
Faculty Senate Minutes March 3, 1980

Authors University of Arizona Faculty Senate

Publisher University of Arizona Faculty Senate (Tucson, AZ)

Download date 24/05/2023 20:14:42

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/137392

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/137392


- 90 -

MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, March 3, 1980 Kiva, Room 211 College of Education

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on
Monday, March 3, 1980, in the Kiva, Room 211 of the College of Education.
Sixty-six members were present with President Schaefer presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Altschul, A. Armstrong, J. Armstrong, Atwater, Briggs,
Brubaker, Campbell, Cassady, R. Clark, Coxon, Crowder,
Cunningham, DeArmond, Dresher, Edwards, Ferrell,
Fleming, Flick, Gallagher, Goodwin, Hartsell, Henderson,
Hinton, Hull, Hummel, Jorgensen, Kellogg, Kennedy,
Kettel, LaBan, Longman, Mautner, May, Meredith,
Metcalf e, Nelson, Paulsen, Pergrin, G. Peterson,
R. Peterson, Pickens, Ramsay, Rehm, Remers, Roby,
Rollins, Rosenberg, Rosenblatt, Roubicek, Schaefer,
Sigworth, Smith, Sorensen, Steelink, Stubblefield,
Sumner, Svob, Thomas, Thompson, Tindall, Tomizuka,
von Teuber, A. Weaver, Windsor, Witte, and Zukowski.
Dr. Robert Sankey was present as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Antinoro, Barefield, Barrett, Butler, K. Clark, Cole,
Dickinson, Gaines, Garcia, Gibbs, Gourley, Green,
Hasan, Hazzard, Jones, Kassander, Krutzsch, Laird,
Munsinger, Odishaw, Ridge, Shanfield, Snyder, D. Weaver,
Wilson, and Younggren.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of February 4, 1980, were
approved as distributed with the following corrections: On page 79 in the

twelfth line the next to last word should be "analogy". On page 80 in the
seventh line the final words within the parentheses should be "qualifications
or political guesswork".

On page 84 in the third full paragraph, reporting remarks by Dr. Don
Myers, the fourth sentence should be revised to read, "But a hearing cannot be
omitted by default". The last sentence of that paragraph should be revised to
read, "Of course it is imperative that a hearing be held to determine whether
there is adequate cause".

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Sigworth said he wished to call
the attention of the Senate to several pending bills in the Arizona Legislature.
One, House Bill 2077, sponsored by the Government Operations Committee, would
require financial disclosure of income other than that received from the state
by holders of public office, legislators, justices and judges, and certain
employees of the state of Arizona including officers and employees of the
universities system receiving $25,000 a year or more. This would include most

university professors and many associate professors. The law would also require
identification of "outside income" received by other members of such employees'

families. Further, most debts and financial obligations of such employees
would be required to be revealed. Dr. Sigworth said that while he was of two
minds about this proposal, having been supportive of Common Cause's efforts to
bring about more public disclosure, many University colleagues with whom he had
spoken felt that such a law would indeed be an invasion of privacy. He said
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faculty members might wish to communicate with their legislators in
opposition to this bill.

House Bill 2228 would increase the proportion of a retired state
employee's pension that is based on"past service" (for years worked between
1953 and 1967) from 1½% per year of the salary amount on which the pension
is based, to 2%. House Bill 2230 would accomplish the same end but would
implement the revision in steps. Senate Bill 1137 would reduce the penalty
for early retirement. Dr. Sigworth urged the senators to support these bills
which would improve the Arizona state retirement system.

Senate Bill 1068 would permit the option of cash payment in lieu of
contribution by the state to the group life insurance program, as well as cash
payment in lieu of contribution by the state to the retirement system, under
certain circumstances. Dr. Sigworth urged opposition to this bill, feeling it
would provide benefit to employee dropouts from the universities at the
expense of long-term faculty and staff members.

