
Faculty Senate Minutes January 25, 2010

Authors University of Arizona Faculty Senate

Publisher University of Arizona Faculty Senate (Tucson, AZ)

Download date 24/05/2023 20:30:21

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/135809

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/135809


MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

January 25, 2010
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http://fp.arizona.edu/senate/minutes.htm
Visit the faculty governance webpage at:

http://fp.arizona.edu/senatel

1. CALL TO ORDER

CORRECTED

Presiding Officer Robert Mitchell called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m. in the College of Law, Room 168. He welcomed
everyone back for the New Year and invited Senators to circulate nominating petitions for the upcoming election.

Present: Senators Aleamoni, Carnie, Conway, Cuello, Cusanovich, Dahigran, A. Davis, O. Davis, Delic, Duran, Efficen, Fregosi,
Goldberg, Guertin, Harwood, Hay, Holmes, Howell, Jones, Jull, Kovach, Marmorstein, McKean, Mitchell, Mutehler,
Nagata, Nolan, Ogden, Ozkan, Pintozzi, Plante, Renger, Reynolds, Sand, Secomb, Silverman, S.M. Smith, St. John,
Sterling, Sundareshan, Talenfeld, Vaillancourt, Willerton, Zedeno and Ziccarelli.

Absent: Senators Antin, Christenson, Foley, Gehrels, Higgins, Hildebrand, Johnson, Mitchneck, Rhee, Shelton, Songer, Spece,
Strittmatter, Tabor, Ulreich, Wilson-Sanders and Witte.

OPEN SESSION

There were no speakers for the Open Session.

REPORTS

ASUA

ASUA Administrative Vice President Gabby Ziccarelli reported that this year, ASUA is trying to partner with GPSC to conduct
their elections together to hopefully increase students' awareness and participation. The ASUA Pride Alliance group for LGBTQ
is offering intemships this semester. ASUA will host a banquet on March 1 to introduce the new directors of the LGBTQ
Program Affairs and of the Women's Resource Center. The Arizona Students Association is promoting a Common Course
Numbering system bill which would require the universities and community colleges to adopt a common course system to make
transferring to a university easier for students.

GPSC President David Talenfeld

No report.

Faculty Officers' Report

Presiding Officer Mitchell reminded Senators that there will not be a Faculty Senate meeting on February 1, 2010. The Spring
2010 Faculty Election process has begun. The election will begin February 18 and a run off will take place in March, if needed.
Offices that are up for re-election include Chair, Vice Chair and Secretary of the Faculty, five seats on the Committee of Eleven
two seats on SPBAC and Committee on Committees, four seats on CAFT and 29 College Representative Faculty Senate seats.
Presiding Officer Mitchell asked current college representatives to inform the Faculty center if they do not intend to run for re-
election, and to try to recruit someone from their colleges to run in their place. President Shelton is out of town today.

Provost Meredith Hay

Provost Hay described continuing budget discussions with the Board of Regents about the expected funding crisis in 2012 when
federal stimulus dollars run out These discussions center on ways to increase the permanent revenue base via tuition and fees as state
appropriations decrease. Provost Hay hopes the Governor will maintain her stance on not requesting a waiver for the federal stimulus
Maintenance of Effort requirement. On January 21, 2010, University received the state's December payment of $30M. The
upcoming January ABOR meeting will be at ASU West. The administration and SPBAC are engaged in ongoing budget redesign
discussions.
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4. QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD FOR AGENDA ITEM 3

Senator Willerton asked about the possibility of University employees being paid with state TOUs or furloughs, and asked what
cues staff might consider as a warning, and how much real time might elapse before such a hit might occur. Provost Hay
responded that there are really no cues or signs, but watching the state revenues is the best indicator. The UA is probably looking
at a late FY10 state general funds rollover, but she doesn't anticipate furloughs at this time because the UA is being very
conservative about its spending and is still in a hiring freeze. If the state were to miss two or three months' of payments, that
would be a cue to expect IOU's, but still, employees would probably have a three-month advance notice about the situation.
Provost Hay stressed that the UA is working very closely with the governor's office and currently expects to be able to make
payroll for at least a month or two, even if the state missed its monthly payments.

