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MINUTES OF NEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, October 6, 1980 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on
Monday, October 6, 1980, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Seventy-one
members were present with Vice President Weaver presiding.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Ahmad, Altschul, Armstrong, Atwater, Berger, Bidleman,
Birnbach, Briggs, Butler, Calder, Chiasson, Clark,
Cole, Crowder, Cunningham, Davis, DeArmond, Eckhardt,
Edwards, Erickson, Ferrell, Fleming, Flick, Gallagher,
Gibbs, Goodwin, Green, Ingram, Johnson, Jones,
Jorgensen, Kassander, Kay, Kellogg, Kettel, D. Laird,
H. Laird, Matsuda, Metcalfe, Munroe, J. O'Brien,
S. O'Brien, Odishaw, Olson, Paplanus, Pergrin,
G. Peterson, Quinn, Rehm, Roemer, Rollins, Rosenblatt,
Selke, Shanfield, Sigworth, T. Smith, Sorensen, Spera,
Steelink, Stubblefield, Svob, Thompson, Tindall, Titley,
Tomizuka, Weatherly, Weaver, Windsor, Witte, Young, and
Zukoski. Dr. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Dresher, Frank, Gaines, Gourley, Henderson, lletrick,
Hull, Mautner, Nunsinger, Nelson, Paulsen, R. Peterson,
Roby, St. John, Schaefer, Scott, K. Smith, von Teuber,
and Wilson.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the meeting of September 8, 1980, were
approved as distributed with the following correction. On page 17, in the
third line of the second paragraph of the item headed Faculty Assistance To
Minority Students, the reference to "a committee of five Senate members and one
student" should read "a committee of five faculty members and one student".

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: Vice President Weaver reported
that President Schaefer was out of the state on University business but had asked
him to convey a message to the Senate. A copy of the report of the Charter
Committee on Academic Reorganization would be distributed to Senatemembers with
the minutes of this meeting, for their information. The President had already
distributed copies to the faculties of the colleges affected by the proposal with
an invitation for written comment. President Schaefer hoped that Senate members
would review the document and share their written comments with him. He was
planning to hold a meeting with interested faculty members in the near future to
provide a forum for discussion of the draft proposal. The Charter Committee had
not yet been dismissed and Dr. Schaefer expected to request their assistance in
reviewing the comments and recommendations of Senate members and other faculty
members sent to him. His final decision on the reorganization would be based
upon the final committee report.

Dr. Schaefer had stated that it was important that written comments
be received now rather than after the final report was issued. The President
looked forward to working with Senate members in taking advantage of this
opportunity to improve the institution's capacity to deliver quality education
at both the undergraduate and graduate levels and to enhance the environment for
continuing excellence in research.
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Dr. Quinn asked Dr. Weaver if he knew when the meeting with
interested faculty members referred to was to be held. Dr. Weaver said he
did not know.

REPORT FRON THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Sigworth reported that the Senate
Executive Committee had appointed Professor Ellery Green and Dr. Helmut Frank
as new members of the Committee on University Planning. He said the committee
had also appointed Dr. Robert Altschul to that committee but Dr. Altschul had
declined to serve. Dr. Sigworth said the Executive Committee therefore would
be making another appointment as soon as possible and invited individuals
interested in serving on this committee to make such interest known to him.

Dr. Sigworth said that Dr. James O'Brien, Dr. Richard Erickson, and
Dr. Stephen Shanfield had been appointed by the Executive Committee to serve on
the Committee on Academic Procedures.

Dr. Sigworth referred to the fact that further discussion of the
recommendations of the Committee of Eleven report on teacher evaluation and
teaching effectiveness was not on the agenda of today's meeting although it had
been the understanding of the body at the September 8 meetingthat it would be.
He explained that the Committee of Eleven had received a number of suggestions
about revising its report and needed additional time to consider these. The

Executive Committee, therefore, had determined that this item should not he on

today's agenda.

Dr. Sigworth informed the Senate that the annual report of the Committee
of Eleven would be distributed to all mef the faculty at an early date.