Dr. Sigworth said he would like the Senate to be aware that on
February 20 the Advisory Council had approved a new grievance procedure for
students claiming to have been discriminated against by the institution in
violation of federal anti-discrimination laws. He said he had no objection
to the grievance procedure, but felt that this was an item of concern to the
faculty and he regretted that it had not been brought to the Senate's
attention. He was aware that the deadline for having such procedure in place
had been March 1. Nevertheless, while he was certain that the slowness in
developing the new policy had been unintentional, he thought it was regrettable
that because of the time deadline the matter had not been brought to the
Faculty Senate for review.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Mr. May referred to the
current political activity incident to the election of officers of the Associated
Students of the University of Arizona. The primary election was to be held this
week, he said, with the general election held the following week. He hoped
members of the faculty would take occasion to urge students in their classes
to participate in the democratic process and vote in the upcoming elections.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Schaefer, referring to Dr. Sigworth's remarks
on proposed legislation, noted that a number of legislative bills directly
affect the University and its personnel in one way or another. He said the
Board of Regents has a legislative relations committee and at each Regents'
meeting time is spent reviewing pending legislation. The Board sometimes takes
formal action opposing particular measures, sometimes takes action supporting
certain bills, and sometimes agrees to ignore certain proposed legislation. As

for the University itself, all bills are monitored, principally through the
office of Vice President Munsinger, and representatives of the institution
frequently actively support or oppose particular measures. Expressions of
concern by members of the University community may be made at any time. These
are welcomed by the University administration, and of course it is also in
order for individuals to make their feelings known to individual legislators.

President Schaefer said he had received a letter from Dr. Steelink
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asking him to explain more fully the proposed reorganization plan for certain
colleges of the University. Dr. Schaefer said he had not described the plan
more fully, in response to Dr. Steelink's request, because there is no plan.
There exists only an idea. Several colleges wanted to be reexamined, he said,
including the College of Liberal Arts, the College of Fine Arts, and the College
of Earth Sciences. Some people had felt certain of these were too large, some
felt some were too small. Do we have the best possible organizational structure?
Many elements within the University have grown like Topsy over the years.
Perhaps there are arrangements that would be better than those presently in place.
Dr. Schaefer said he had announced some weeks earlier that there was interest in
looking at a possible reorganization, had briefly described one possible
variation, and had asked for reaction. He said he now had received approximately
75 letters from members of the faculty expressing various points of view.

Reorganization, if any there turns out to be, would not necessarily
have to be limited to the three colleges mentioned, the President said. He said
he would welcome input about this from other units of the University as well.

Dr. Schaefer said he had called a meeting for Tuesday afternoon,
March 11, of the deans and department heads of the three colleges mentioned.
He plans to hold a series of "townhall meetings" to provide opportunity to
discuss objectives, opportunities, problems of various concepts of reorganization
and to explore these to see if the basic idea is worthwhile to pursue.

Certainly there is no deadline in mind, Dr. Schaefer said. It is
important to the total campus community, he believed, to look at this matter to
see what changes should be made, or to determine it would be best to retain the
present structure.

He reiterated that input from all quarters would be welcome. Time is
necessary properly to define the question. Certainly the issue will receive
much study before any final decisions are reached.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PROCEDURES: Dr. Rehm informed the Senate
that the committee made up of representatives of the three Arizona universities
plus representatives of the Board of Regents staff, the group charged with the
responsibility of preparing the final reviseddraft of the "Conditions of
Faculty Service" document for consideration by the Arizona Board of Regents,
had finished its work. The final document to be submitted to the Board will
include in its preamble a general statement pointing out that academic freedom
is recognized and observed by the three Arizona universities.. There will be
no specific reference to the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom
and Tenure of the Association of American Colleges and American Association of
University Professors.

Dr. Rehm said that certain .other proposals recommended by the
University of Arizona Fàculty Senate had been incorporated in the document.
The revised statement on the probation period of faculty members had been
accepted. Provision for faculty input in the section dealing with the removal
of faculty for budgetary reasons or for educational policy had been added. In
the case of hearings in connection with suspension or dismissal, the document
will now provide that hearings are to be open but they can be closed if the
faculty member so requests and such closed hearing would not conflict with
open-meeting laws.
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The committee had concluded that the section describing the process
for a faculty member to request a hearing should remain unchanged.

Dr. Rehm said it had been decided that the section on Implementation
should remain as originally worded in the October draft of the document.

He said the Board of Regents would receive the revised draft as
finally approved by the joint committee on March 14, but was not expected to
act on the document until the April meeting of the Board.

Professor Clark asked Dr. Rehm if the committee kept records of
their discussions. Dr. Rehmsaid they did not. He asked if a record was
kept of who had disapproved of inclusion of a reference to the AAUP statement
of 1940. Dr. Rehm explained that the representatives of Arizona State Uni-
versity and the University of Arizona had brought to the joint meeting
recommendations of the Senates of those two institutions, including ones
on including reference to the AAUP statement. In the ensuing dialogue,
however, agreement had been reached that a statement on academic freedom
would be added to the preamble, but that no reference to the AAUP statement
should be made. Professor Clark said he wondered if a new committee was needed.
Dr. Rehm noted that he and Dr. Thompson were only two members of the committee.

