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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, January 10, 1994 Room 146, college of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on Monday, January
10, 1994, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Thirty-six members were present.
Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate Malcolm J. Zwolinski presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Anderson, Atwater, Badger, Barrett, Buras, Coons,
DaDeppo, Dahlgran, Dickinson, Ewbank, Fernandez, Garcia,
Gruener, Hill, Impey, Inman, Jones, Lewis, Manke,
McElroy, Myers, Neuman, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Parsons,
Roemer, Silverman, Sjong, Sullivan, Sypherd, Troy,
Warburton, E. Williams, Witte, Wright, and Zwolinski.
Dr. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Aleamoni, Bertram, Brichler, Desai, Dvorak, Enos,
Fajardo, Hammond, Hildebrand, Huete, Joens, Larson, Lei,
Pacheco, Pitt, Reynolds, Ruiz, Shoemaker, Songer, J.
Williams, W. Williams, and Zukoski.

OPEN SESSION: Senator Donald E. Myers, Chair of the Committee of Eleven, said
that the Committee had asked him to comment on the Intercollegiate Writing
Committee report, submitted to the Senate at its December meeting. "The Writing
Proficiency Exam was orginally established by the Senate as the result of recom-
mendations jointly orchestrated by the Committee of Eleven and the Department
of English. The Committee of Eleven is still interested in this issue.

"There are two very disheartening aspects of the report. (1) The results have
remained approximately constant over some ten years. We don't seem to have made
much progress during that time period. (2) The exams are graded by faculty.
It was a very good idea to get the faculty at large involved in the process so
that we would see what was happening, but they are finding it increasingly
difficult to find enough faculty who are willing to participate in the grading
process. I don't think that money alone is an explanation for the decline in
volunteers. It wasn't that much money in the first place.

"This is an issue that requires action by individual faculty and action by the
University and the Colleges. I urge you to do two things as individual faculty:
(1) Show your students that you consider writing to be an important skill and
talent. (2) Volunteer to help grade the exam, at least once every two years.
I'm not sure that's enough, but it might be a good start. You can demonstrate
your concern to your students in several ways. Include some questions on every
exam and quiz that will require the student to write, even if it's only a few
sentences, or a paragraph. I know that in my area there may be some temptation
to think that all questions can be answered with simply a number or a symbol,
but that's not really true. You can assist your advisees by making sure that
they know about various sources for help that are available on the campus.
Included in the December report was a table of writing support available on the
UA campus to help students improve their writing proficiency. You can also urge
your department to take its writing emphasis course seriously. The Colleges can
demonstrate their concerns in many ways. The Colleges should emphasize the need
for writing proficiency as a part of their outreach program to high schools and
community colleges. We can't solve the problem totally once students come to
our campus. The Colleges need to establish standing committees. I realize that
that's too simple a suggestion to make, perhaps, but I think something like that
is needed to monitor the effectiveness of writing emphasis in the College. We
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need to do it at the University level and in the Colleges, and perhaps we need
to do it in the departments. We need to stress writing proficiency in evaluating
teaching. That sentence doesn't come out quite right, so I'll attempt to
elaborate on it. By that I mean that when teaching is being evaluated, we need
to ask whether the instructor is requiring some level of writing proficiency from
the students. Is there some reasonable set of standards and expectations being
communicated about writing proficiency in the class that is being evaluated?

"Writing proficiency is not just for English majors or Humanities students. It

is crucial for students in the sciences and engineering. Students coming into
science and engineering frequently think of themselves as being technology or
science oriented, and they don't think in terms of having to write, but they
will soon discover otherwise.

"The Senate recently received and acted on a recommendation for raising entrance
requirements. The addition of another English course is a step in the right
direction, but only if it really raises the level of writing proficiency. The
University needs to communicate to the high schools that writing proficiency
has much broader impact than just on the English courses. We cannot solve all
the inadequacies in writing after students arrive at the University, nor can we
wait until they have failed the exam to counsel them of their need to increase
their skill level. The University must make its expectations clear very early
and consistently reinforce them.

"Following the presentation of the report, some members of the Senate expressed
concern over the nature of the examination, although it appeared that some
concerns may have been based on a lack of actual experience with the examination.
The examination should be viewed as a diagnostic tool, not just another hurdle
on the way to graduation. Unfortunately, it appears that is what we have allowed
it to become.

"Whether you want to think of writing as the mark of an educated person or as
an essential skill in the job market, we are cheating our students when we do
not have high expectations for them. I urge you to be a part of the solution
and not part of the problem."

Naomi Mudge, Undergraduate ASUA Senator and member of the Student Environmental
Action Coalition (SEAC), said she wanted to respond to the report presented to
the Senate at its December meeting by Vice President Cusanovich concerning the
Mt. Graham International Observatory. 'SEAC is very pro-science and technology.
Our members include both graduates and undergraduates, majoring in a range of
sciences, including atmospheric sciences, biology, and geology. I am a student
of social sciences, but last year I had the chance to work at the Flandrau
Science Center, and I found it a very rewarding experience. I realize the
Faculty Senate has heard quite a bit about the Mt. Graham Telescope Project,
and SEAC would not have felt compelled to address you today had some of the
remarks made by the Vice President not been so, in our opinion, possibly mislead-
ing. I am not a student of Astronomy or Biology, so I don't profess to be an
expert in either of these areas. I am a concerned student.

"I'd like to reference a few items from the Vice President's report, and then
provide some comments on them. The first quote is 'All the sites we've looked
at for the Large Binocular Telescope were excellent, equal to, or better than
anything in North or South America.' I don't believe that Vice President
Cusanovich was including Hawaii in his definition of North America. In 1987 a
report sponsored by twenty different universities compared astrophysical sites
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on Mauna Kea in Hawaii and Mt. Graham, and the report concluded that Mauna Kea
was a far superior site. Perhaps this is one of the reasons why both the Smith-
sonian Institution and Harvard withdrew from the Mt. Graham Telescope Project
and signed on to Mauna Kea. Mt. Graham has nights that are clear enough for
astronomy only about 58 percent of the time. Mauna Kea has clear viewing nights
69 percent or better. If you were to ask an astronomer from the European South-
ern Observatory (ESO), in Chile, South America, if their site is better or worse
than Mt. Graham, I think that they would conclude that their site is better for
a number of reasons: (1) They only get i. to 2 inches of rain per year. Mt.

Graham gets 35 inches or more per year. (2) The topography there is more condu-

cive to astronomy: there are fewer trees there. Roger Lynds did a study of
sixty-nine astrophysical sites in North America. In that study, Mt. Graham
ranked 38th. We could compare many different variables about astrophysical sites
all over North and South America on many different levels, but to make a pointed
statement that the Mt. Graham site is equal to or better than anything in North
or South America I think is simply not true. Despite all the site testing that
we can do, I don't think that anyone can really know exactly how clear the
viewing could be until the telescope is up and functioning.

"At this point in time, the University does not know (1) how high the LET (Large
Binocular Telescope, formerly known as the Columbus) will be built or if it will
have two mirrors, as the project is named and is called for, or if it will have
one mirror. All of these modifications are due to a lack of funding. In 1992,

Drs. Woolf and Strittmatter, of the Steward Observatory, prepared a report that
tested four different sites on Mt. Graham, three of those sites being on Emerald
Peak, one being on Peak 10298, also known as Owl Peak, that earlier in the year
the University was considering. According to this report, 'Facility heights
significantly over 150 feet are unrealistic. Also heights of 125 feet to 150
feet are unnecessarily expensive.'"

Ms. Mudge used an overhead projector to illustrate some points: East Emerald
Peak, where she said that on December 7 some 250 trees were felled to begin site
testing. The Steward Observatory Report of October 20, 1992, indicated this site
would have to be 213 feet high for excellent viewing. "To build on East Emerald
Peak, the University would have to build to a height that, according to Steward's
own report, is both unnecessarily expensive and unrealistic. If the height is
going to be modified to what the report calls practical, which is anything under
125 feet, the viewing would be marginal. This project was sold to Congress,
for a 1988 exemption from environmental laws, as one that the University is
hoping will put them at the forefront of astrophysical research through this
world-class telescope. A marginal viewing monocular telescope is not a world-
class telescope."