Senator Mutchler asked and Provost Hay confirmed that University employees might be exempt from state IOU's and are exempt
from the proposed 5% state employee pay cut.

Senator Howell asked about the debt service on the UA College of Medicine in Phoenix, and whether those bonds will be
released soon. Provost Hay responded that she is specifically talking about the Health Education Building at the UA COM-Phx
campus. The Regents have given the go-ahead to move forward on selling SPEED bonds to cover the University's 20% of the
costs, while lottery revenues will cover the costs of about 80% of this building. The lottery revenues, however, won't be realized
before 2013-2014. Also, as of this date, Chair Kavanagh of the legislature's Joint Committee on Capital Review hasn't yet placed
this item on his agenda for review. The University may be looking at refinancing and paying interest only on its 20% until 2016.
The interest only payments would be financed with the debt that is coming offline in the next few years.

Senator McKean asked whether tuition discussions with the students are happening now. Provost Hay responded that such
meetings are ongoing and that the next meeting is on February 8th The Board of Regents meeting on March 10-11 will be the
tuition-setting meeting.

Senator Jones commended ASUA for a particularly brief, succinct and cogent report to the Senate today.

S. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 7, 2009

The minutes of December 7, 2009 were approved with two abstentions.

6. DISCUSSION AND ACTION: REORGANIZATION PROPOSALS FROM COLLEGE OF FINE ARTS AND
COLLEGE OF SCIENCE (attachments)

Presiding Officer Mitchell introduced the next item for discussion and action, which were the reorganization proposals from
College of Science (COS) and from the College of Fine Arts (COFA). These items come as seconded motions [Motions 2009/10-
21 and 221 from the_Senate Executive Committee. Vice Provost Burd explained that the School of Mathematical Sciences was
presented last year and even though the proposal was approved by the Board of Regents for planning authorization, the faculty
had not yet voted. The faculty has now voted and approved this proposal, which will create an "allegiance" or a consortium of the
Math Department with the Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs (GIDP) in Applied Math and in Statistics. These units will
remain intact but can come together to do collaborative work in educational outreach, grants and service. The "school"
designation may help to elevate the UA's Mathematics Department's national rankings. The school will have a yearly
directorship rotating among the three entities, and a steering committee with at least two members from each participating unit as
a faculty advisory board. Faculty governance procedures within the departments would be followed as usual. Any actions by the
school would have to be unanimously approved by the steering committee after consultation with the units. Senators' comments
and questions included the following: I) Is this proposal recreating the Department of Statistics which was disestablished in the
1990's? Vice Provost Burd responded that this proposal just combines the GIDP in Statistics, the GIDP in Applied Math, and the
Department of Mathematics. 2) Will the two GIDPs continue to be housed in the Graduate College, as opposed to the Department
of Mathematics, which is housed in the Colleges of Letters, Arts and Science? Vice Provost Burd responded that nothing will
change about the administration of the GIDPs. 3) Will there be any changes to the funds flow? Vice Provost Burd doesn't expect
any changes in funding for any of the programs. Motion 2009/10-21 passed unanimously.

Provost Burd described the reorganization proposal to merge the School of Media Arts with the School of Theatre Arts to form
the School of Theatre, Film and Television. The merger is an effort to save on resources by consolidating administrative
resources. While all academic programs will initially remain intact, the merger may facilitate new undergraduate and graduate
majors. The synergy will pull together six divisions: Acting and Musical Theatre, Design and Technology, Theatre Studies, Film
and Television Production, Film Producing, and Film and Televisions Studies. The current director of the School of Theatre arts
and the current associate directors of both schools will remain intact. Some of the administrative processes and functions are
already being analyzed and combined for greater efficiency and savings. A new set of bylaws will be written this fall, to describe
how the new school will function. The vote of the faculty did fall within the guidelines for reorganization. COFA Dean Joiy
Hancock introduced Bruce Brockman, the director for the School of Theatre Arts, and Beverly Seckinger, the director for the
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School of Media Arts who have worked together on the proposal. Dr. Brockman noted that a number of the areas in the industiy
are converging, particularly in the area of production and producing, so this merge will make the program more cohesive and
truly interdisciplinary. Senators' comments and questions included the following: 1) The proposal mentions a "School of Visual
Arts;" to what does that refer? The School of Visual Arts is the School of Art. Motion 2009/10-22 passed unanimously.