Dr. Zukoski said he noted that Dr. Rehm. had indicated that the section
on Implementation was not going to be revised. Dr. Rehm said that reference to
implementation documents, for example, faculty constitutions and bylaws at the
respective universities, had been avoided. Specific mention might invite
detailed scrutiny by the Board of Regents of such documents. Dr. Zukoski said
it was naive for anyone to think that the separate universities' constitutions
and sets of bylaws would not be scrutinized closely by the Regents.

Dr. Sigworth reminded the Senate that the University of Arizona
faculty was now operating under a sort of common-law arrangement whereby it
was proceeding. under a constitution and bylaws that had not in fact been
ratified by the Board of Regents. He said he would hope that the U of A
Constitution and Bylaws could be submitted to the Regents next year. Dr. Rehm
said he felt there was no reason why this could not be done, once any necessary
changes had been made to see that the Constitution and Bylaws conformed with
the Conditions of Faculty Service document as officially adopted.

Dr. Witte asked if there was anything in the present U of A Consti-
tution and Bylaws that was at variance with the Conditions of Faculty Service
document as being finally considered by the Regents. Dr. Rehm said he saw a
few slight changes in language as being necessary. As far as principle is
concerned very little change in wording, if any, will be necessary. The
question was asked if the same situation applied to Chapter VIII. Dr. Rehm's
answer was yes, he saw no conflict, although it may be necessary to change a
few words.

President Schaefer asked if the Board of Regents must hold a public
meeting on this document. Dr. Rehm said he believed that was not necessary but
he did not know.
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REPORT OF THE CO}IMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Dr. Steelink said that the
Committee on University Planning had for some time been advocating a separation
of the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics from the Intramural and Recre-
ational Sports Program. He said a subcommittee of the Committee on University
Planning had conferred on this matter with Vice President Edwards, Intramural
Director Bartsch, Athletic Director Strack, student Jo.y Berry, and student body
President Flip May. The full committee now wished to make the Senate aware of
certain recommendations it was making He said he would announce these today.
They would later be furnished Senate members in writing and they could be
formally considered at the April meeting. The recommendations provided that
there be no separation between the Intercollegiate Athletic Program and the
Intramural and Recreational Sports Program until the new Sports and Recreation
Center is constructed. At that time such a separation should be carried out.
Dr. Steelink pointed out that this conclusion was the unanimous judgment of
both the Committee on University Planning and the several individuals consulted
as listed above.

Dr. Steelink said that the Committee on University Planning also
recommended construction of the Sports and Recreation Center at the earliest
possible time.

Dr. Steelink reported also that the Committee on University Planning
had been visited by representatives of.the North Central Association accrediting
team in the course of their recent visit to the University of Arizona.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS REPORTED IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETIN: The Senate
approved catalog material furnished Senate members in'turriculunV bulletin
Vol. VIII, No. 11 (February 15, 1980).

APPROVAL OF DEGREES COMPLETED DECEMBER 31, 1979: Senate members had been
provided in advance of the meeting a list of all recipients of degrees completed
on December 31, 1979. These had included 985 Bachelor degrees, 359 Master
degrees, llJuris Doctor degrees, 8 Doctor of Medicine degrees, 3 Specialist
degrees, and 79 Doctor degrees (Graduate College) for a total of 1,445 mid-year
degrees. Dean Windsor moved that these degrees be approved as reported, and
the motion was seconded and carried unanimously.

(A list of the names of these degree recipients and each respective
degree is attached to the Secretary's official file copy of these minutes.)

APPROVAL 0F PROPOSED CHANGES IN GRADE APPEAL PROCEDURE: President Schaefer
called on Dean Svob, Chairman of the ad hoc committee to review grade appeal
procedure. Dean Svob referred to the proposed new student grade appeal
procedure document which had been furnished each member of the Senate with the
agenda of today's meeting. He explained that the committee had worked for
almost a year developing the new statement and in the process every academic
dean and every department head had been requested to provide input. The
committee had included the following: Joy Berry, Student; Gordon S. Lehman,
Watershed Management; Dave Overstreet, Student; Thomas W. Parker, History;
Robert S. Svob, Dean of Students, Chairman.