Chairman Sigworth informed the Senate that a list of amendments to
changes proposed by the Committee on Academic Procedures relating to
reconciling Chapter VIII of the Faculty Manual as well as the U of A Faculty
Constitution and Faculty Bylaws with the Conditions of Faculty Service document
had been prepared by the Chairman of the Faculty and the Committee of Eleven,
not by the Committee on University Planning as noted at the end of the list of

amendments furnished each senator. Similarly a proposed Section 8:29,
Financial Exigency Policy Statement, to be incorporated in Chapter VIII of the
Faculty Manual, had been submitted by the Committee on University Planning,
not by the Chairman of the Faculty and the Committee of Eleven as Indicated on
the copy of that proposal furnished Senate members.

Dr. Sigworth explained that on Saturday afternoon, October 11, at
1:30 he hoped a representative group of University of Arizona faculty members
could meet with a group of faculty members from Arizona State University,
representing the ASU Faculty Association, to discuss matters of common interest.
The ASU representatives would be in Tucson to attend the Board of Regents
meeting Saturday morning and had expressed an interest in meeting with U of A
faculty members. Interest had been expressed by ASU faculty members in
establishing a joint faculty association among the Arizona universities, to
work with the Arizona Legislature as well as be involved in other worthwhile

activities. Dr. Sigworth pointed out that the ASU Faculty Association is very
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active. As a matter of fact, many of the benefits that have come to the
faculty of the University of Arizona have been the result of the good work
of the Arizona State University Faculty Association. That group employs a
half-time executive director and works in a number of areas including
compilation of statistics, lobbying with the Arizona Legislature, and working
with various support groups in Phoenix.

The October 11 meeting, Dr. Sigworth said, would be held in Student
Union Room 285. He said further that he hoped some members of the U of A
faculty prior to the meeting could gather in the Junior Ballroom of the
Student Union at 12:15 o' clock to have lunch with the ASU visitors.

He said he hoped that among the faculty representatives participating
in these activities would be some members of the U of A Faculty Senate.

Finally, Dr. Sigworth said that the President had asked him to
announce that he, Dr. Schaefer, would like to relinquish the chairmanship of
the Senate. Therefore the first item of business at the November meeting
should be the selection of a presidjng officer of the Faculty Senate. Election
by the Senate of its presiding officer is pròvided for by the recently revised
Faculty Constitution.

REPORT FROM THE ASSOCIATED STUDENTS: Ms. Armstrong reported that ASUA was
continuing its efforts to obtain Regents' approval of the University's applying
for a limited liquor license which would permit the serving of alcoholic
beverages at certain events held on the University campus.

Ms. Armstrong reported that ASUA would be conducting certain fund-
raising activities with the aim both of funding activities of clubs and
organizations forwhiich regularly appropriated ASUA funds have not been
available and of raising funds to help send the U of A baseball team to Taiwan
later in the year.

Ms. Armstrong reported that a busy schedule of concerts, lectures
and public forums would be scheduled by ASUA in the next few months. She also
announced that ASUA would be sponsoring a pre-game picnic and rally the coming
Saturday evening, October 11, prior to the Arizona-Southern Calfornia football
game.

REPORT FROM CONNITTEE ON ACADEMIC PROCEDURES: Dr. Rehm, Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Academic Procedures, submitted the committee's annual report on
promotion and tenure statistics. The report was as follows:

"The Standing Committee on Academic Procedures is charged with
making an annual report on the actions taken at the various
levels of promotion and tenure consideration. This current
report is for those decisions made during 1979-80 that will
take effect in the 1980-81 academic year. The data is from
a memo prepared by Dr. Weaver, dated 15 August 1980.
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"Promotion and Tenure (107 cases)

"No case-by-case information was provided as to the basis of
any of the decisions made."

Vice President Weaver commented that the number of nominations for
promotion and tenure made last year was relatively low, compared with the
experience of previous recent years.

REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING: Dr. Steelink, Chairman of
the Committee on University Planning, pointed out that at the September 8
Senate meeting he had made a motion to limit the terms of office of Senate
standing committee members. The motion was then adopted. (See page 5 of the

minutes of the Senate meeting of September 8, 1980.) Later Dr. Steelink had

come to realize that there were certain inconsistencies in the statement
making it contradictory to other Senate policies and procedures. He said

it was necessary to correct the situation and he therefore wished first to
move to rescind the action taken on September 8. He so moved, several seconds

were heard, and the motion carried with no dissenting vote.

Dr. Steelink then made the following motion: "Members of the

Committee on Academic Procedures and the Committee on University Planning,
except those serving ex-offido or by appointment of the President, shall

serve no more than three consecutive one-year terms. Members may be re-elected

after an interim of one year.' Several seconds to this motion were made and

the motion carried unanimously.

APPROVAL OF CATALOG MATERIAL AS REPORTED IN "CURRICULUM" BULLETINS: The Senate

approved catalog material furnished Senate members in "Curriculum" bulletins
Vol. 8, No. 23 (September 25, 1980) and Vol. 8, No. 24 (October 6, 1980).

APPROVAL OF UNDERGRADUATE COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION ON ACADEMIC RENEWAL POLICY:
The Senate next considered a recommendation on Academic Renewal Policy

submitted by the Undergraduate Council. The proposed policy read as follows:

"Action Level Pro Con Total

Department 91 3 94

College Committee 83 20 103

Dean 88 15 103

University Committee 60 47 107

V P Recommendation 68 39 107

Appeal 22 14 36

Final Outcome 74 33 107
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"Under certain circumstances an undergraduate student may petition
the Registrar for academic renewal. After appropriate counseling and
approval of the petition, a maximum of four consecutive semesters of
course work may be disregarded in all calculations regarding academic
standing, grade-point average, and eligibility for graduation. If

summer work is to be included in the work to be disregarded, a f ive-
week summer term shall count as one-half semester.

"Eligibility for academic renewal shall be subject to the following
conditions:

At the time the petition is filed a minimum of five years
shall have elapsed since the most recent course work to be
disregarded was completed.

In the interval between the completion of the most recent course
work to be disregarded and the filing of the petition, the
student shall have completed a minimum of thirty units of
course work at the University with a minimum grade-point
average of 2.5000 on all work completed at the University in
that interval.

"The petition to be filed by the student shall specify the semester(s),
or term(s) to be disregarded. If more than one semester or term is to
be disregarded, these shall be consecutive, completed within a
maximum of two calendar years, with no intervening enrollments at
the University.

"If the petition is granted, the student's permanent academic record
shall be suitably annotated to indicate that no work taken during the
disregarded semester(s) or term(s), even if satisfactory, may apply
toward graduation requirements. However, all work will remain on the
record, ensuring a true and accurate academic history.

"Academic renewal may be effected only once during a student's academic
career

The Senate had been provided a background statement prepared by
Dr. William Noyes, Assistant Executive Vice President and Executive Secretary
of the Undergraduate Council, as follows:

A policy of academic renewal is based upon the premise that a period
of poor academic performance may be unrepresentative of a student's
actual ability and, if so, should not impede the student's progress
toward a degree. Students do not always begin their university studies
with the same sense of purpose that motivates them after they have gained
experience and maturity. For example, students returning to academic
course work after an absence of a few years may work more steadily and
diligently toward careers than during their earlier enrollments. Illness,
immaturity, and personal problems can also cause uncharacteristic low

achievement.
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"Hampered by poor grades still on the record, a student may have to
take superfious courses to raise the grade-point average. Students
with families or full-time jobs, taking only one or two courses at a
time, would be likely to find this particular1yburdensome. Former
students contemplating a return to the university might be dissuaded
entirely by the onus of the earlier record, and qualified students may
find it more practical to complete their course work elsewhere.

"Until 1969, the university had a 'forgiveness of 5's' policy. Students
with fewer than 56 units who received failing grades could repeat the
failed courses, with only the passing grades computed in the graduation
grade average. This meant that it was necessary to calculate two
averages on students as they approached graduation. Those students who
had failed several courses and subsequently completed them were able to
graduate with very low cumulative averages. Many college deans, however,
were placed in the embarrassing position Of disqualifying such students
because disqualifications were based upon cumulative average.