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS FORWARDED BY THE UNDERGRADUATE AND GRADUATE
COUNCILS (attachment)

Presiding Officer Mitchell reminded Senators that the Consent Agenda items come as seconded motions [Motions 2009/10-23
through 2009/1O-29J from the Graduate Council chaired by Andrew Carnie, and the Undergraduate Council chaired by Jake
Harwood. Vice Provost Burd ìnformed the Senate that all of the consent agenda items were approved by Team Provost this
morning. The Consent Agenda items detailed at the end of these minutes passed unanimously.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION: CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS CHANGES (attachment)

Secretary of the Faculty J.C. Mutchler, who also chairs the Constitution and Bylaws Committee, explained that the proposed
changes come as seconded motions from the C&B Committee and have been discussed at length by the Committee and the
faculty officers. For the change to Article II of the Constitution [Motion 2009/10-30], Secretary Mutchler explained that every
year at the time of the faculty elections, the officers are reminded of the hundreds of emeritus faculty names that are retained on
the voting faculty list, even though they are no longer active in the life of the University. The Constitution and Bylaws
Committee consulted several emeritus faculty, and propose the shaded addition to Article II, Section 4, to read:
Members of the General Facufty are eligible to vote in matters of faculty governance and to hold offices and to serv e on committees

established in accordance with this Constitubon Emerttus faculty shall have voting privileges in the first five years of Emeritus
status which will be extended for additional five year periods at the request of the individual faculty member This added
language will automatically retain voting privileges for emeritus faculty for the first five years of emeritus status, after which
those faculty would be notified that their names will drop off the voting list unless the individual responds to the Faculty Center's
request regarding retention of voting privileges for another five years. Senators' questions and comments included: 1) Do you
have any data on the numbers of emeritus faculty that actually vote? Chair Mutchler said he does not have exact numbers, but the
percentage is very small. Motion 2009/I 0-30 carried with one objection.

Turning to the proposed Article VII, Section 5 Bylaws change [Motion 2009/10-31], Secretary Mutchler explained how
occasionally, individuals repeatedly submit the same grievance complaint to the faculty grievance committees. This behavior
constitutes an extraordinary abuse of the process and the time put in by the volunteer faculty members who serve on these
committees. The current grievance process language includes no means to decline a repetitive complaint that has already been
grieved and followed to its conclusion. The most substantive change in the proposed addition is in the added section iv which
reads The Grievance Clearinghouse Committee has the right and responsibility to decline to forward grievances for
further consideration if the complaint is substantively identical to an earlier grievance by the same individual which has
been, or ¡s being, dealt withthrough CAFT or thé Officeof Institutional Equity process.'

The request for this change came directly from the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (CAFT) and the Grievance
Clearinghouse Committee (GCC), whose members spend countless hours to ensure and protect faculty rights and due process.
Senators' questions and comments included: 1) If a complaint is resolved, but then recurs, is the GCC obliged to reject? Secretary
Mutchler assured the Senate that the GCC wouldn't automatically refuse a complaint in a recurrence of the behavior that induced
the complaint; the new language simply provides a means for the GCC to refuse to accept the same complaint if the GCC deems
the same complaint to lack sufficient merit. It is clear that the recurrence of a grievable behavior would be considered a new
grievance. 2) What does the language "unlawful discrimination" mean in Sections i and ii? Presiding Officer Mitchell responded
that this current language was carried over from previous iterations and that the Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this
language insofar as it is not in conflict with ABOR policy. He also noted that there are other needed revisions to the grievance
policy which the C&B Committee hopes to take up this summer. 3) Where are the written procedures to appeal CAFT or 01E
recommendations? Secretary Mutchler responded that there are appeals processes with the C&B. 4) It is awkward to codify
common sense; but if multiple complaints are substantively without any differences, the time and costs involved in tying up the
grievance committees' work cannot be justified and justice is not being served either. 5) The GCC can clearly distinguish
between identical complaints that have already been grieved involving the same parties that are being re-filed, as opposed to a
complaint that is essentially the same, but involves different administrators or other participants. If that were the case, the
complaint should and would be heard. Motion 2009/10-3 1 passed with one abstention. Presiding Officer Mitchell reminded the
Senate that these two items will go to a vote of the General Faculty in February, and then to ABOR and the President.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF THE INDIVIDUAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND
CONFLICT OF COMMITMENT POLICIES (attachment)