Dean Svob said the committee members were present in the gallery.



- 95 -

Dr. Gerald Peterson asked what were the essential differences
between the proposed new procedure and the one presently in force. Dean
Svob explained that the changes would compress the time frame for appeal.

It was explained that the document came to the Senate as a seconded
motion. The question was called for and the new procedure was approved with
no dissenting votes heard.

Dr. Thompson then moved that the new document go into effect at the
opening of the 1980-81 academic year. That is, anyone initiating an appeal
after the beginning of the new academic year would follow the new procedure.
Appeals initiated prior to that time would follow the appeal procedure now
in place. Several seconds to Dr. Thompson's motion were heard, the question
was calledfor, and the motion carried with no negative votes heard.

The new student grade appeal procedure, to become effective at the
opening of the academic year 1980-81 is as follows:

"Item 1.

A student's protest of a grade must be lodged with the
course instructor not later than the end of the fifth week
of classes of the first regular semester after the semester or
summer term in which the grade was awarded. Only in exceptional
cases shall a grade review be processed during a summer session.
The dean of the college in which the course was offered shall
determine if the case is exceptional and warrants immediate
review. The dean shall also have the authority to extend the
time limits of the appeal process, but in no case shall the
appeal process extend beyond the end of the first regular
semester following the awarding of the grade without the con-
sent of all parties involved. The dean's decision on whether
or not the time constraints have been satisfied shall be final.

"Item 2.

The aggrieved student should first confer with the in-
structor, stating the evidence and reasons for questioning
the grade. If the instructor is a graduate assistant and
this interview does not resolve the difficulty, the student
should immediately take the problem to the person in charge
of the course. If the instructor or the person in charge of
the course is unavailable when the student initially attempts
to make contact, the student should request the department
head, or his or her representative to verify the date of
initial contact. Within two weeks from the initial contact
the instructor and/or the person in charge of the course,
should review the matter with the student explaining the
grading procedure, and show how the grade in question was
determined.
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"Item 3.

If the instructor is not available during the two weeks
following the date of initial contact or does not resolve the
matter to the student's satisfaction within the two-week period,
the student should within one week thereafter appeal in writing
to the head of the department through which the course was
offered. After considering the information obtained from the
student and the instructor of the course, and within two weeks
of receipt of the student's appeal, thedepartment head shall
inform the instructor and the student whether or not he or she
recommends a change in grade. If a change of grade is recom-
mended, the instructor may refuse to accept the recommendation.
The department head shall not have the authority to change the
grade.

"Item 4.

If the student wishes to pursue the matter further or if
the department head does not act within the two-week period,
the student should then appeal in writing within one week to
the dean of the college concerned. The dean shall convene a
committee to review the case. The committee shall consist of
five members, two selected from the faculty of the department
of the instructor concerned, one from the faculty of another
department, and two students provided by the student council
of the college concerned. If the college does not have a
student council, the dean shall appoint the student members,
selecting full-time upper division undergraduates or graduate
students in good academic standing.

Within the structure provided by the dean, the committee
shall design its own rules of operation. The student and
instructor shall represent themselves. The committee ma
or may not, (a) meet separately with the student, the instructor,
and the department head, (b) request each party to submit a
brief written summary statement of the issue, and/or Cc) inter-
view other persons who may have relevant information. The
committee shall consider all aspects of the case pertaining to
the grade determination in rendering its recommendation. If

feasible, the committee should meet with the student and the
instructor together in an attempt to resOlve the differences.
At the conclusion of its work, the committee shall make a
written report containing its recommendations and provide copies
to the student concerned, the instructor, the department head,
and the dean.

"Item 5.

The appointment, meeting, and recommendation of the
committee and the final action of the dean shall be made
within four weeks of the dean's receipt of the student's
written appeal. Final action on the case shall be taken by



- 97 -

the dean only after full consideration of the committee's
recommendation. The dean shall have the authority to change
the grade and the Registrar shall accept the dean's judgment

"Item 6.

Formal appeal begins when the student in writing refers
his or her case to the head of the department. If desired,

the student may request written verification of receipt of
his or her letters of appeal.

TIME TABLE FOR GRADE APPEALS

Weeks 1 - 5

Weeks 6 - 7

Week 8

Weeks 9 - 10

Week 11

Weeks 12 - 15

Period during which student may
initiate the grade review process.

Period for instructor to consider
the student's grade request.