Dr. Zwolinski indicated that Ms. Mudge's allocated time was expiring, and she
responded that she might have to continue at the February meeting. Summing up,
she said Vice President Cusanovich had suggested that the next squirrel count
would be around 600. "I will be submitting a report to all of you that shows
that this is a very unrealistic prediction, and in my opinion and in the opinion
of students, an irresponsible prediction. On the legal front, the Vice President
talked briefly about the Apache Survival Coalition lawsuit. Approximately three
weeks ago, environmental groups gave their sixty-day notice that they are going
to be suing the Forest Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the University
of Arizona in regards to the December 7 cutting of 250 trees. It is their
opinion, and SEAC concurs, that the East Emerald Peak site is outside of the
1988 law that allows for the telescope project, and therefore illegal.
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"The final point that I would like to make is that basically various spokespeople
for the University, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service have
made remarks regarding the squirrel population on this new Emerald Peak site,
suggesting that the squirrels have been migrating away from there, and that
biologically speaking it's a much more sound site for a telescope. Well, as of
1990, there were 14 known midden sites within 150 meters of this particular site
on East Emerald Peak. That includes both active and inactive middens. As of
October 19, 1992, UofA biologists asserted that there were only five middens,
both active and inactive, within a 200-meter circumference of this site.
Squirrel middens don't disappear. They are abandoned, they are taken up again,
squirrels do a lot of hopping around the middens, but the middens themselves
don't disappear, especially not in the two years. We can explain five of the
nine disappearances, because maps have been redrawn. Because of time constraints
I won't go into it. The biological work of Mr. Paul Young and his associates
up there has never been subject to the peer review process. Because of the
information I have shared with you, and because of matters such as the death of
three squirrels while being handled by UofA biologists during the course of the
study up there, I would charge the Faculty Senate with initiating a peer review
process. If the work being done up there is sound, then the University has
nothing to fear. If it's not, then it is our duty to investigate it. It's not
my intent to open up a debate with individual members of the Faculty Senate on
the merits of the telescope project. But if any of you have any questions about
items in Vice President Cusanovich's report or anything I have said or anything
in the future that you read about the telescope project, I would encourage you
to call me. You can reach me at ASUA. If I cannot answer your questions, I can
certainly refer you to someone who can. Again, I can't stress enough how
important I think the peer review process is. Over the years, the biology up
there has come under a number of different attacks, but we can't substantiate
whether it's good or bad or anything because it hasn't gone through the proper
channels. I say open it up to an academic audience. This is the reason the peer
review process you know began in the first place."

Dr. Zwolinski thanked Ms. Mudge for her comments, and added that if she wished
to submit additional comments in writing, he would distribute them to the Senate.

3. REPORTS

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Zwolinski reported that
President Pacheco was out of town.

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Sypherd said he wanted to make
a few comments, largely based on hearsay, about how the budget is developing in
Phoenix. "I understand that it will be released tomorrow. The reason I want
to make some comments is that it doesn't sound good to us. Hearsay indicates
that the Governor's budget is somewhat more generous than the Legislature's
budget. The Governor is holding to the 5 percent pay raise. We think that it
will not be across-the-board for the universities, but we don't know. We have
heard that decoupling will apply to salary increases. This means that, with 20
percent of our budget derived from tuition, the State will fund only 80 percent
of whatever the pay raise is. We don't know what the Legislature will approve,
although the rumor is it will be less than the Governor's recommendation of 5
percent. We would be offered the prospect of making up the difference from the
increase in tuition and fees. I think this is a new vista for the University
of Arizona, to face raising tuition in order to meet our compensation demands.
That's not a good day for us at the University, and I hope it does not occur.
In compliance with the Governor's instructions, we requested an increase of 5
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percent of our total budget, which would have given us a substantial pool of
money from which to make salary adjustments. It looks as if we're going to be
very short of the $10 to $13 million which we thought would be available to us
in permanent funds. It will make a dramatic difference in the way we use these
hoped-for salary increases for our faculty and staff. There is the belief among
some of our alumni, who met with the Governor last week, that the Governor is
friendly compared to the Legislature."

Dr. Sypherd used an overhead projector to share some information with Senators
"I want to report to you on the conclusions of the Compensation Advisory
Committee. You will remember that the Arizona Faculties Council asked the
Regents to charge each of the universities with examining the question 'Should
the universities adopt a California-type merit/step system for compensation?'
and each of the Provosts was instructed to appoint a committee to study this
issue. A committee made up of those appointed by the Senate and others appointed
by me looked at this issue, and we are at the point of recommending to the Senate
that we go forward to the Regents and recommend the adoption of the merit system.
I might tell you, before I go into much detail here, that at last word, ASU is
not ready to join us in this request. Maybe the Chairman of the Faculty has
some update on that. I think NAU is waiting to see how the debate goes between
the UofA and ASU. I will speak to the reasons for their not joining us a little
bit later on.

"Let me show you the way salary distributions go at the University of Arizona,
shown here on the screen (copy appended to these minutes). These are the college
figures, exempting Law, BPA and Engineering. And these are the ranges of
salaries that we see for Assistant, Associate and full Professors. Nothing more
dramatically emphasizes what's wrong with our compensation system than these
spreads of salaries. It is very difficult in any rational way to explain why
we have full Professors that are falling into the same pay range as Assistant
Professors. And you'll notice a very small difference between Assistant and
Associate Professors. If we just take the published scales for 1992 for the
University of California (UC), one can see that there is overlap, but it's not
a tremendous amount of overlap, particularly when one gets to the full Professor
range. I'll elaborate these salary distributions in a bit. These are the 1992

salary scales. If you look at BPA, for example, you will find near complete
concordance between Assistant and Associate Professor ranks. This demonstrates
both compression and the tremendous overlap that exists between our pay
practices. I almost said pay scales, but in fact we don't have pay scales. We

just have compensation practices.

"I'd like to cover, very briefly, what we can determine a merit step system would

do for us. First of all, it would ensure periodic performance reviews. If we

set up a system like this, we can determine what those periods are. In the UC
system, reviews occur every two years at the Assistant and Associate Professor
ranks, at the early stages, and every three years later on. Reviews occur at
the full Professor ranks every three years. The review criteria are known and
published. A recommendation from the department level is required, for or
against a merit increase. A person must be reviewed. The recommendation says
this person has performed meritoriously, and therefore should receive a merit
increase with his salary, or has not and should not get a merit increase. It

uses elective campus-wide peer review of all salary recommendations. This is

the UC system. If we adopt this, that need not be the way we do it at the
University of Arizona, but I prefer that. It reviews all salary recommendations,
and that includes new hires, so every new hire that you bring in, and the salary
offer that you make, must first go to this committee, so that there is an open,
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understood process by which compensation is determined. Salary scales are
published and known. The merit/step system reduces overlap and compression of
salaries. The system also allows or may allow for extraordinary accelerated
increases.

"The one thing that I think deans and department heads worry about is the hotshot
that is being seduced to go to Johns Hopkins or Duke or Berkeley or some other
place other than Tucson, and that we would like to head off. The system allows
for an extraordinary review so that the person can be accelerated and skip a
step, or even an earlier review, earlier than the mandated two or three years.
Finally, the system can be designed so that it allows external ad hoc reviews,
a process that I think is very important in some specialties where we simply
don't have enough peer understanding and appreciation of the discipline and of
that research area to make a full determination of the person's merit, at least
on the research side."

