senator Spece stressed the importance of the burden of proof being on the University. He said there was
one phrase contained in the proposal, depending on how it was read, that could make the entire proposal
unconstitutional: the proposal states that the University and the faculty member will take the findings to be
binding, which can be construed as an arbitration agreement waiving one's right to a trial. Then, a
recommendation that one be considered incompetent because of a finding of unsatisfactory performance
would be combined with the arbitration agreement to justify dismissal, and recourse to the courts would be
lost. He said this would violate the faculty member's right to trial by jury.

Chair Schwarz said it had not been the intention to propose this, and perhaps it needed to be reviewed.

Senator Witte expressed concern with revisions to "demonstrated incompetence" on Attachment 1. She
said it was her understanding that Chair Schwarz had consulted only with Board and University attorneys.
Because of the recent attacks on tenure, she recommended careful scrutiny of these proposals, so that
faculty didn't inadvertently abridge their Constitutional rightc. She felt that emphasis should be placed on
the fact that the burden of proof must rest with the University, because that's what tenure is all about.

Chair Schwarz responded that it was not true that he had talked only with Board attorneys. The current
proposal, which provides for dismissal, does so only because they have demonstrated an unsatisfactory
performance. But they will also be provided with time and a reasonable men to improve, and only if they
do not improve will they be terminated. He repeated that in working on this proposal, the subcommittee
worked as much as possible to stay within the plan the Senate had adopted. He added that it had been
made clear to him by lawyers who represent faculty that the burden of proof is not now clearly on the
University, and the subcommittee was attempting to clarify this.
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Senator Abrams said that the documents being considered today are very complicated, and much discussion
and argument could occur, but before we are stampeded into making any decisions on this, we should
submit these documents to the appropriate standing committees, and he recommended that they be
transmitted to the Committee of Eleven and to the APPC. It seemed to him that University faculty need at
least as much protection as public school teachers around the country. With summer coming on, it will be
difficult to get a lot of people together for discussion, and he would rather not be forced to review this
important matter under duress.

Chair Schwarz noted that the proposals would be coming back to the Senate in September or October, with
APPC having done, hopefully, extensive work on it.

Senator Abrams asked if the other two state universities are considering the same proposals. Chair
Schwarz said they were considering similar proposals but to his knowledge, they don't have nearly the
proposed protections for fàculty members.

Senator Neuman said he found this document unnecessary because it contains nothing new. He said we
currently have, in virtually every department, an annual peer review process, which he thought is way
overdone. Document upon document overregulate our everyday activity, and the scrutiny is stifling to
academic freedom, to the freedom to create, to the freedom of thought, and of generating ideas. He found
the overregulation to be insidious and detracted from the possibility of the UA becoming a great university.

Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure

Senator Smith reported that the members of the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (CAFT)
Subcommittee felt there was not much change needed because CAFT seems to be working well. The
proposal does address one concern that had been voiced. There have been a few egregious examples of
delays in CAFT reports. He said that a change in policy is not required, because the Constitution already
provides that reports shall be made within 90 days. The only problem is that the policy hasn't always been
followed. In order to cover that, the subcommittee suggests that if the Ch'ir of CAFT finds that it is not
possible to stay within that 90-day deadline, the Chair should report to the President why the deadline
cannot be met and when the President can expect to receive that report.

Senator Smith said that a second issue was legal support for CAFT, which had two concerns: (1) that there
be assurance that CAFT operate in such a manner that it is clear that due process has been followed,
ensuring that CAFT recommendations, which eventw1ly might be followed by the President, cannot be
overturned by the courts on the grounds that due process procedures were not followed, and (2) that a
faculty member appealing to CAFT is not really on a level playing field because the administration has
access to its own attorneys. The faculty member has access to attorney support only if the faculty member
is willing and able to pay for it, and CAFT itself has no attorney to confer with other than the University's
attorneys, where some conflict of interest may exist.