Research Policy Committee Chair Michael Cusanovich advised Senators that a request to approve the revisions to the Individual
Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment Policies comes as a seconded motion [Motion 2009/10-32] from the Research
Policy Committee. Changes to this policy are frequently driven by changes in federal policy and have been vetted by multiple
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committees including the Senate's Research Policy Committee and the Senate Executive Committee. Most of the dialogue was
with the University attorneys about language; very few changes were substantive, and nothing was considered onerous. The RPC
tried to make the language more user-friendly. Chair Cusanovich emphasized that this document protects faculty, f they go
through the process. Chair Cusanovich negotiated with the University's Research Compliance Officer, Elizabeth Boyd, to have a
webpage that outlines the basic principles and links to the full policy. Senators' questions and comments included: 1) Why isn't
an interim policy that is in force no longer acceptable? Chair Cusanovich said he isn't completely sure why, but that the Board of
Regents and federal regulating agencies do not like the label, interim. 2) Is this COI/COC policy system-wide? Chair Cusanovich
wasn't sure whether the same issues that the UA's policy addresses exist at ASU and NAU. UA's President's Chief of Staff J.
Mok informed the Senate that there is a Board-level conflict of interest policy which is being reviewed specific to central office
staff and the Regents, and that stipulate that each university adopt its own COl/COC policy. The state auditor general doesn't
believe that interim polices are legally in effect and at the federal level, compliance status can affect accreditation status. 3) Do
faculty members have to fill out this form every single time a proposal is submitted? Chair Cusanovich observed that yes; it is
necessary to fill out the form every time. 4) Is there any strategy that would allow for exceptions to the paperwork to be done
only for funded proposals? Chair Cusanovich said that option is being discussed but is not yet available. Motion 2009/10-32
carried unanimously.

INFORMATION ITEM: ABOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY POLICY (attachment)

Research Policy Committee Chair Michael Cusanovich advised Senators about the ABOR Intellectual Property Policy. The
Faculty Senate does not approve ABOR policy, but all three universities have been given the opportunity to thoroughly vet the
revised Intellectual Property Policy. UA's Technology Transfer Committee and the Research Policy Committee and a number of
faculty groups have given the Board a great deal of feedback. This version may not be in the final form yet, but all three
universities were relatively satisfied. There were no philosophical or substantive changes, and it does allow the universities a bit
more flexibility. It is not too late to provide more feedback, so Senators are invited to contact M. Cusanovich if they wish to
respond. The policy will have its first reading at ABOR this week. Senators' questions and comments included: 1) Has local
industry been given the opportunity to provide feedback? Chair Cusanovich believes that some of the Board's revisions to the
policy are probably a response to industry. 2) Is there consistency among the three universities' policies to avoid competition
with one another? Chair Cusanovich said the UA hasn't yet begun revising its own IP policy, but he believes UA's policy is
consistent with the Board's. Universities' policies are allowed to be different from, but must still be consistent with Board policy.
3) Who owns revenue-generating academic programming? The Arizona Board of Regents owns all intellectual property
generated by the UA, unless some sort of previous contractual agreement exists. It may be possible to argue internally about what
constitutes intellectual property, which is what the Tech Transfer Office does.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION: COMPREHENSIVE FACULTY EVALUATION (attachment)