Senator Anderson asked how student reviews would fit into the merit review
system. Dr. Sypherd responded that they would constitute a part of the criteria
used in the review process, along with peer review of classroom teaching and
other elements of the way faculty participate in their teaching responsibilities.
"That would be a part of the written criteria, so that everyone understands
exactly what the rules of the gaine are."

Senator Neuman asked Dr. Sypherd if everything had been included in the scale
of full Professors in the UC system, because the maximum seemed to be somewhat
lower than some salaries that he was aware of for super professors there. Dr.

Sypherd said that the scale figures he presented were from 1991-92, but professor
laureates and members of the academy are usually compensated above scale. Above
scale, he said, requires the recommendation of the Committee on Academic Per-
sonnel, as do all salary and compensation issues. He added that this mf orma-
tion was merely for demonstration purposes--UofA would be on a different scale.
"The things that we would have to do if we moved to this system, I believe, and
some of this is my personal belief, is to rename the P&T Committee to a Committee
on Academic Personnel; we would have to set up procedures for campus-wide elec-
tion of the committee, if it is determined that it be an elected committee, and
I would personally urge that we go in that direction; we would have to change
the staff infrastructure a bit that exists within Faculty Services right now,
so that there would be more support for the activities of that committee. The
dossiers become somewhat more substantial, with written materials presented in
support of the recommendation for merit increase, so that the committee can make
a real evaluation of the recommendations being put forward. And I think, most
of all, we would have to change behavior so that we could accommodate to this
new method of determining salaries."

Senator E. Williams asked the Provost to continue his thoughts along this line.
Dr. Sypherd: "Well, I think the practice at the UofA has been to take advantage
of these wide open pay scales and to bring people in, or to retain people, sort
of in a no-framework, no-holds-barred arena, and I think that has contributed
to these wide distributions and, in some regards, to the compression as well.
The fact that there is not a regular way of treating compensation means that you
have this open arena. Other implications inherent in adopting a process like
this would include, I believe, the fact that our faculty will develop trust in
the compensation system. I don't think anyone would argue with me that there
is little or no trust in the compensation system as it currently exists. Salary
inequities would be less likely because of the mandatory review and an open
process. Grievances and litigation would be reduced. I must say when we go into
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litigation over a salary inequity, and I have sat down for a year with our campus
attorneys to help them prepare responses, I'm at a loss to determine how to
respond when you've looked at this open distribution of salaries. And that in
fact has been a problem for us. In item 4, the case would be made to the
Legislature to fund this merit package. We'd have to have a pool of money that
we could use to pay merit. On the negative side, we would have to make a case
with the Legislature that they fund this on an annual basis. Now, why is this
important? I think we have not done a good job in pressing upon the Board and
the Legislature the value of performance-based salary. We haven't done a good
job, as evidenced from the following statements that I have heard now over and
over for the last year: What are you doing to reward (fill in the blank)?
How do we reward people on a salary basis when we have no performance-based
salary reward money? The only money that we've gotten in the last four years
has been across-the-board mandatory pay raises. So it is not possible either
to reward or to fail to reward certain kinds of behaviors if the Legislature does
not give us the ability to do that. The Legislature will quickly figure out that
this is an entitlement, that we are going to be asking for this increase in
permanent funding year after year, so that we can address about one-fourth of
our faculty in any one year for the possibility of merit increases. We've gone
through four years of reallocations. It's not a happy time. There is no similar
system that exists for staff and other appointed personnel, and I think if we
adopted this process, and if it survives the rigors of review, we would need to
begin immediately to address similar requirements and needs for our other
appointed personnel and for our classified staff. The City of Tucson uses such
a process for its employees, the County has a merit/step system, and the firemen
and police. Other Arizona universities are likely not to join, and I've already
mentioned that problem. That summarizes where we are, and I am prepared to take
our recommendations and our arguments to the Regents. I think the Regents are
very interested in this. They are particularly interested in the mechanisms that
we use to reward certain kinds of behavior. I think the appropriate thing to
do is end my report with that, and I think that leaves action for the Senate."

3C. REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Garcia suggested the Senate
discuss at its next meeting the merit-based salary system referred to by Provost
Sypherd, with action to be scheduled after the Senate has had an opportunity to
review the facts. He reported that the General Faculty election notices had been
mailed, and petitions will be available through January 31 and must be turned
in by February 14. Offices up for election this spring are Faculty Senate Col-
lege Representatives, the Secretary of the Faculty, five seats on the Committee
of Eleven, two seats on the Faculty Budget and Strategic Planning Committee,
and four seats on the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure.

Senator Garcia reported that a committee, comprised of Senators Sheila Pitt, Fred
Hill, Ed Williams, and himself, and Associate Dean of Arts and Sciences Susan
Steele, had been appointed to examine the curriculum review and approval process.
The committee's charge will include examination of how items get in the Curric-
ulum Bulletin. He anticipated that the committee would sunset at the end of
February.

He said the CORe Council had discussed faculty governance at various levels.
"We have asked that they systematize the way in which CORe teams and/or commit-
tees associated with CORe get appointed. The CORe Council has agreed to that,
and has asked that the Senate establish a CORe committee. At its last meeting,
the Senate Executive Committee unanimously agreed that the Committee of Eleven
was the most representative committee available to us, and that that committee
should serve as the CORe liaison committee. Elected campus-wide, it represents
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the interests of the campus. With the participation of some Senators in the
selection process, a new CORe manager has been appointed: Ron Peterson, a former
Lockheed executive who played a similar role for that organization."

Senator Garcia also reported that the Strategic Planning Subcommittee of the
Budget and Strategic Planning Committee has reviewed data on all academic
departments, has examined in depth the reports of the PAIP, the program reviews,
and external reviews for some 90 or so departments. "The process is continuing,
and the entire Budget and Strategic Planning Committee will be making formal
recommendation to the Provost in the very near future, perhaps late this month.
As I understand it, the next step will be that the Provost will write the deans
associated with those units contained in the recommendations to review the data
in question and to return to the committee to discuss those departments. Next,

the Provost will make a recommendation to the President, and the President will
then take formal actions, if there are any reorganizations to be done."

3D. REPORT 0F THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE: Dr. Zwolinski reported
that he had recently received word from the College of Law that a class has been
scheduled on Mondays from 2:00-2:50 in Law 146 this semester, representing a
conflict with Senate meeting start times. He noted that time is needed to set
up nameplates and recording equipment. An extensive search for another room had
been made, but so far nothing adequate had been found. He said that the start
of remaining Spring meetings may have to be delayed until 3:15, and the meetings
may have to be extended past 5:00, possibly to 5:30. He requested that anyone
with knowledge of a room with a similar configuration that might be available
on Monday afternoons from 2:00-5:00 p.m., please contact the Faculty Center.
He requested also that Senators pay particular attention to their next meeting
call, in case there is a revised start time or possibly a new location.

He reported that Mr. Doug Wall, President of the Arizona Board of Regents, and
Dr. Frank Besnette, Executive Director, had been invited to address the Senate
at one of its meetings this spring. He said he would notify Senators when that
will occur. He also announced that Senator Bruce Barrett is the new Chairman
of the Senate's Research Policy Committee for the Spring Semester.

Dr. Zwolinski announced that in April the Senate Executive Committee will select
members for the 1994-95 Senate standing committees, and although nominations will
be received from the Committee on Committees for those positions, he urged those
who might be interested in serving on a particular standing committees to contact
the Faculty Center before the 15th of March. "I'm sure that most of you realize
that much of the activity brought to the Senate floor for discussion and action
originates in one or more of our active Senate standing committees."

Dr. Zwolinski said that the ad hoc committee appointed to recommend changes to
the Constitution and Bylaws had completed its initial task. It had been intended
to submit their proposed revisions to the Senate at this meeting, but since more
changes are anticipated in connection with an update of the University Handbook
for Appointed Personnel in the near future, the Senate Executive Committee
decided to wait. All proposed changes will be submitted together at a later
time. He added that if Senators knew of any changes for either the Handbook or
the Constitution and Bylaws, they could send them to the Faculty Center, where
a running list of such requests is maintained.

