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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
April 1, 1996

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

Present: Senators Abrams, Aleamoni, Anderson, Arechederra, Atwater, Barrett, Buras, Clarke,
Coons, David, Desai, Driggs, Dvorak, Emrick, Forbes, Gerber, Gruener, Hallick, Hill,
Houk, Jacobs, Levy, Mare, McElroy, Medine, Mount, Neuman, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien,
Pacheco, Pitt, Reiter, Schooley, Schwarz, Sharkey, Sypherd, Szilagyi, Taylor, Warburton,
Williams, Witte and Zwolinski. Observers Rochlin (Alumni Association), and Vos (SAC).
Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Adamowicz, Ayers, Dahlgran, Erickson, Feltham, Goggans, Joens, Larson, Lei,
Márchalonis, Mitchell, Pintozzi, Reynolds, Silverman, Smith, Spece, Troth, and Troy.
Observer Juli (APOC).

OPEN SESSION:

Senator John McElroy noted that at the March Senate meeting, the Committee of Eleven introduced a
motion questioning the procedures being followed in setting up Arizona International Campus (ArC).
He expressed the opinion that a contradiction existed in these procedures. If AIC is to be accredited as
some kind of offshoot of the UofA, then it must follow the existing UofA rules for hiring faculty and
establishing curricula. On the other hand, if the new university is not an offshoot of the UofA, then it
would have to be accredited as a university by some existing accreditation agency like any other
independent university. He said that the purpose of the Committee of Eleven motion on March 4 was
to call attention to this problem, and the Provost's response was inappropriate in view of his role as the
University's chief academic officer. He added that faculty must attempt to uphold established rules of
procedure when these concern matters of vital interest to the UofA; such rules may not be suspended
by administrators, and normal procedures for university accreditation must be followed in setting up
AIC so that students who may attend the new university will receive full value for their tuition money.
He reminded Senators that UofA faculty have the ultimate responsibility for determining what should
be taught and who should teach it at any offshoot of the University of Arizona.

Senator Peter Medine said that, in view of discussion that occurred at the March Senate meeting and
ongoing press coverage, he wanted to suggest a proposition, raise a question, and express hope. The
proposition is this: that everyone in this room agrees that increasing the availability of superior higher
education in southern Arizona is in everyone's interest. The question is: is it not in everyone's
interest to work together in. promoting that thought? He expressed hope that the faculty leadership,
together with the President and the Provost, meet and move cooperatively toward a modification of
procedures that have been followed so far in planning and developing AIC, moving toward a
modification of those procedures that would render them consistent with the handbook of the Faculty
Senate and the ABOR policy manual. He said he was led to this hope by President Pacheco's words at
the March Senate meeting that he believed that "we do have to have more input from UofA faculty and
Faculty Senate in connection with AIC." He added that he hoped leadership would address itself to
two matters: curriculum and conditions of appointment of academic personnel.
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3. REPORTS:

3A. President Manuel Pacheco

President Pacheco reported that the Legislature had approved the 1996-97 state budget, and the
Governor had signed the bill. The JLBC's original recommendation for the Main Campus was for an
expenditure authority of $290 million, an increase of $4.5 million over this year, and the final bill
provided for an expenditure authority of $292 million, $2 million above the JLBC's original
recommendation and $6 million above this year's figure. The increases above the original
recommendation are to come in several specific areas. These include:

A $700,000 gain in Utilities;
A $602,000 increase for Sierra Vista, a 75% increase which will permit the academic program to
expand;
Partial funding of $300,000 for our Student Learning Strategies decision package; and
A further $200,000 for the Arizona International Campus to permit the program to establish itself.
$800,000 to annualize the 2% salary increase implemented earlier this year.

He reported that we would receive no increased funding for the Library, and would lose $1 million as
a result of a fall in enrollment ($500,000 less than the reduction that the JLBC originally
recommended.) There will be no new funding for most of our decision packages. These included
requests for a performance-based compensation system, expanded partnerships with K-12 schools and
targeted economic development activities.