Senator Smith said that it has been suggested by some that CAFT proceedings be conducted by an attorney,
but the subcommittee did not agree with that suggestion. One possibility that could be helpful, and which
he discussed with the Dean of the College of Law, would be for the Law School faculty to serve in a
counsel role on occasion. However, Senator Smith was not optimistic that could be arranged.

Senator Smith said that a further recommendation is that the President be required to report to the Senate
annually (and more often if the Senate called for it) on the decisions she or he made in CAFT cases, where
those decisions differed, if at all, from CAFT recommendations, and, concerning those that did differ, why
the fin4 decision differed from the recommendation.
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Senator Witte indicated that it would be a terrible idea to put a lawyer on a CAFT panel. A possibility
which was done in the past and resulted in a very fair hearing process is to have the administration and
faculty member represented by a faculty advocate. The administration would select a faculty member to
present its case and advocate its position as would the grieving faculty member.

Senator Atwater then read a memo from President Pacheco, who was unable to be at the meeting: "On
April 29th, the Senate is to discuss a report from the Task Force on Conditions of Faculty Service. The
part of that report which comes from the subcommittee on CAFF gives a seriously mislding impression
which needs to be corrected. Since I shall be out of the country on April 29th, would you please arrange
for my comments to be read? Item 3 near the end of the report reads in part, 'The President may, at his/her
option, take CAFT recommendations seriously or disregard them. We reportedly have examples of each
approach in recent history.' It is unfortunate that the subcommittee did not check the facts. Setting aside
one case in which the recommendation was too late to be implemented and another in which the panel
chairman refused to report after the investigation was completed, as well as all cases which were
withdrawn before completion, in the past 14 years CAFT has reported 32 times. Recommendations have
been totally rejected only twice. In both instances, the President informed the panel of his reasons. For my
own part, I have yet to reject any CAFT recommendation and, indeed, have accepted some which I
considered seriously flawed. Even so, under the circumstances, I believe that I would have acted in the
same way as President Kofiler. There is no reason to think that any CAFT recommendation has been
'disregarded,' as the subcommittee suggests, in either recent or not-so-recent history. The facts show that,
for at least 14 years, every report has been considered seriously and recommendations rejected very rarely
and then only for compelling reasons. It is inappropriate to argue on such erroneous grounds that CAPT's
recommendations should be íinl. Our present arrangements, with CAFT providing recommendations and
the President deciding how best to act, are to be preferred because it is the President, not CAFT, who is
held accountable for any resulting personnel actions or payments. I agree that CAFT should be informed
about the disposition of cases, as Presidents have done for at least the past 14 years."

Senator Smith said in response to President Pacheco that the point is that the President now has the power
to disregard the CAFT recommendation. Concerning reporting, the subcommittee recognized that currently
the President has the responsibility to report back to CAFT but the recommendation is that the President
also must report to the Senate.

Senator Spece stated that the University attorneys should not serve as the legal advisors to the CAPT panel
but the Provost should establish a fund which could be used to hire attorneys who advise the CAPT panels.

3. REPORT FROM THE SIERRA VISTA TASK FORCE:

Senator Aleanioni, chair of the Sierra Vista Task Force, indicated that the task force was asked to review
the recommended policies and guidelines submitted by the committee on policies governing the Sierra Vista
Branch Campus (SVBC). The task force reviewed the recommended policies in light of the branch
campus's strategic plan and ABOR policies concerning branch campuses. The task force prepared ten
questions which were asked of Randy Groth, dean of SVBC. The questions and his answers are contained
in the task force report, which is part of the Appendix. One of the main concerns of the task for was the
issue of election of faculty versus appointment to such positions as chair of the faculty forum. Dean Groth
satisfied the task force that they would be moving toward election as faculty came on line.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL THAT THE SIERRA VISTA BRANCH
CAMPUS BE AWARDED FACULTY SENATE OBSERVER STATUS

Senator Atwater indicated that observer status means that the entity can select a representative to the
Senate who is permitted to participate in discussion but cannot vote.