He reported that the Senate Executive Committee, at its January 24 meeting, will
discuss issues raised by the Intercollegiate Writing Committee and will define
the role of the Senate in the operation of the Upper-Division Writing Proficiency
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Examination, in direct support of Senator Myers' Open Session statements. He
said he joined with Senator Myers in urging all members of the General Faculty
who could assist in the evaluation of the undergraduate essays this spring
semester to contact the University Composition Board.

Dr. Zwolinski said he wanted to comment briefly on a recent Deans' Council agenda
item, of particular importance to faculty--the issue of confidentiality when
discussing a student's physical or learning disability. The Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), mandates strict adherence to the requirement of conf i-
dentiality in the treatment of such information. Guidelines are currently being
developed for the University community and should be available for distribution
in the near future. He urged faculty to pay particular attention to them.

Dr. Zwolinski reported that, as noted in today's Lo Oue Pasa, he and Senators
Betty Atwater and Robert Dvorak had been appointed to a committee that will
develop guidelines for the 1994-95 salary adjustments. The committee received
two charges: (1) to recommend a set of general guidelines that the colleges and
the presidential/vice presidential areas will be required to follow in developing
specific policies and procedures for the allocation of salary increases. (2)

to review the college and presidential/vice presidential area proposals to ensure
compliance with the guidelines. "The guidelines are to be equitable among job
categories and disciplines, and will consider such factors as general adjustment,
merit, market, retention, promotion, equity, appeals, and compression. A
significant share of any salary increases would be based on performance reviews.
Faculty input to the development of college salary allocation policies and
procedures will be solicited. I urge all of you, when the time comes that you
are asked to participate in that process at the college level, that you do so
if you possibly can. At this point we do not know, as the Provost mentioned,
the size of the salary pool, nor the constraints that the Legislature may place
upon the allocations. We will keep you informed as the process develops."

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: Secretary Roemer reported that a new
faculty newsletter was at the printer's and would be distributed within a few
days. She requested that Senators speak loudly and carefully for the benefit
of the accurate recording of the proceedings. With the thought of the election
process now underway, she reported that she was not prepared to make another two-
year commitment, so would not be standing for re-election.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Lewis reported that student elections
will be accelerated this year, due to the times at which Pima County Elections
equipment would be available. There will be no change in the elected terms,
however, and those students currently serving will complete their terms in the
normal fashion at the end of the semester.

Senator Lewis predicted a "frenzy of discussion" would occur state-wide among
students, and others, concerning the budget. He said he wanted to emphasize one
particular point: "In light of the fact that we are dealing with a decoupling
bill, in its infancy, I have a feeling that precedents could be set this semester
concerning one issue that students and other participants have been raising for
quite some time: how actions of the Legislature could pit different campus
communities against each other. This could become a problem, particularly in
the case of administrators, who may be placed in the middle in some cases. It

puts all of us in a very tight position. I want to emphasize that it will be
critical that formal alliances be created, especially in the case of the compen-

sation issue. I could easily see situations in which people are forced into
discussions that are not in the interests of other campus community members, and
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I would really hate to see that."

4. QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD: Senator Silverman asked Dr. Sypherd two questions:
(1) Why is ASU not joining in the proposal for the performance-based merit/step
system; and (2) what input will the Faculty Senate have on the merit/step compen-
sation proposal? Dr. Sypherd said he would answer the second question first.
"The Regents' charge indicated that each Provost should constitute a committee
to study the proposal, and then report back to the Regents. I can't imagine
reporting back something as complex as this without substantial Senate partici-
pation. Senate representatives did participate in the committee's discussions,
and I believe there needs to be substantial discussion in the Senate chambers
to give me some advice on how to proceed." Concerning the first question, he
said that ASU's Provost has had a significant impact on the committee. "I be-
lieve he feels that the institution cannot afford a program like this because
it does require some discipline to address the issue every year in the budget
process. In years like this year, for example, some $10.5 million is needed in
order to go forward under the present system. To obtain an additional $3.5 or
$4 million to proceed with the merit system, layoffs and other unpleasant
activities would be involved. That puts you in a very awkward public posture
of laying people off in order to increase the pay of others. So no doubt the
Provost's committee has a reason for being uneasy. His statement to me was 'We
don't need it, we can't afford it, and we'll have to get along without it.' NAU
is not quite so certain about it."

Senator J. O'Brien said he also had two questions for Dr. Sypherd: (1) he thought
we had a performance-based merit system; and (2) what lobbying efforts will be
undertaken by the universities to mitigate against plausible budget difficulties?
Dr. Sypherd said he did not know how to respond to the first statement. "We
certainly have the requirement for performance evaluations. I think one of our
problems has been a lack of linkage between the performance evaluations and the
compensation system; that is, I think there is no linkage between them, particu-
larly when the last two salary packages provided mandatory, across-the-board
increases. In terms of lobbying the Legislature, that's a somewhat new arena
for me, but I'm learning that the people least capable of having an impact on
the activities of the Legislature are those of us in the University, because it
becomes very self-serving to go to the Legislature and plead the cause of the
University. So it is hoped that the friends of the University, and we have a
lot of friends, will make a strong case for the University. The case is a very
good one to make this year, following four years of successive budget reductions.
We have managed to not reduce the student body, and we have even increased course
availability; this past Fall, we had the least troublesome registration in recent
history. This, despite a 5, 6, 7 or even $800 million dollar budget surplus in
the State, I believe, makes unconscionable another round of thin budgets for the
universities."

Senator S. O'Brien asked Dr. Sypherd where continuing appointment and year-to-
year personnel would fit in, in view of his comments related to the P&T Commit-
tee's name change and merger with another committee, and his statement that the
structure for staff and other appointed personnel would have to be studied. Dr.
Sypherd: "I think one of the things we have to do at the UofA, and this might
be the time I'll have to do it, is to define faculty. We have a kind of floating
definition of who faculty are. We're going to have to close that gap someday.
But I would imagine that the committee that will deal with faculty, and the one
that I refer to is the Committee on Academic Personnel, would deal only with
instructional and research faculty, and other appointed personnel and the staff
would have to be evaluated and monitored and recommendations made by another
mechanism. I might imagine, and this would be my recommendation, that they would
be managed through Human Resources."
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Senator E. Williams asked the Provost or the Chairman of the Faculty about a
committee that had been appointed some time ago to look into co-governance. He

wondered if a report would be forthcoming to inform the campus community of
progress made. Senator Garcia responded that that committee had undergone
several incarnations. At one time it had thirteen members, then was reduced to
six, and currently there are five. He said it meets sporadically and has not
made much progress. He asked Dr. Sypherd if that was an accurate description.
Dr. Sypherd stated that he thought the committee had made great progress.

Senator Myers, commenting on Dr. Sypherd's report, said that the UofA faculty
salary structure clearly showed compression, a consequence of decisions that have

been made in the past. He asked what assurance faculty would have that those
decisions won't continue to be made. During the past three years, he said,
there has been essentially no money from the Legislature for salary increases.
"Yet the University has, in fact, given out salary increases during that time
period. It has not told the faculty or employees in general that salary
increases were available. These increases have contributed to compression. When
you talk about changing behavior, this is where the behavior has to change. We
have to change the practice of responding to salary increases in such a way that
it promotes salary compression. . . . If we were to look at comparable figures from

ten or thirteen years ago, I think you would find salary compression did not
exist at that time, certainly not of the same magnitude." Dr. Sypherd: "We

did look at those figures, Don. There has always been this problem with the
distribution of salaries, but I think without a target to shoot at, you're
operating in the fog, and this will just continue if we don't make the change.
We don't have to have a scale like the University of California's, but we have
to have a process, and the process has to be linked to reward, and what we have
now--the only process that yields a reward is to get an outside offer, and hope
that someone wants to retain you. Or wait until someone moves up a little higher
on the scale, and appeal pay inequity through the system. Those are the two ways

that salaries have veered upward, with no forethought about where we were going
or how we were going to get there." Senator Myers: "I suggest we have had a

system: it's called personal whim."