For AHSC, we requested an increase of $4.5 million, and the JLBC approved $1.8 million,
representing an increase of $545,000 to reflect workload increases and $1.2 million for a Telemedicine
Network that will link the campus to Phoenix and to other areas in the state. We had not requested
this last item, but the Legislature chose to include it.

President Pacheco reported that we will receive the same pay increase package as all other state
employees: $500 for all employees plus a 1% pool to be distributed as the Arizona Board of Regents
determines, all to take effect on April 1, 1997. The Legislature has yet to rule on our request for $245
million in bonding authority to fund the Student Union Renovation, complete some work in Life
Sciences North, construct the new Humanities Building, and proceed with a major program of
classroom renovation.

He said that while we have not done as well as we had hoped, we certainly have done much better than
seemed likely earlier in the process, and he acknowledged help from the business community in
helping to persuade the Legislature that the universities were deserving of more assistance, in
particular the Phoenix 40 and the Tucson 30. The increases to be received in 1996-97 would not meet
all our needs, and he would leave it to Provost Sypherd to develop that point.

3B. Provost Paul Sypherd

Provost Sypherd addressed his comments to the projected 1996-97 budget shortfall. Simply put, the
2% increase we received will not cover the anticipated 5 to 6% increase in the cost of doing business.
We try to fund units on a formula basis. Our enrollments this year are down by 200 students, with
another 200 predicted for 1996-97. If we extracted funds from each of the units, the shortfalls would
probably look like this: Main Campus: $1,085,000; Main Campus Library, $800,000; Medical
Center Library, $250,000; Capital Base, $500,000; Academic Affairs (commitments to academic units
and programs), $1,738,000; FY 95-96 enrollment shortfall, less tuition, $1,506,700 (using the 22:1
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formula); projected FY 96-97 enrollment shortfall (22:1 formula) $1,959,200; this totals $7.8 million-
it's money that we need to spend and don't have, and it will require reallocationtaking it from some
function within the University. The Regents have not yet acted on 1996-97 tuition increases. But if
the resident fee increased 3% and the non-resident fee 4%, we would collect $3.1 million, reducing the
shortfall to $4.7 million. Or, if the non-resident fee increased by 6%, we would collect $4.2 million,
making our shortfall about $3.6 million. He said he will meet with the Strategic Planning and Budget
Advisory Committee (SPBAC) on April 3, to begin to address some actions that the University can
take to accumulate this kind of money to apply to the budget shortfall. He added that each Dean has
been provided a list of names and telephone numbers of prospective students that have indicated an
interest in enrolling, but who have not yet registered for the Fall 1996 term, the effort being to recruit
faculty to telephone these prospective students. He concluded that, in the current year, we had to find
more funds than those he reported today, representing improvement, but he believed that budgeting is
getting worse because there is no "give" left in the system.

Faculty Chair John Schwarz

Chair Schwarz said this was a special meeting for him because it was the last month of his first year in
office as Faculty Chair. He thought a lot of issues had been tackled this year, and a lot of progress
had been made. He said it had been a pleasure to work with so many of the Faculty Senators, and he
had learned a great deal. He offered his thanks. To those whose terms were ending this month, he
expressed his appreciation for their contributions to the Senate, the faculty and the University.

The task force assembled to review Conditions of Faculty Service is comprised of all members of the
Academic Personnel Policy Committee (APPC), the immediate past Chairs of APPC, three elected
faculty governance officers, and three members of the administration. The task force has met as
subcommittees many times during the past two or three months. Draft proposals will be presented to
the General Faculty on April 22, 3-5 p.m., in the Student Union Senior Ballroom and to the Faculty
Senate on April 29. Input will be gathered and submitted to APPC, to go through the regular process
of deliberation by the Senate. The proposals are due to be discussed at ABOR at their November or
December 1996 meeting.

The Senate task force concerning the Arizona International Campus has been working out procedures
and is developing a proposal for Senate consideration to be presented by early May. The intent of the
proposal is to encourage the development of a quality curriculum and recruitment of quality faculty in
the spirit of what Senator Medine addressed earlier.