"Because this presented such a problem, a faculty committee developed what
was termed the 25-Unit Rule.' This rule was in effect for two years,
starting in the fall of 1969. In effect, it allowed students a one-year
period to make an adjustment to college. Under this procedure, the
cumulative grade-point average was calculated commencing with the semester
after which the student had completed 25 units. This meant that students
could fail all their courses for several years and still not be penalized
with a low grade average. The better students, however, wanted to have
their grades follow them. Many students experienced a sophomore slump,
which had the effect of penalizing students who had worked hard their
freshman years. After two years, this plan was abandoned. Since the fall

of 1971, the grade-point average at the University of Arizona has been
calculated on a cumulative basis.

"The Undergraduate Council's involvement in the issue of academic renewal
began with a suggestion from the Registrar, Nr. Butler, that a means be
developed to accommodate returning students with poor academic records.
The University's honor student society promoted a similar view, having
completed a survey which found that fifteen out of seventeen schools
contacted had provisions for the elimination of poor grades from student
records. Mr. Butler provided a proposal, similar in concept to that
presented by the honor students, which served as the basis for council
discussion.

"The Undergraduate Council accepted the premise that some students perform
well below the level of which later work shows they are capable and can
be unduly penalized by a poor record, either through the inability to
graduate or through a delay in completing the requirements.

"The council questioned Nr. Butler's suggestion that a student must be
absent from the university for five years before requesting academic relief.
The members of the council felt that, while some interval should be
required to demonstrate that the period of poor work was not truly
representative, the student's absence from the university during that



- 25 -

interval would be unnecessary. It could be argued that a pattern of
improved work at the university during that interval would be the best
possible evidence that the period of poor work was not representative
of the student's potential.

"The council members decided that a period of five years should elapse
before a student could request academic forgiveness, but that there
should be no restrictions with respect to registration at the university
during that interval. With this relaxation of the requirements from
those suggested by Mr. Butler, it was believed that some compensating
changes should be made in the initial proposal to prevent abuse of the
policy. Statistics provided by the Registrar's Office indicated that
approximately twenty percent of the students graduating from the university
had been eiwolled for five or more years. If an academic forgiveness
policy provided for the elimination of only poor grades from the calcu-
lation of the grade-point average--while including the good grades in that
calculation--it is possible that a student enrolled for five years or more
might attempt to use the policy simply to raise the grade-point average.
To prevent such misuse of the policy, it was proposed that all grades
earned during the period for which academic forgiveness is sought be
removed from the grade average and students receive no credit for any
course completed during the period of academic forgiveness. The council
members felt that this provision offers an appropriate degree of equity
and exacts a fair price for a considerable benefit to the student.

"The council's proposal applies only to the grade-point average. The
student's overall academic record would not be affected by the granting
of academic forgiveness, although this possibility was discussed. Mr. Butler
pointed out that it would not be necessary or desirable to alter the
student's official course record in order to accomplish the objectives of
academic forgiveness.

"This is a very limited proposal. It allows a second chance for those who
have shown a desire to improve. It does not change the past. It provides
a means of giving proper weight to current achievement. A student who is
willing and able to complete the requirements for a degree should not be
unduly impeded by an academic record of diminished relevance. A policy is
needed which would accommodate capable students who have experienced a
period of poor performance, but such a policy must not compromise the
standards of the institution or the distinction of a university education."

Ms. Armstrong referred to the statement provided members of the Senate
and prepared by Kurt Lefteroff, a member of the Associated Students Senate who
was present in the gallery, which proposed an amendment to the Undergraduate
Council's recommendation. Mr. Lefteroff's statement explained that the academic
renewal proposal was long awaited and provided a much needed addition to the
University's academic policies. He said it acknowledged the trend of adults to
return to school after periods of work, military service, etc., and he
applauded its insight into the needs of today's student. Mr. Lefteroff's
statement continued: "In requiring a five-year waiting period the policy is
sufficiently conservative in avoiding abuse. This waiting period, however,
does not allow for students who take a two-year absence from school in order to
fill service programs such as Vista, Peace Corps, military service, and various
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religious service commitments. These are typically maturing experiences
and are reflected by improved academic performance upon returning to school."
To accommodate these students under the academic renewal policy, Mr.
Lefteroff's statement proposed that requirement i in the proposed policy be
restated to read:

"At the time the petition is filed:

a minimum of five years shall have elapsed
since the most recent course work to be
disregarded was completed, or

a minimum of a two-year absence from school
shall have elapsed since the most recent
course work prior to the absence was completed."