Appointed Personnel Policy Committee Chair Larry Aleamoni continued the explanation of the process of setting up a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system. Senator Elena Plante explained that her unit went through the process of setting up a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system about five years ago, and that they revise it every two or three years. She provided
Senators with the current performance evaluation summary of activities for the Department of Speech, Language and Hearing
Science faculty. This list was created by the faculty and is used for both pre- and post-tenure reviews. The example is broken into
teaching, research, scholarship and service. Only activities that are consistent with the mission of the department are included on
the list, which was decided upon by the faculty. There are point values associated with the activities in terms of how central they
are to the mission, and how important they are to establishing the department's national and international reputation. Writing a
grant has a higher point value than reviewing a journal article. These point values communicate to junior faculty which activities
are the most important for moving them towards tenure.

Working from his previously distributed PowerPoint slides, APPC Chair Larry Aleamoni reviewed the eight steps in building a
comprehensive faculty evaluation system: define the faculty role model; identify activities; define components; assign component
weights; determine evaluation sources; assign source weights; gather data; and design or select appropriate forms, rubrics,
protocols or procedures. Dr. Aleamoni noted that most items will not achieve unanimity, but a consensus or a majority is
achievable. Senator Plante said that one core activity was usually viewed as an anchor point. In research, a peer-reviewed journal
publication is the anchor, and everything else goes up or down from that point, such as grants are worth more and chapter reviews
are worth less. For items that are more qualitative in nature, faculty can record as an "other" and then make the case to the review
committee. Guidelines and parameters should be created for evaluating these items. Dr. Aleamoni noted that most departments
will begin with step 8, but unless the faculty go through the steps in order, there will be dissent at step 8.

Senators' questions and comments included: 1) What is the rationale for the entire faculty taking the time to do this, since there is
no merit pay or reward. The more quantifiable a system is, the less time it takes to complete. The real time savings come after the
system is set up; it takes much less time for faculty to complete. More importantly, the system provides a tool for faculty to
communicate with junior faculty about what activities are important in the bid for tenure, and also give the department head a
tool for assigning fair workload distribution. 2) Sometimes a carrot and a stick are needed. 3) Is the system punitive by increasing
workload in one area if the faculty member is not being productive in another? Senator Plante explained that their department
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wouldn't automatically increase teaching load on a faculty member whose grant wasn't renewed, because they want to give that
person a chance to apply for other grants. If three years pass without another grant, then it is possible that the workload would be
re-examined. 4) Is this system being imposed on all faculty? Senator Plante said her unit's faculty imposed it upon themselves,
because it isn't fair for some faculty to be working at less than 100%. 5) This process feels like a futile exercise, because for most
UA faculty, research comes first; the attention to teaching in this model is not anything that UA has ever seen. There has never
been attention paid to any detailed and reasonable assessment of course content, construction, design and delivery. Furthermore
there may not really be anyone available to judge. Dr. Aleamoni said the key is what information is gathered and what sources
will be used in doing the judging. At UA, a typical dossier review is a connoisseur-type of evaluation, which is judged by a
committee. This system has guidelines and criteria such that every member of every committee would come to the same
conclusion. 6) Would the College of Engineering embrace this? Senators Ogden and Goldberg responded that their college does
assessment for accreditation but wouldn't be interested in the other aspects of this system. 7) Is the UA the only Research I
institution that is placing this huge onus on its faculty? Dr. Aleamoni said that other institutions are doing this. Senator Plante
said it took about one year to get the fundamentals in place and make adjustments. 8) Is there a different evaluation form for
different ranks? Senator Plante said there is no difference in the form except for the clinical-track versus tenure-track faculty. 9)
Step 8 is already sort of decided with the PETS evaluation form that is being adopted University-wide.

12. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

J.C. Mutchler, Secretary of the Faculty
Pamela S. Bridgmon, Recording Secretary

Aplendix*

Undergraduate and Graduate Council Consent Agenda Items
Proposal for Academic Re-Organization: School of Theatre Arts and Media Arts dated January 25, 2010
Proposal for a School of Mathematical Sciences dated September 9, 2009
Executive Summary and Proposed Revision to Arizona Board of Regents Policy 6-908, "Intellectual Property" showing
strikethroughs
Proposed Revision to Arizona Board of Regents Policy 6-908, "Intellectual Property" clean copy
Proposed Revisions to Faculty BYLAWS Article VII, Section Saiii and iv
Proposed Revision to Faculty CONSTITUTION Article II, Section 4
University of Arizona Individual Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment Policies, revised November 13, 2009
Academic Faculty Speech, Language, and Hearing Science Faculty Performance Review Summary for Calendar Year

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

Motions of the Meeting of January 25, 2010

Motion 2009/10-21 Seconded motion from the Senate Executive Committee to approve the reorganization proposal from the
College of Science to create a School of Mathematical Sciences made up of the Math department, the Graduate Interdisciplinary
Program in Applied Math and the Graduate Interdisciplinary Program in Statistics. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-22 Seconded motion from the Senate Executive Committee to approve the reorganization proposal from the
College of Fine Arts to merge the School of Media Arts with the School of Theatre Arts to form the School of Theatre, Film and
Television. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-23 Seconded motion from the Undergraduate Council to approve the request from the Department of Biomedical
Engineering, College of Engineering, for authorization to implement the Bachelor of Science in Biomedical Engineering degree.
Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-24 Seconded motion from the Graduate Council to approve the request from the Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering, College of Engineering and the Graduate College to disestablish the Computational Science and Engineering
GIDP Doctoral Minor. Motion carried.
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Motion 2009/10-25 Seconded motion from the Graduate Council to approve the request from the College of Medicine for
Authorization to implement a New Graduate Certificate in Biomedical Sciences. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-26 Seconded motion from the Undergraduate Council to approve the request from the School of Information
Science, Technology and Arts, College of Science for Authorization to Implement Two New Duplicative Degree Programs:
Information Science and the Arts, BA; and Information Science and Technology, BS. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/1 0-27 Seconded motion from the Graduate Council to approve the request from the School of Media Arts and the
College of Fine Arts to implement a graduate certificate in Media Education. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-28 Seconded motion from the Graduate Council to approve the request from the College of Public Health for
Authorization to Implement a New Graduate Certificate in Global Health and Development. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-29 Seconded motion from the Graduate Council to approve the request from the College of Nursing and
College of Medicine to transfer the graduate Certificate in Gerontology from Nursing to Medicine. Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-30 Seconded motion from the Constitution and Bylaws Committee to approve the proposed addition to the last
sentence of Article II, section 4 of the Faculty Constitution to read:
Emeritus faculty shall have voting privileges in the first five years of Emeritus status, which will be extended for additional five-year
periods at the request of the individual faculty member.
Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-31 Seconded motion Constitution and Bylaws Committee to approve the proposed additions to Article VII,
section 5a iii and iv of the Faculty Bylaws to read:
iii. The Grievance Clearinghouse Committee has the right and responsibility to decline to forward grievances for further
consideration if the complaint does not involve:

A violation, a misinterpretation, or an arbitrary application of University policy, regulation, or procedure which, applied
personally to that faculty member, infringes upon his or her privileges, responsibilities, or terms and conditions of
employment, e.g. salary, distribution or effort, equipment access, or other comparable inequities; or
An allegation of discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, veteran status,
sexual orientation, or gender identity;
An infringement on his or her academic freedom; or
Those grievances covered under UA Faculty Bylaws, Article VII, Section 5, b, iii, (s), (a).

iv. The Grievance Clearinghouse Committee has the right and responsibility to decline to forward grievances for further
consideration if the complaint is substantively identical to an earlier grievance by the same individual which has been, or is being,
dealt with through CAFT or the Office of Institutional Equity process.
Motion carried.

Motion 2009/10-32 Seconded motion from the Research Policy Committee to approve the proposed multiple revisions to the
Individual Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment Policies. Motion carried.
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