Senator Smith moved and Senator Aleainoni seconded that the Sierra Vista Branch Campus be awarded
Faculty Senate observer status. [Motion 1995/96-43]

In response to a question by Senator Silverman, Senator Smith said that eventually SVBC will probably
have a faculty senator as other academic units do, and this is a step in that direction.

By voice vote, the motion passed.

DISCUSSION ON UNIVERSITY WITHDRAWAL POLICY

Senator Reiter, chair, Student Affairs Policy Committee, stated that her committee was presented with the
situation that students withdrawing from the University are often in a state of crisis, and the current policy
makes them go to all their professors and get their signatures in order to withdraw. The statistics seem to
show overwhelming proof that in almost all cases the students receive W's from their professors, which
would seem to indicate that it may not be worth having them seek out their professors but just
automatically give students who are entirely withdrawing from the University all W's.

Associate Dean Alexis Hernandez from the Dean of Students Office compiled the following statistics
concerning withdrawals: During Spring 1994 (between the fifth week and last day of classes) there were
576 withdrawals, which generated 1192 grades, of which four were E's (.5%) and 1188 were W's
(99.67%). In Fall 1994, withdrawals generated 1160 grades, of which six were E's (.52%) and 1154
(99.48%) were W's.

Senator Reiter then presented the following seconded motion: When a student withdraws from the
University between the 21st day of the semester through the last day of classes, a grade of "W" shall
automatically be assigned for all classes, and a withdrawal date noted on the transcript. This process,
however, wo,ild not change any grades assigned prior to the withdrawal. [Motion 1995/96-44J

Associate Dean Hemandez indicated that the proposed policy also was presented to ASUA, GPSC, the
Graduate Council, Undergraduate Council, and Council for Academic and Student Affairs, and these
groups were generally in favor of the proposal.

Senator Hill, chair, Undergraduate Council, said that the Council passed the proposal but with the addition
of the following sentence: "The final grade sheet of each class will provide an indication of those W grades
which are the result of complete withdrawals. In conjunction with the flnl grade sheet, the Registrar will
advise the instructor that he or she has the right to change any such W to an E; and will provide a form for
this purpose." Senator Hill moved to amend the motion adding this sentence; Senator Aleamoni seconded.
The amendment passed by a vote of 20-9.

On a voice vote, the amended motion passed. [Motion 1995/96-45]
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REPORT FROM THE STRATEGIC PLANNING AND BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE
CONCERNING DEGREE CONSOLIDATION AND TERMINATION,

Senator Reynolds of SPBAC reported concerning the committee's work on degree consolidation and
termination. He indicated that SPBAC has been looking at programs around the University which have low
enrollments or very low graduation ratesin other words, very small degree programs which are not
serving very many students. Senator Reynolds noted that SPBAC was not talking about shutting down
departments but only conso1idting or terminating degree programs (e.g., consolidating a BA and BS
degree in the same subject area). SPBAC sent a memo to Deans identifying these programs and asking for
a response from the Dean, an elected faculty committee from the college, and the department where the
program was located. At this point, the only consolidations or terminations which may go forward are
those where the Dean, the elected faculty group, and the department agree. Of course, any action would
have to go through the Faculty Senate and ABOR processes.

Senator Witte said she was concerned about narrowing our focus. The number of people in a degree
program at this time may be immaterial to how many people may be in it in the future as new fields emerge.
A faculty process needs to be developed to consider any consolidations or terminations, not just come to the
Faculty Senate for our blessing after the decision has been made. An all-faculty committee, not a hybrid
committee like SPBAC, should be used for this.

Senator Reynolds responded by saying that SPBAC was concerned that faculty be involved in such
decisions and thus required that any decision be discussed and approved by the elected college faculty
advisory committee.