Ms. Armstrong moved approval of the amendment and several seconds
were heard.

Dr. Gerald Peterson said he wished vigorously to object to the proposal.
The Undergraduate Council had studied time limits carefully, he said. He felt
the proposed amendment would invite misuse and accomplish little. Ms. Weatherly
said the amendment would enhance the possibility of certain students qualifying
for certain distinctions, for example, membership in honorary societies. Dr.

Peterson responded that this point was irrelevant. Honorary organizations, if
they wish to, can make their own allowances in light of University policy.
Eligibility for election to honoraries is not a University concern, he pointed
out. The only effect the Undergraduate Council had been concerned with in its
study of this matter was the effect on eligibility for graduation.

Mr. Birnbach asked why the period of five years was selected rather
than three or ten. Dr. Peterson's response was that in studying similar
policies adopted at other institutions five years had been found to be a rather
common time period and it seemed reasonable. Several student senators spoke in

support of the proposed amendment.

Dr. Tomizuka asked what Dr. Peterson meant by the term "misuse".
Dr. Peterson said perhaps "misuse" had been a poorly chosen word. "We are
granting a special privilege to certain students under very special circum-
stances", he said. "Control must be maintained." Mr. Bidleman wondered if
any study had been made of the possible number of students who might benefit
from the proposal. It was pointed out that research into this matter had not
been possible.

In answer to questions, it was emphasized that all grades would remain
on the student's record including any that were forgiven so far as eligibility
for graduation was concerned.

Dr. Noyes, who was present at the meeting, was asked to comment on

the proposal. He said that the purpose of the proposal was to allow those
few students who had experienced poor performance which was later deemed not
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to be truly representative of their academic ability, to qualify for
graduation. How could such students be accommodated?

Surveys of other institutions had indicated that few students
took advantage of forgiveness programs when they were implemented. It was
not the Undergraduate Council's intent to permit a student to have certain
work disregarded and yet still graduate within his original time frame.
Rather the intent was to diminish the effect of a low GPA for a particular
group of students. All grades would stay on the record, he emphasized.
"MuSt passed work in the designated semesters be taken over?", it was asked.
Dr. Noyes responded yes. Under certain circumstances the student's college
dean might waive repeating particular subject matter, but the number of
passed units forfeited in the forgiven semesters must all be made up.

Mr. Bidleman said that if it was felt that the proposal would help
only a few students, why not broaden it by adoption of the amendment,
thereby helping a larger number of students. He said many students enter
the University of Arizona at too young an age and later grow up during a
two-year absence period. Dr. Noyes emphasized that it was not the Council's
intention to have a broad policy, but rather a strictly limited and controlled
one, Ms. Armstrong said she believed the student senators felt the policy
was too narrow and should be broadened.

Mr. Butler pointed out that the two years a student was out of school,
in the circumstance cited by several student senators, would apply toward the

five-year requirement. He said he felt it was important that the system not
be manipulated for such purposes as qualification for honor societies or

medical school admission.

Professor Green asked if it could be assumed that the policy was

intended to be automatic. Dr. Peterson and Registrar Butler answered in the
affirmative, if all conditions of the policy were satisfied. Professor Green

said in that event he thought the proposal Mr. Lefteroff offered was irrelevant.
Mr. Bidleman said he wondered if a student with academic problems would be on

academic probation the whole five years' waiting period. Mr. Butler pointed

out these students would not be eligible to petition for this privilege until

the five years had passed so they very well might have been on probation some

of the preceding years. "The students we are trying to help", he said, "are
those who are approaching graduation but are trapped by a poor grade average."