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 6, 1993: There being no request for
amendments, the Minutes of December 6, 1993 were approved as distributed.

REPORTS OF THE STANDING COMMITTEES:

REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT OF THE BUDGET AND STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT OF THE INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Inman said
that the statistical report on General Education was nearly complete, and may
be available for the February meeting. She said the committee, together with
the Senate Executive Committee, will be reconsidering the responsibilities of
ICPC, in order to reconcile current practices and the charge as stated in the
Constitution and Bylaws. She said the committee would appreciate receiving
suggestions from Senators as to what the responsibilities of ICPC should be.

Senator Inman reported that on December 8, Senators Elizabeth Roemer and Ken
Young, and Associate Dean of Students Alexis Hernandez and she met with Registrar
Arlene Becella to discuss the problem of students changing grades from E to W
and forging instructors' signatures on the Drop forms. ICPC had recommended that
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the Drop forms be handled in a different way. However, the Registrar said that
it would not be possible to implement the revisions suggested. But she did say
that her office could issue two more class lists each semester, with the grades
of E and W printed on them, so that instructors could better track what grades
had actually been awarded, and could notify her office of any discrepancies.
Registrar Becella indicated that the instructor's word would be considered to
be final in cases where there were discrepancies. A tear sheet will be added
when a new supply of Drop forms is ordered, so that faculty will have a written
record. The Registrar's Office had just ordered 50,000 copies of the current
Drop/Add form, so the revised form would not be in use until sometime in 1994-
95. She said the subcommittee believed these two improvements would be suf f i-
cient to achieve the desired effect.

REPORT OF THE RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Barrett thanked Senator Witte
for her leadership as Chair of the Research Policy Committee during the Fall
Semester. During the Spring Semester, he said, the committee will continue with
its evaluation of the Conflict of Interest document that will be reported
sometime during this semester.

REPORT OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

7. UPDATE ON THE NEW FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE IN PIMA COUNTY: Senator Fernandez, Vice
President for Academic Outreach and International Affairs, said he would like
to review the background information on the new four-year college in Pima County.
"In 1990 the Arizona Board of Regents initiated an enrollment planning process.
They hired an outside consultant, Carol Frances and Associates, to conduct
enrollment projections. They used a number of models to find the 'most likely'
scenario, which predicted that by the year 2010, Arizona would have an additional
55,000 students at the University level, and an additional 95,000 students or
so at the community college level. After receiving the consultant's report in
1992, the Board appointed a state-wide task force to review that report, to begin
a discussion state-wide to get some of the information out to the public about
the projected enrollment growth, and to submit recommendations on how to meet
this projected growth.

"The Commission's report was submitted at a meeting in June 1993. Senator Garcia
served on that Commission. A number of strategies were identified by the Commis-
sion to help meet the expected growth. Basically, the report has been adopted
by the Board of Regents, and the three campuses are capped: the UofA at 35,000,
the main campus of ASU at 39,000, and NAU at 16,000. This capping occured while
ethnic diversity increased. If some of you wonder how that could happen, there
are models, and it is possible. I would be happy to discuss that if there's a
question about that. There was a recommendation to expand evening and weekend
offerings, and discussion on a proposal to begin an Evening and Weekend Program
on our campus occurred at the last Senate meeting. This recommendation pertained
particularly to our campus and ASU.

"There was also a recommendation to expand the off-campus centers in Sierra Vista
and Yuma. The Carol Frances and Associates report recommended that the Univer-
sity of Arizona be primarily responsible for education in Pima County; Arizona
State, principally in Maricopa County; and that NAU would be responsible for
delivery of education in other areas. The Commission recommended strongly
against that. In fact, the consultant recommended that Sierra Vista be trans-
ferred to NAU. The residents of Sierra Vista argued forcefully and convinced
the Commission and the Board not to take that action. Incidentally, if you have
not been down there this year, a brand new building has been constructed with
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contributions gathered by that community, on donated land, and a plan has been
developed to continue to raise funds and to construct other buildings. The com-
munity of Sierra Vista was adamant that they wanted direct affiliation with the
University of Arizona, and we are committed to providing the support for that.

"There was a recommendation to expand the telecommunications education delivery
system. NAU will provide leadership in this area, at least in terms of helping
establish the network throughout the state. The delivery and loading of courses
will be done by all three institutions. Another recommendation was that we
continue the cooperative efforts between universities and community colleges,
particularly in the urban areas. There was some Senate discussion earlier this
academic year about the sequential degree program. Another major recommendation
was to expand ASU-West to about 10,000 students. Currently, ASU-West only offers
upper-division and graduate courses. The idea is to review that situation and
expand it to a four-year institution. There was some recommendation that ASU-
West should become an independent institution, but individuals from ASU argued
against that. However, the Board report that was adopted actually calls for
periodic review of the organizational reporting structure there.

"And finally, there was a recommendation to build two new four-year campuses,
one in East Maricopa County--I'm sure all of you have read about Williams Air
Force Base and the possibility of that being the location for ASU-East--and then
a four-year institution in Pima County. Each of these institutions at full
growth would enroll no more than 10,000 students. It was agreed that the one
in Pima County would be an institution separate from the University of Arizona.
It would not carry the University of Arizona name. The plan for both of these
campuses is to proceed simultaneously and immediately. We did not expect growth
on our campus to begin until next fall, but this year we're over our cap already,
and the other institutions are also at cap or a little over. It was agreed that
the institutions would be principally undergraduate, with a few Master's programs
in highly selected areas. A subcommittee was designated to continue to discuss
financial plans for the institutions.

"The President has asked me to provide leadership in terms of planning and
development for the new college in Pima County. The premises available to us
at this point are based on the document that the Board has adopted: the insti-
tution will be in Pima County; full growth, no more than 10,000 students; prin-
cipally undergraduate, with a few Master's programs--we can underscore few, in
highly selected areas; and no doctoral degrees. This would be a teaching insti-
tution, with no expectation of basic research, independent from the University
of Arizona; that is, it would have a different mission, a different name, a
different set of values, and no intercollegiate athletics. That's the framework
that we have. The President, a couple of months ago, asked me to begin working
with a community advisory committee that he has appointed to help establish some
broad parameters for the institution and to help us perhaps identify potential
sites and make some recommendations on name. That committee has met several
times, and we hope to report to the Board in June, or July at the latest, with
some recommendations on these matters.

"There are some questions that have been asked frequently that I would like to
address, and then I'd like to hear your comments and address your questions.
There has been a great deal of confusion about the IBM site and the four-year
institution. The confusion is a result of the fact that in a budget request
that we have presented to the Board and that the Board has now sent to the
Governor and the Legislature, we said that we would possibly locate on a tempo-
rary basis, underscore temporary, for possibly two or three years, at the IBM
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site if the University of Arizona was successful in acquiring the facility. To
this date, we have not acquired the facility. We are looking at other potential
temporary sites, but there's a great deal of confusion around this point. I want
to be as clear as I can with you about that. In fact, I have read in a newspaper
that this will be the permanent site for this campus. If it is, I don't know
about it.

"Another question that's frequently asked is what happens if the Legislature does
not fund the planning of this campus? Is the University of Arizona going to
continue to do so? The answer to that is no. The University of Arizona does
not have resources to plan or start a new campus. It is really a decision that
the Legislature is going to have to think about, whether we as a state are going
to meet those enrollment growths, and underwrite this effort of establishing the
new campuses. There is no assurance that we will receive the budget that we
requested, or any part thereof. We requested $2 million, which is approximately
what ASU has requested. NAU has requested essentially the same amount for the
enhancement of the network for video instruction. Last year, UofA and ASU
requested, I think, about $300,000. We did not receive any funding from the
Legislature, and there is no assurance that we will receive any this year.
However, the clock is ticking, the students who are going to be here in ten years
are already in school, and I don't know if this state is prepared to meet that
growth. It's a difficult time in the sense we're just coming out of this
difficult economic time in the state, and we have unmet needs at the current
universities.