Presiding Officer Betty Atwater

Senator Atwater congratulated newly elected Secretary of the Faculty Rose Gerber, and noted that she
would begin her duties today because Secretary Silverman was unable to attend today's meeting. She
also reported that elected to the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure for three-year terms, 5/96-
4/99, were Nathan Buras, Adrienne Lehrer, Li-Zhi Fang, and Jane Williams; and to the Faculty Senate as
College Representatives for two-year terms (5/96-4/98): College of Agriculture: Roger Dahigran, Dennis
Larson, Lynn Joens, and John Mare; College of Business and Public Administration: Edward Dyl; College
of Education: Mary McCaslin; College of Fine Arts: Jeff Warburton; College of Humanities: Peter
Medine; College of Law: Andrew Silverman; College of Medicine: Herbert Abraxns; Non-College: Robert
Mitchell and Richard Pass; College of Nursing: Geraldine Paier; College of Pharmacy: Stephen Coons;
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences: Charlie Hurt; and College of Science: Roy Emrick, J. D.
Garcia, Robert Feltham, and Donald Myers; to the Faculty Budget and Strategic Planning Committee, for
three-year terms, 7/96-6/99: Judith Parrish and Gary Rhoades. She noted that the Committee of Eleven
elections hadn't been concluded yet.
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Senator Atwater called for nominations for the 1996-97 Presiding Officer position, and for 1996-97
membership on the Faculty Senate Executive Committee; election will occur at the May Senate meeting.
Biographical statements must be submitted to the Faculty Center by April 8.

Senator Atwater reported that it was likely the Senate would have to have a special meeting April 29 in
addition to its regular meeting on May 6. The two major topics to be dealt with will be the tenure policies
and MC issues.

3E. ASUA President Ben Driggs

Senator Driggs reported that the 1996-97 student Regent has been selected: UA student John Schmidt,
whose major is Agriculture, and who will be a Senior next year. He expressed appreciation to
Registrar Becella and others for limiting the number of units in priority registration.

Members of the Senate joined Senator Atwater in a round of applause as she asked for recognition and
appreciation for the fine job Senator Driggs has done as President of ASUA.

4. OUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Senator Witte expressed dissatisfaction that the normal proces had not been followed in developing the
response concerning Conditions of Faculty Service which includes assignment of the task to a standing
committee, presentation to the Faculty Senate, input collected and integrated, followed by presentation
to the General Faculty. She added that she hoped faculty would receive a copy of the draft responses
prior to the General Faculty meeting on April 22.

Senator J. O'Brien asked President Pacheco if he could explain a statement to the public made by
Governor Symington concerning the University's budget process and an indication that salary money
had been allocated but not used for that purpose. President Pacheco responded that he thought that a
letter sent by the Board of Regents and signed by the three university Presidents called for discussion
of budget concerns ahead of time rather than after the fact. He noted that the Board of Regents has a
constitutional responsibility to submit budget requests based on the needs of the universities, and there
has been disagreement for many years about whether the Governor's guidelines for state agencies
should apply to the submission of budgets for the universities or not. He said that Regents have
maintained that, constitutionally, they are allowed to make their own requests. It is hoped that
clarification on this matter will happen in the next year. Concerning the use of faculty salary money,
he said it appeared there was a perception that somehow that money was not used for those purposes,
and that was not the case. Some of those funds are used t' hire adjunct faculty when a decision is
made not to fill a current position, but they are used for instructional purposes.

Senator Buras asked Chair Schwarz if he could, in response to the question raised by Senator Witte,
clarify the process to be utilized in discussion and eventual action on the Conditions of Service draft
proposal. Chair Schwarz said he thought there should be an open process for the faculty and the
Senate to deal with this matter and any matter. His understanding of the Senate's procedure is that
proposals or a request for a proposal could be introduced to, in this case, the Academic Personnel
Policy Committee (APPC), which could be asked to develop the proposal, or a developed proposal
could be introduced to the Senate which would then be transmitted to the APPC for deliberation by
APPC, and then brought to the Senate for consideration. He said that we had agreed that that was an
appropriate process, that a proposal be drafted and brought to a committee, then through the committee
and through the Senate. He said that was precisely what was happening here. A draft proposal was
being developed with the participation of APPC, it will then be introduced to the Senate, followed by
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transmission to the APPC, and from the APPC to the floor of the Senate. He said the primary
difference is that this proposal will have had a very full airing. He noted we have a deadline of
November to get it to the Board of Regents. In summary, the process will provide for a full hearing in
the Senate and the faculty, and then it will go through the regular channels.