Mr. Butler explained that officials at Ohio State University had pointed out

that the five-year period set when that institution's program was first
implemented two or three years ago was an arbitrary figure and it was ac-
knowledged that after several years of experience the period might be shortened

or lengthened. Mr. Birnbach said that students who took their freshman and
sophomore years at the University some times were at a disadvantage in that

they had to absorb their lower division grades in their graduation grade average,

whereas the transfer student coming from a community college, for example,
with junior standing entered with a fresh slate, so far as his U of A grade

average was concerned. Dr. Peterson said it was not the intent of the Under-
graduate Council in this proposal to correct all the ills of the grading system.

As for other issues, those were separate matters.
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Ms. Armstrong asked if Mr. Lefteroff who had drafted the proposed
amendment could speak. There was no objection. Mr. Lefteroff said he had
been concerned about the inequities between students who had taken all their
work at the U of A and transfer students. He said he certainly supported
the Undergraduate Council policy. He did feel the University should look
at other concerns such as the advantage transfer students have so far as
the graduation grade average is concerned.

Ms. Armstrong then moved to close debate and vote on the question.
Several seconds were heard and the motion carried. The question on the
proposed amendment was called for and the amendment lost.

Dr. Eckhardt then moved to modify the proposal to provide language
more definitely indicating that a student with the specified requirements
was assured that the petition would be approved automatically. He moved
insertion of the following second sentence of the proposal. "If the petition
qualifies under this policy, the student shall be granted relief." It was
suggested that the reference to "after appropriate counseling" be deleted.
Vice President Edwards pointed out that the system needed certain controls
and the counseling process would be a good one where a student and his or her
advisor, for example, the college dean, could determine if the student was
indeed eligible for the privilege or not.

Dr. Peterson said again it was the intent that approval of the
petition be automatic if the person met the requirements, but that appropriate
counseling should be called for. It is important that students be counseled
in this matter, Dr. Peterson continued, because they are giving up something
as well as gaining something. It was agreed that the reference to appropriate
counseling should be retained and certain other changes in the grammar of the
statement were agreed upon appropriately to implement the amendment, if
adopted. The question on the amendment was called for and the amendment
carried 32 to 29. The question was then called for on the proposed academic
renewal policy and it carried unanimously.

The official academic renewal policy as adopted was as follows:

"Under certain circumstances an undergraduate student may petition the
Registrar for academic renewal. If the petition qualifies under this
policy, the student shall be granted relief. After appropriate
counseling the student may have a maximum of four consecutive semesters
of course work disregarded in all calculations regarding academic
standing, grade point average, and eligibility for graduation. If
summer work is to be included in the work to be disregarded, a f ive-
week summer term shall count as one-half semester.

"Eligibility for academic renewal shall be
conditions:

1. At the time the petition is filed
shall have elapsed since the most
disregarded was completed.

subject to the following

a minimum of five years

recent course work to be
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2. In the interval between the completion of the most recent
course work to be disregarded and the filing of the petition,
the student shall have completed a minimum of thirty units
of course work at the University with a minimum grade point
average of 2.5000 on all work completed at the University
in that interval.

"The petition to be filed by the student shall specify the semester(s)
or term(s) to be disregarded. If more than one semester or term is to
be disregarded, these shall be consecutive, completed within a maximum
of two calendar years, with no intervening enrollments at the University.

"If the petition qualifies under this policy, the student's permanent
academic record shall be suitably annotated to indicate that no work
taken during the disregarded semester(s) or term(s), even if satisfactory,
may apply toward graduation requirements. However, all work will remain
on the record, ensuring a true and accurate academic history.

"Academic renewal may be effected only once during a student's academic
career."