"Another question: implications for the University of Arizona. What are the
consequences of a new campus in Pima County? We think that in the short run
there are some consequences: competition for resources and for students. In

the long run, our thinking is that this will be of benefit to the University of
Arizona, in the sense that the University can't take in 10,000 more students
without affecting the quality of our academic programs, and having another insti-
tution that focuses principally on undergraduate education will allow us to
sharpen our focus on our mission, and will allow us, I think, to raise our
admission standards and move in the direction of the kind of institution that
we are and would like to continue to be.

"We want to get UofA faculty involved. Senator Garcia and I have met. We're
going to get some recommendations on names. We didn't want to move too quickly
on this, because this has been under discussion for many, many years. Some of
you might recall that at one time Doug Woodard chaired a committee that was to
begin thinking about a new campus, although that didn't go anywhere. Obviously,
we want faculty involvement, and we will do that."

Senator Neuman said he had a question regarding the deliberations that brought
about the suggestion to build another four-year campus in Pima County. He won-

dered whether consideration had been given to the concept of a trade school
instead of a four-year college, not only in Pima County, but state-wide. Senator
Garcia responded that the Enrollment Growth Commission expected, in addition to
the 55,000 University students, 95,000 community college level students who will
seek enrollment in the same time period. "At the moment, the trade school func-
tion in the State of Arizona is served by the community colleges. There are
independent trade schools, but the community colleges are the public version of
trade schools, and they do serve that function now. Hughes, for instance, goes
directly to Pima Community College and requests certain courses to be taught so
their workers can be trained. That is what the Commission was looking at in
terms of fulfilling the trade school concept."
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Senator Witte said she was having a little difficulty with the expression teach-
ing institution, as opposed to research institution. Focusing on the phrase,
"no basic research," she asked if that meant curiosity wouldn't be allowed.
Senator Fernandez responded that the college would have a different mission than
the University of Arizona. "The faculty here have been hired to carry out a
mission, and that mission includes a strong research agenda. Our teaching loads
reflect that." Senator Witte said that, then, rather than no basic research,
a de-emphasia on research is intended. Senator Fernandez responded
affirmatively.

Senator Barrett said he wanted to make sure he understood the numbers. Of the
55,000 predicted additional university students, essentially 30,000 would be
taken up by the two new campuses and ASU-West, and the other 25,000 would be
absorbed into evening and weekend offerings or the off-campus centers. He asked
if that was correct. Senator Fernandez responded affirmatively.

Senator J. O'Brien said he respected the Board's decision to have enrollment pro-
jections made, but he wondered whether caution was advisable in view of the fact
that the projections indicated a departure from past rates of growth and because
we see students not getting jobs as a result of their college education. He said
he also wondered whether the Commission considered creating solutions such as
opening campus buildings 24 hours a day, and moving away from the traditional
Monday-Wednesday-Friday schedules. Senator Fernandez said he wasn't sure how
to respond except that this is the plan that has been adopted. Senator Witte
said she wanted to reinforce Senator J. O'Brien's comments, and that many
institutions, no more than a generation ago, had their campuses operating on an
extended basis. Senator Fernandez responded that an Evening and Weekend proposal
has been submitted. Senator Witte noted that a number of admissions requirements
issues have been raised recently. Senator Fernandez commented that there has
been a great deal of confusion there, because students are not admitted into
Extended University. Students are admitted into the University of Arizona with
the same admissions criteria of any students admitted into this institution.

8. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED FACULTY TEACHING RESPONSIBILITIES DOCUMENT:
Dr. Zwolinski asked Senator Atwater, Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee (APPC) and Senator Inman, Chair of the Instruction and Curriculum
Policy Committee (ICPC) to lead discussion on the proposed Faculty Teaching
Responsibilities document, representing the combined efforts of the two Senate
standing committees.

Senator Atwater said the two committees were presenting this document for the
Senate's consideration, discussion, and possible action, and she wanted to pro-
vide some background on preparation of the proposal. Last spring, Senator
Garcia, Chairman of the Faculty, asked APPC to comment on a set of guidelines
for faculty teaching loads which had been proposed by the Bootman Committee.
"The proposed guidelines contained a fairly elaborate equation for calculating
faculty workload, that weighted teaching by class size and level and a variety
of other factors, and included service and research obligations. An APPC sub-
committee, chaired by Senator Ed Williams, led the review of that proposal, and
we prepared a discussion document that presented APPC's thinking on principles
that might guide a faculty teaching policy on this campus. We presented drafts
of this document to, and discussed it with, Provost Sypherd and Vice President
Cusanovich near the end of the spring semester. At that time, they were in the
process of preparing a presentation for the Arizona Board of Regents on the topic
of increasing faculty involvement in teaching and improving the quality of
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undergraduate education. The Provost shared with APPC the transparencies outlin-
ing that presentation, and I believe that quite a bit of sharing of some of the
ideas on teaching policy took place at that time.

"In the Fall of 1993, APPC tried to finalize ita discussion document on faculty
teaching policy to present to the Senate, but at that time, perhaps late Septem-
ber or early October, Senator Garcia forwarded to us a communication from Provost
Sypherd, which indicated that the Provost would appreciate some advice from
appropriate committees of the Senate on adopting the task force language as a
policy statement for the University. The task force he was referring to was
the Report of the Task Force on Undergraduate Education, and on page 10 that
report had recommended teaching load guidelines in terms of standard course load
that would be varied, depending on the faculty member's involvement in research
and service. Senator Garcia forwarded the Provost's communication to both APPC
and ICPC, and asked that we form a joint subcommittee to address this issue.
A joint meeting of APPC and ICPC was held for the purpose of reviewing the scope
of faculty teaching responsibilities within an entire faculty workload. We had
lengthy discussion about the factors influencing the variations that do occur
and will continue to occur in faculty teaching responsibilities in units across
the campus.

"What this joint committee developed was a four-page document that contains, on
the first three pages, some general goals and principles to describe a framework
in which the teaching responsibilities of faculty members could be viewed. On
page 4 is a specific policy on variability of teaching loads at the University
of Arizona, including implementation recommendations. In the joint presentation
today, I will lead you through the background, preface, and general goals and
principles on the first three pages, and Senator Inman will comment on the
specific policy on variable teaching loads.

"The internal preface of the teaching responsibilities document is paraphrased
right out of the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel, and it reminds us
all that great diversity exists among academic units on campus, and that the
specific mission and objectives of the unit or program, as well as the job
descriptions of individual faculty members, determine the extent to which faculty
members are individually engaged in activities of teaching, research and service.
Against that background, the general goals and principles that we have stated
are contained in items 1 through 5, with their subsections. Some of the items
that were included and stressed in the Task Force on Undergraduate Education
Report, as well as some of the faculty teaching responsibility policies that APPC
had been considering in its original draft document, were placed in bold type.

"The first one reminds us of a fact that we all agree to: teaching is important
and should be recognized and highly valued and included in the reward system.

"The second item has four subsections: the quality of undergraduate education
and the undergraduate experience, which will continue to be improved and enhanced
by such steps as (1) assure timely student graduation by a review of curriculum,
and course offerings to permit timely fulfillment of requirements toward degrees;
(2) all students will receive adequate advising and mentoring for their academic
program and career needs; (3) departments should be encouraged, or even required,
to offer a senior capstone course that would culminate the undergraduate
experience and provide greater opportunity for students to interact closely with
faculty members; and (4) departments and instructional programs should encourage
and facilitate teaching of high quality, not only among ranked faculty, but among
graduate teaching assistants as well.
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"Section 3 reminds us that resources for instruction must be enhanced and
increased: 'The University, colleges and departments will allocate resources
to promote the improvement and evaluation of instructional effectiveness by
faculty and other instructional personnel.' and 'Instructional facilities will
be adequately equipped to provide instruction using modern instructional tech-
nology.'