Period during which student may
appeal to department head.

Period for department head to make
his or her recommendation.

Period for student to submit an
appeal to the dean.

Period for appointmént, meeting,
and recommendation of the appeals
committee. Period for dean to
make his or her decision.

Note: The above table indicates the maximum time periods
f ora normal grade review. In many cases, less
time will be required. In exceptional cases, more
time may be required."

DISAPPROVAL OF REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO HOLD CAMPUS DRIVE TO RAISE FUNDS

TO SUPPORT LITERACY CAMPAIGN IN NICARAGUA: Senator Ferrell explained that
she had been asked by "Students for Human Rights in Latin America", an
official campus organization, to seek the permission of the Faculty Senate
to conduct a drive on campus to raise funds for the purpose of supporting
a literacy campaign to teach basic reading and writing skills in Nicaragua.
She said she was mindful of the Senate's reservations about fund drives and
was also aware of the Senate's practice of considering ad hoc requests for
such campaigns. She said that the need for a literacy campaign in Nicaragua
and a method of meeting it was spelled out in pamphlets provided each
senator at today's meeting. She said the following points should be under-

stood:

"Nicaragua is a country in a critical stage of transition.
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The new Sandanista government is supported by the U.S. and
is restoring civil rights there.

Having a population that can read and write is essential to
establishing a stable, participatory government.

Many U.S. colleges and universities are assisting this effort
with personnel and materials.

There is broad interest on this campus in reading and writing
skills and concern for developing nations.

Latin Americanists with whom she has discussed this project
agree that it is particularly worthwhile.

The student group merely seeks permission to present this
information for each individual to make a completely
voluntary and private decision as to whether or not to
contribute."

Ms. Ferrell then made the following motion: Be it resolved that
the Faculty Senate of the University of Arizona permit the campus organi-
zation "Students for Human Rights in Latin America" to solicit contributions
for a literacy campaign in Nicaragua this year.

Several seconds to the motion were heard.

Dr. Gerald Peterson said that while the cause of this effort might
indeed be a worthy one he wished to speak in opposition to the motion as a
matter of principle. Approval of this request would violate the policy the
Senate traditionally has followed in authorizing fund drives, other than the
United Way campaign, whereby only fund-raising efforts having direct concern
with the University of Arizona have been authorized. In briefly reviewing
the pamphlet distributed today about the Nicaragua Literary Crusade the
program seemed to him to be "politically loaded".

Ms. Ferrell responded that the United States governmént had ruled
that contributions to this effort were tax deductible which implied that
the government had found that the activity was nonpolitical.

Dr. Sigworth asked what form the drive would take. Ms. Ferrell
suggested that this question be answered by Dr. Joseph Hoffman who was in
the gallery. Dr. Hoffman explained that it had been planned that literature
would be distributed to members of the faculty and staff as an enclosure
with pay checks, together with a request for contributions.

Dr. Tomizuka said that while he realized that speaking against
this fund drive might seem like criticizing motherhood, he felt that if
this request were approved the Senate could expect to be flooded with
requests for permission to conduct drives for many other worthwhile causes.
If exceptions are going to be made, he felt they should not be made on a
"cause-by-cause" basis by the Senate but that all requests should be referred



to a coordinating screening committee which in turn would recommend to

the Senate which particular appeals should be approved.

The question was called for and the motion lost with only a few

"aye" votes heard.

NOTE: At this point the Senate went into executive session.

APPROVAL OF HONORARY DEGREES: The Senate approved one recommendation from
the faculty of the College of Business and Public Administration, one from

the College of Agriculture, one from the College of Liberal Arts, and one

from the College of Mines that certain honorary degrees be conferred by the
University of Arizona. President Schaefer explained that probably three of
the degrees would be awarded at the 1980 Commencement Convocation with the

other being presented on some other appropriate occasion in 1980.

These proposals next will be acted upon by the General Faculty of

the University and then by the Arizona Board of Regents.

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF MARCH 3, 1980:

Approval of minutes of meeting of February 4, 1980.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletin Vol. 8, No. 11 (issue date of February 15, 1980).

Approval of degrees completed December 31, 1979.

Approval of changes in grade appeal procedure.

Approval of motion for new grade appeal procedure to go into effect at the
opening of 1980-81 academic year.

Approval of recommendations concerning honorary degrees.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

None
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/

d L. Windsor, Secretary

Herman D. Carrillo, Assistant Secretary
pro tern