CONSIDERATION 0F RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN FACULTY CONSTITUTION, FACULTY BYLAWS,
AND CHAPTER VIII OF THE FACULTY MANUAL TO BRING THESE DOCU14ENTS IN CONFORMANCE
WITH THE CONDITIONS OF FACULTY SERVICE APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF REGENTS IN
APRIL 1980: Dr. Rehm referred to the listings of changes in the Faculty
Constitution, the Faculty Bylaws, and Chapter VIII of the Faculty 'Manual,
1977 edition, to make these documents conform with the Conditions of Faculty
Service document adopted by the Board of Regents in April 1980, which had
been provided members of the Senate some weeks earlier. Subsequently, he
said, he had received a few comments from members of the Senate, including
the supplemental list Dr. Sigworth had provided Senate members recently.
Dr. Stubblefield asked if it would be in order to make certain changes at
this time in the Constitution, particularly so far as faculty membership is
concerned for certain colleagues in the College of Agriculture. Dr. Rehm
said he thought this was not the time to raise this question. All that was
proposed now was to bring the faculty documents indicated into conformance
with the Conditions of Faculty Service. Dr. Weaver pointed out that there
is a Committee on Faculty Membership which is advisory to the President.
Prasdent Schaefer has made a commitment to professional members of the
Agricultural Extension Service that they will hold faculty status, he said.

Dr. Witte asked if today's meeting would entail voting, or simply
discussion. She said she thought the Conditions of Faculty Service as
finally adopted by the Board of Regents was somewhat different from what
the Senate had originally indicated its approval of.

Dr. Weaver said he would like to ask that today's activity concern
itself simply with the proposed changes in the indicated documents, to bring
them in compliance with the Conditions of Faculty Service. Dr. Witte said
it was her observation that some of the proposed changes were of major import
rather than minor editing matters.

Turning to the list of changes in the Constitution that were proposed
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Dr. Rehm said the following changes should be made in addition to those
already listed: On page 1, line 17, and page 6, line 6, the listings of
ex-off icio members should include the position of Provost. On page 5, lines
7 and 20, the reference to fourteen school days should be ten school days.
On page 9, Section 8 (lines 15, 16, and 17) should be deleted. On page 12,

line 3, the reference to twenty school days should be changed t ten
school days.

Dr. Sigworth pointed out that on page 4, line 10, the reference
to Roberts's Rules of Order should be followed by the words, Newly Revised.

Dr. Witte stated that to delete the provision that one of the
functions of the Faculty Senate was "Upon the request of the President, the
Board of Regents, or a faculty member to investigate and conduct hearings on
grievances and make findings and recommendations", was a major change.

By voice vote the Senate then indicated its approval of all
recommended changes in the Constitution to bring it in conformance with the
Conditions of Faculty Service statement, including both the lists circulated
to Senate members and the ones mentioned today.

The Senate next turned to consideration of proposed changes to the

Faculty Bylaws. In addition to the listings each senator had been provided
by the Committee on Academic Procedures, the following were noted: On page 7,

lines 12-22, all reference to initial appointments should be deleted since
the initial organization of the Committee on Conciliation had some time ago

been completed. On page 11, line 24, the words "due process" preceding the
word "hearing" should be deleted. All hearings should be conducted under due

process, Dr. Rehm pointed out. Dr. Witte thought the words "due process

should be retained. Dr. Rehm said that by including them there was an
implication that other hearings did not involve due process.

On page 14, line 20, it was suggested that rather than "accepted

rules of an administrative fact-finding committee" reference be made to a

specific procedure handbook.

Dr. Sigworth said that on page 1, line 8, the reference to "twenty

school days" should be changed to "ten". Ile referred to his list of a number

of other changes,minor in nature, that had been distributed to members of the

Senate.

Several senators proposed that the phrase "etc" on page 1, line 10,

be deleted.

Dr. Steelink referred to page 13, line 16. He felt the following

sentence should be added at the close of that paragraph: "The Committee on

Academic Freedom and Tenure shall be notified of the recommendation to dismiss

by the President, whether or not the faculty member elects to request a hearing."

He said he thought it was important that the committee be aware of every

dismissal whether or not the individual chose to challenge the decision.
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It was pointed out that frequently the President would not
early on be aware of a dismissal recommendation. It was then agreed that
the reference to the President should be to the Executive Vice President.
The sentence as amended was then accepted.