"Section 4: 'The university-wide proportion of undergraduate courses (particu-
larly at the lower-division level) taught by professorial faculty will be in-
creased.' Senator Atwater said that issue was difficult to phrase, but as the
Undergraduate Task Force Report recommended, there should be some way of increas-
ing faculty involvement in undergraduate instruction. That can be stated in a
variety of ways. For example, the proportion of professorial faculty partici-
pating in teaching at this level could be increased unit-wise, department-wise,
or college-wise. Also, the proportion of lower-division undergraduate courses
taught by professorial faculty should be increased. APPC kept in mind, though,
that some programs are not directly involved in lower-division instruction, so

that might not be applicable.

"Section 5: 'Faculty teaching responsibilities must be established by depart-
ments, guided by the unit mission, and informed by professional and peer-
department norms. Implementation and assessment of faculty teaching involvement
and teaching quality are the responsibilities of department administrators in
coordination with the college deans and the Provost.' There are a number of
statements following item 5 that refer to the need for flexible handling of
faculty workloads at different stages of careers, even different semesters, and
the fact that these guidelines will be both individualized and monitored at the
department level."

Senator Atwater then turned the discussion over to Senator Inman to provide in-
formation on the specific policy on varied workload and implementation.

Senator Inman said that initially, she was slow to understand what the Provost's
specific concern was, because the department in which she teaches has had a
variable teaching load policy for some time, and she did not realize that there
were units in which there were set teaching loads. She said the Provost wanted
a simple statement, and ICPC proposed the following: "The number of units that
a faculty member teaches per semester may vary from semester to semester." She
added that the Provost had already disseminated this policy to department heads,
deans and program directors, and indicated that they should be even-handed in
application of this policy. "As you might suppose, that doesn't seem good enough
to me and some other faculty members, so we think that the important contribu-
tions we have to make here are suggestions for implementation that ensure that
administrators will not be able to treat faculty members unfairly in applying
policy. So as a general guideline, we have recommended that the administrators
be advised by a committee of at least three faculty members, elected by the
faculty of the unit, when they determine what each faculty member's load is to
be. The teaching load is supposed to depend, to a certain extent, upon what else

the individual is doing. It's up to each unit to determine what its specific
policy will be, and how it will be implemented, but we do suggest that there be
faculty participation along the way. And finally, that there be some oversight
outside the unit and outside the Administration: that a Faculty Senate committee
be set up as a hearing board or review panel, for any faculty member who feels
he or she is being mistreated under this policy." She called for questions.
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Senator Myers said he agreed with the general principles, but questioned the
implementation because departments exist where there will be difficulties. He
said that departments with large teaching responsibilities for students in other
departments, such as English, Mathematics, and perhaps Psychology, Chemistry and
Physics, simply don't have enough faculty. "It's not just a question of being
interested in doing the right thing, it's a question of if you put the faculty
in one place, you don't have them in another place. Would you have graduate
students teaching upper-division courses because you have moved all the faculty
into lower-division courses? It is insufficient simply to talk about doing this
if the allocation of faculty positions does not follow the students, and it has
not, up to this point."

Senator Inman asked Provost Sypherd if he had any comments.

Dr. Sypherd: "The major thing I tried to accomplish was to give some freedom
to unit directors, department heads, and program directors to make variable
teaching load assignments to their faculty. If their service activities in the
State have slowed down, or increased, or if their research has increased or
slowed down, or if their role in faculty governance has increased or slowed down,
I wanted that to be taken into account and their schedules revised. That was
the simple goal I was trying to achieve. The implementation policy is quite
useful. I think the statement that Senator Myers made isn't quite accurate about
faculty positions not following the students, because I don't know any other way
the Department of Physics would have fifty faculty." Senator Garcia stated that
it did not. Dr. Sypherd: "Well, it once had fifty faculty. A lot of depart-
ments don't have as many as they once had, I understand. I think the number of
faculty assigned historically have roughly been in accordance with the teaching
loads that those departments have had. We see some departments that are quite
small, with ten or twelve faculty. They have a very small involvement with
teaching. I think the complaint is that faculty have not been assigned on a
formula basis to the ebb and flow of students through those courses, and when
one looks at the ebb and flow of students through courses, one can understand
why you don't use a formula basis. As long as we have tenure, and tenure is
interpreted as a lifetime appointment, it's very difficult to back the assignment
of faculty in and out, dependent on the ebb and flow. Historically and national-
ly, we are always playing a little bit of catch-up in assigning faculty to
departments based on their teaching responsibilities, and so we try to do other
things. We employ graduate teaching assistants; we have larger classes with
small discussion groups. We do a variety of things to accomplish our teaching
responsibilities. But I think the goal, and I don't know that it should be a
dictate, of having ranked faculty in lower-division courses is a goal that we
should, as a University, try to achieve."

Senator Inman told Senator Myers that he was right--some of the principles may
be extremely difficult to implement. But "the only thing that we're suggesting
for implementation right now is the variability of teaching loads."

Senator Garcia: "I think the variability of teaching loads as proposed here is
reasonable. It calls for people to defend the procedures that they are using,
to put them in writing, so that everybody knows what the rules are. It calls
for some accountability, some assurance that it isn't just rewards for one's
friends, and an appeals mechanism, so that in case a unit is not functioning
properly, it can be tweaked a bit and made to function properly. I think that's
what is lacking in the Provost's document. It has neither the requirement for
written policies, so that everybody can understand what is going on, nor does
it have the tweaking mechanism, ensuring the ability to fix it in case it wasn't
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done properly."

Senator DaDeppo quoted from the Preface: "The specific mission and objectives
of the unit or program to which a faculty member belongs, as well as the job
description of the faculty member..." He said he had no job description that
he was aware of, and asked if the job description was to come out of the assign-
ment? He thought that the matter of the job description was a central point of
difficulty.

Senator Atwater responded that the statement had been taken directly from the
University Handbook for Appointed Personnel.

Senator Anderson said she tended to concur with Senator Myers. She thought the
Policy on Variability of Teaching Loads, on page 4, especially with the implemen-
tation policy was good and realistic. If implemented, she said, it would be
wonderful for students. It would have solved many problems she encountered as
an undergraduate student. But she said she has seen a lot of talk about improve-
ments, and until the administration puts resources into this, then it will only
amount to fluff. And before she could vote for this, as beneficial for students
as it appeared to be, she would like to have an indication on implementation
and support from the Administration.

Senator Atwater stated that the implementation document is the nuts and bolts
of what the Provost requested. However, the Academic Personnel Policy Committee
felt strongly that much had been written in the past several years about teaching
importance and responsibilities, and it wanted to bring all salient points
together in one document. They believed the requested single page on implemen-
tation would be strengthened with the General Goals and Principles portion, and
they hope the framework will encourage a full team effort in supporting and
implementing the full package.

Senator Ewbank made two comments: (1) Concerning the establishment of faculty
teaching responsibilities, he said he saw reference to the unit mission and
professional and disciplinary norms, but he did not see a recognition of the
needs of the University as a whole being addressed by each department or unit.
A department's only worth lies in its connection to the University of Arizona,
and he has observed that the perspective of disciplinary orientation can result
in almost total exclusion of value for University-wide service commitments.
(2) In the same item, he said, the institution of appeal hearings for faculty
is good, but time constraints could render that a pious declaration, especially
when one receives a teaching assignment on the first day of class or two days
before. He said there would be little or no time to appeal effectively for that
semester.

Senator Parsons said she had a question concerning the possibility of using the
proposed implementation policy along with the equation formulated by the Bootman
Committee. "That would give substance to these words, and it would also help
defend the faculty in terms of their workload and their service to the community,
the State, the University, and to units within the colleges and departments."