Senator Anderson also voiced a concern with faculty oversight. It is essential that all aspects of the
budgeting process and reallocation be open to faculty scrutiny.

Senator Reynolds also indicated that SPBAC has been working on an environmental scan, which is a
document that assesses where the University seems to be at this point and attempts to draw some
implications of the present environment of the University and the choices which will confront us. The scan
should be completed soon.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL CONCERNING RETENTION OF RESEARCH
DATA

Senator Mare, a member of the Research Policy Committee, indicated that the committee is presenting a
seconded motion regarding ownership, access to, and retention of scientific data. [Motion 1995/96-46J
(Full motion/proposed policy appears in the Appendix.)

Senator Mare said that the reason this issue is being raised is that in the past several years there have been
increasing conflicts about the ownership of data, particularly between faculty working together on a
project. Also, there have been a few cases of graduate students claiming that the research findings belong
to them and disappearing with the data. There has been no clear policy statement on the subject. The

policy addresses issues of access, which are resolved by the principles of academic freedom and intellectual
integrity in which the scholar bas the primary authority to make judgments involving the use and
dissemination of the data. The policy also addresses the issue of keeping of records which are required by
grants, etc.

Senator Witte raised some concems about the proposed policy. She said some issues such as data
ownership and retention of the data as indicated raise some concerns. Also, she felt that the statement in
the Agreement on Disposition of Research Data that, "In case of dispute, the University's Provost shall

9



make the final decision which shall be binding on both the University and the faculty member," was a
problem. She suggested that the proposed policy be published in Lo Que Pasa so that all faculty members
doing research get a chance to provide feedback. She asked if she could make a motion that the proposed
policy be published in the next issue of Lo Que Pasa.

Senator Atwater suggested that instead of a motion we may just be able to proceed under an understanding
it would appear in Lo Que Pasa before it was brought back to the Senate. Senator Mare agreed that it
should be publicized to the faculty to get input.

Senator Abrams asked whether this policy covers the incident where a commercial organization gives a
research grant to some person at the University and the commercial organization claims they own it; then
the organization does not like the results and refuses to publish it. Senator Mare said this policy covers
that situation, and the researcher signs that away. Senator Abrams then stated that there ought to be some
statement in the policy prohibiting that kind of arrangement.

Senator Troth then moved, and Senator Reiter seconded, that the proposed policy before the Senate be
adopted as an interim policy while the Senate seeks input about it. [Motion 1995/96-471

Senator Szilagyi moved and Senator Witte seconded that the motion be tabled. Motion to table was passed
by voice vote.

8. ADJOURNMENT The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Andrew Silverman
Secretary

Appendix*

Background and Source Materials for the Final Working Draft of University Guidelines,
Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure.
Summary of the Proposed Continuing Review and Compensation Plan.
Conditions of Faculty Service Task Force: CAVI' Subcommittee
Review of the Recommended Policies and Guidelines Governing the Sierra Vista Branch Campus.
Proposed Policy for the University of Arizona regarding Ownership, Access to, and Retention of
Scientific Data.

*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 29 1996

1995/96-43 A motion that the Sierra Vista Branch Campus be awarded Faculty Senate observer status.
Approved.

1995/96-44 A motion that when a student withdraws from the University between the 21st day of the
semester through the last day of classes, a grade of "W" will be automatically assigned for
all classes, and a withdrawal date noted on the transcript. Motion amended (see below).

1995/96-45 A motion to amend Motion 1995/96-44 to add: "The final grade sheet of each class will
provide an indication of those W grades which are the result of complete withdrawals. In
conjunction with the final grade sheet, the Registrar will advise the instructor that he or she
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has the right to change any such W to an E; and will provide a form for this purpose."
Approved as amended.

1995/96-46 A motion to establish a policy regarding ownership, access to, and retention of scientific
data. Motion amended (see below).

1995/96-47 A motion to amend Motion 1995/96-46 to adopt it as an interim policy while the Senate
seeks input. Tabled.
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