Dr. Kettel referred to page 13, lines 1 and 2, and asked why the
reference to a tenured faculty member used the wording "recommended for
dismissal or suspension", but the reference to a non-tenured faculty member
said "suspended or dismissed". Dr. Rehm said Dr. Kettel's point was well
taken and it was agreed that lines 1, 2, and 3 should read "A tenured faculty
member who is recommended for dismissal or suspension, or a non-tenured
faculty member who is recommended for dismissal or suspension before the end
of a current contract period "

Dr. Chaisson referred to page 4, line 10, and line 16, and
suggested the wording be revised as follows: In line 10, add the words
"but more than twenty" after the second occurrence of the word "forty". That

line would then read, "iv. If forty or fewer than forty but more than twenty
faculty members are nominated for senator. . .". In line 16, add the words
"but more than five" after the second occurrence of the ward "ten". That

line would then read: "vi. If ten or fewer than ten but more than five faculty.
members are nominated for the Committee ". It was agreed Dr. Chiasson's
suggested revisions should be made.

At this point the hour had grown late. Dr. Sigworth said he knew
that certain other changes were under consideration by the Committee of Eleven
and the U of A Chapter of the American Association of University Professors.
He then moved that further consideration of the changes in the Bylaws be
tabled until the next meeting of the Senate. Several seconds were heard and
the motion carried.

SENATE DISCUSSION 0F REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC REORGANIZATION CHARTER CONNITTEE:
Dr. Quinn said that there was considerable concern among members of the faculty
of the College of Fine Arts over the report of the Academic Reorganization
Charter Committee concerning the reorganization of theCollagesof Liberal Arts,
Earth Sciences, and Fine Arts, as well as a few disciplines taught in other
divisions of the University. He said the faculty of the College of Fine Arts
felt it would be the most seriously affected by the reorganization. He moved

that discussion of the proposed college reorganization be placed on the
agenda of the Senate's November meeting. Several seconds to the motion were

heard. The motion passed with no dissenting vote.

REVIEW OF CHAPTER X 0F THE FACULTY MANUAL, AUTHORIZATION OF: Dr. Sigworth
noted that in the 14th edition of the Faculty Manual of the University of
Arizona, issued in 1977, there appeared a new chapter, Chapter X, titled
Academic Professional Policies and Procedures. He said that Chapter X had
never been approved by the Faculty Senate. He then moved that the Senate
submit Chapter X to the Committee on Academic Procedures for consideration
and possible revision preparatory to formal consideration by the Senate.
Several seconds to the motion were heard and the motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 4:54ft.m.

id L. Windsor, Secretary

David ButTler, Assistant Secretary
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MOTIONS PASSED AT MEETING OF OCTOBER 6, 1980:

Approval of minutes of meeting of September 8, 1980.

Approval of motion to rescind action taken on September 8, 1980 limiting
the terms of office of Senate standing committee members.

Approval of motion limiting in different language the ternis of office of
Senate standing committee members.

Approval of "Curriculum" bulletins Vol. 8, No. 23 (September 25, 1980) and
Vol. 8, No. 24 (October 6, 1980).

Approval of motion to close debate and vote on the question of a proposed
amendment to the Undergraduate.Council recommendation on academic renewal
policy.

Approval of motion by Dr. Eckhardt to modify Undergraduate Council recommenda-
tion on academic renewal.

Approval of official statement of academic renewal policy as amended.

Approval of proposed changes in Faculty Constitution to bring it in conformance
with Conditions of Faculty Service statement.

Approval of motion to table consideration of recommended changes in Faculty
Bylaws to bring them in conformance with Conditions of Faculty Service statement.

Approval of motion to place proposed college reorganization on agenda of
November meeting.

Approval of motion to submit Chapter X of 14th edition of the Faculty
Manual to Senate Commìttee on Academic Procedures for consideration and
possible revision preparatory to formal consideration by the Senate.

ACTION ITEMS PENDING:

Consideration of recommended changes in Faculty Bylaws and Chapter VIII of
the Faculty Manual to bring these documents in conformance with the
Conditions of Faculty Service approved by the Board of Regents in April 1980.

Consideration of Committee of Eleven Report on Teacher Evaluation and
Teaching Effectiveness.