Senator Atwater said that an individual unit, in consultation with their faculty,
might choose to use that formula, but they had heard quite a bit of reaction to
the complexity of the formula. She said a unit should be able to choose that
equation, however, if they wished.

Senator Parsons said she thought there might be some units that would benefit
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in terms of using it because of the wide diversity of the goals that are expected
from that particular unit in terms of community activity, producing graduates
to meet community needs. She said she believed there must be a close relation-
ship between some units and the community in terms of meeting the needs of
everyone's restructuring, especially health care units.

Senator E. Williams said that APPC had worked on this issue for a couple of
years, and the committee was concerned that the variable teaching load, which
it supports, be placed into a sort of context, that it be more than a dry sort
of directive, and that it be recognized that there were many factors which should
be taken into consideration and thrashed out to determine, for each unit, exactly
what should be the stipulations governing the variable load policy. "To be
perfectly frank, we were sometimes concerned that overly zealous departmental
chairmen would take this opportunity to simply impose certain types of teaching
loads upon people without recognizing that there were other contexts that they
should consider. Another part of our purpose was to lend our assistance to the
Provost by responding to some of the concerns that we heard expressed by the
Regents at a couple of meetings: that there were constituents in this state who
were very concerned with the fact that their sons and daughters were unable to
get into courses that they wanted, and thus were unable to pursue their program
in timely fashion. We wanted to demonstrate that we were sensitive to problems
that had developed over the years and that within the context of the new culture
that was developing, we were eager to address those problems. In response to
Senator Myers' observations, one of the problems related to certain types of
pet courses, specialized courses that all of us have nurtured over the years,
that we could probably offer rather less frequently so as to put resources into
areas where the need was greater."

Senator McElroy said that his department has, as a part of its bylaws, a formula
for calculating teaching assignments. He was very familiar with it because he
wrote it. It was adopted and put into effect. He said it not only sets the
standards, but it calls for a semester report to the faculty by the department
head of exactly how assignments were made and how they were calculated. He said
the department is now in the fifth or sixth semester of the formula being
off ically in their Bylaws, but the department has yet to receive a single report,
and all of the abuses continue as usual. Concerning workload, he said, one
detail always catches his attention and, he thinks, gets us in so much trouble
with the population: on each paycheck, faculty learn that they have worked 40-
hour weeks. He said he would be delighted to work only a 40-hour week for his
salary. A key concern with implementation of policy decisions has to do with
whether they are appropriately administered, and he thought they often were not.

Dr. Sypherd said he felt the need, at this point, to make a couple of obser-
vations. "The equation that was submitted by the Bootman committee, as I under-
stood it, was a recommendation to the administration, and in my first month here,
one year ago, I understood that it was within my authority to either accept or
reject the equation, and I chose to reject it. I did so because the equation
could be viewed in two ways: (1) you could see that your time in research was
being accounted for and you would be rewarded for that time; (2) but the other
way to look at it was that the equation encouraged you to spend more time in
research and less time in the instructional setting. I think the equation is
something that is still just out there, and it has not been accepted as an
official way to represent our activities. I'd like to speak to Senator Ander-
son's comments concerning the allocation of resources. I'm making this statement
because I think it's important for the people here to understand where I'm coming
from on this issue. I signed off on the allocation of about $235 million to the
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academic departments at this institution. I thought with that $235 million I
was buying coursework for 35,000 students, including 8,000 graduate students,
to see their way through their academic careers and to graduate and to have
degrees. I was told, over and over, that if I put more money into this, we
could have three more sections of this or five more sections of that; my response
over the last two semesters has been, 'I already paid that bill. My expectation
is that your faculty would field the number of courses that are necessary.' That
seems to be an unsatisfying response, but I want to tell everyone in this room
we do not have a problem with faculty teaching too much. I am absolutely
convinced that that is not our problem. I have gone through the early elements
of a teaching report for the fall semester, and I'm very confident in saying we
do not overteach. I think we have the other problem, and that is that we don't
have enough ranked faculty in the classrooms, particularly at the lower-division
levels. That's a generalization, and I hate to make it, because there are many
departments for which that is not true. As a generalization, we have the other
problem, and that is precisely why I wanted those responsible for fielding
courses to have some latitude in assigning course responsibilities to the
faculty."

Senator Neuman said he believed that there is value in the Senate articulating
the philosophy, if not necessarily a policy, with respect to teaching and faculty
loads in general. Concerning the role of research in teaching, he said he
believed faculty/student research is part of teaching, and should be considered
as part of the teaching load. He recommended that discussion on this proposal
continue in the future.

Senator Inman reminded Senators that "while we continue to debate the document,
the policy has gone forward and will be implemented in ad hoc fashion in all
units on this campus."

Senator Witte suggested that the proposal be accepted as a working document,
with discussion and further amendments continuing until the Senate is satisfied.

Senator Garcia then moved adoption of the policy, including the preamble (motion
1993/94-35). That motion was seconded.

Senator Myers moved (motion 1993/94-35A) to amend the proposal on page 3, para-
graph 4, under item 5, striking the last sentence, "Any significant disparity
relative to these norms will hasten the loss of the University of Arizona's most
competitive faculty." He said deviation from the norms will be justified by
arguance for retention. The motion was seconded, and a voice vote indicated
approval, with one negative vote and one abstention.

Senator Neuman proposed adding "theses and dissertations" to page 1, Principles,
line 3, after "independent work," to achieve consistency with the Policy section,
item 1, third line: "independent studies, theses, and dissertations." Senator
Garcia indicated that he and Senator Inman accepted this amendment as a friendly
amendment. Senator Dickinson proposed a change on page 1, item 1, second line,
"mandatory component of decisions concerning promotion", insertion of the word
"appointment" before "promotion." Senator Garcia said he would accept that
change. Senator S. O'Brien indicated that same line should read "promotion,
tenure and continuing appointment," which, she said, differs from "reappoint-
ment." Again, Senator Garcia accepted that change.

Senator Wright said he believed this proposal will require much more discussion.
Senator Garcia said he believed that there will be more discussion, and this
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document is not necessarily final. "We need a policy because we already have
a pseudo-interim policy on the street."

A voice vote on motion 1993/94-35, with the amendments specified above, indicated
approval, with one abstention recorded.

CURRICULAR MATERIAL: Dr. Zwolinski noted that at the last Senate meeting,
exception had been taken to the word "disestablishment." Dr. Sankey checked the
source, and found that it had been taken directly from the ABOR Policy Manual.
However, Dr. Sankey indicated that it would not be a problem to change the word
to "termination" in that particular case. In addition, action on two courses
from the November meeting's Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No. 7, Psychology 471
and 571, was delayed because of reference to a list of course topics that was
not contained in the description. Dr. Zwolinski said that Dr. Sankey found that
to be standard phrasing, but he planned to improve the wording for the next
catalog. He requested that the matter be removed from the table. That action
was then moved (motion 1993/94-36A], seconded, and approved on a voice vote.
Dr. Sankey said that phraseology, referring back to a lower course for a
description, had been adopted several years ago in consultation with the Graduate

College. A motion to accept both courses was then made (motion 1993/94-36B),
seconded, and approved on a voice vote, with two abstentions.

Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No. 9, Section I, was moved (motion
1993/94-37) and seconded. Senator Barrett asked if there was a quorum. Dr.

Zwolinski determined that there was not a quorum, and therefore no further
business could be transacted.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

1993/94-35
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Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate

MOTIONS OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 10, 1994:

Approval of Faculty Teaching Responsibilities document.
Approval of amendment to Faculty Teaching Responsibilities document.
(Other amendments were accepted by the maker and seconder of the
motion to approve.)
Approval of motion to remove Psychology 471/571 from the table.
Approval of Psychology 471/571.
Motion to approve Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No. 9, Section I:
No vote because of lack of a quorum.