Senator Witte asked how there could be a full airing before the faculty when neither the faculty, the
Senate, nor APPC had received the document yet, nor would there be opportunity for the Senate to see
it prior to the General Faculty Meeting on April 22. She added that she didn't think this contributed to
a constructive dialogue.

Chair Schwarz responded that if the Senate instructed him not to have a meeting of the General
Faculty, he would respect that. Senator Atwater commented that she believed it was within the
prerogatives of the Faculty Chair to call a meeting of the General Faculty.

Senator Schooley asked if his understanding was correct, that the General Faculty meeting was simply
intended for discussion and input, and that no action would be taken. Chair Schwarz responded that
the Senate is the decision-making body, and no decisions would be made by any body other than the
Senate.

Senator Aleamoni said it was his recollection that when proposals were submitted to the Faculty Chair,
they were then assigned to one of the Senate's standing committees for consideration, then brought to
the Senate for discussion. He noted that it appears we have modified this procedure in that we have
added a step in between; he thought the concern being raised here was that the matter had not been sent
directly to a standing committee.

Senator Mare commented that the purpose of the General Faculty meeting appeared to be to solicit
faculty input to enrich the Senate's decision. He said he couldn't understand objection to the meeting,
and thought we could only gain from it.

Senator J. O'Brien asked Provost Sypherd, relative to the 22:1 ratio and his explanation of the
reallocation strategy, why funds were not allocated simply on the basis of enrollments. Provost
Sypherd responded that research universities must fund new activities that have not yet developed a
substantial following among students as well as respond to declining student enrollments in some
programs.

Senator Szilagyi asked, if we have a deficit of students, why are we fighting for the new campus?
President Pacheco responded that the shortfall of students is from the out-of-state category. He
believed we are expecting an increase in the number of in-state students.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF MARCH 4. 1996

The minutes of March 4, 1996, were approved as submitted.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON ACADEMIC YEAR CALENDAR 1999-2000

Registrar Arlene Becella reported that objections to the 1999-2000 Academic Year Calendar, raised at
the Senate's October meeting, had been corrected in the version presented today. Senator Emrick then
moved (motion 1995/96-37) for approval of the 1999-2000 Academic Year Calendar, and Senator
Aleamoni seconded. Senator Emrick said he appreciated the efforts made to comply with Senate
comments. Senator Barrett noted that we are still starting Spring 2000 classes before the Martin
Luther King holiday, while ASU starts after that holiday. Registrar Becella responded that ASU
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counts final exam days as part of their teaching days, and we do not. Senator J. O'Brien asked if it
was possible to move the Thursday, November 11 Veteran's Day holiday to Friday, November 12.
Registrar Becella said that the Calendar Committee didn't establish that date, but it could perhaps refer
this issue to the President's Office. Senator Atwater requested that it be looked into, and the response
brought back to the Senate. A voice vote indicated approval of the 1999-2000 Academic Year
Calendar.

7. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL ThAT ASUA BE PERMITFED TO PUBLISH
INSTRUCTOR EVALUATIONS

Senator Hill, Chair, Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC), said that the proposal being
presented had been developed by students, and reviewed by the Undergraduate Council. A number of
safeguards had been added. The raw responses to the nine core questions would be the material that is
to be published. Senator Driggs said that this issue has been raised each year he has been a student,
and this year ASUA addressed it in a systematic way. He said that this proposal is not an attack on
faculty, is not a complete measure of any one instructor's teaching ability, and the expert opinion is
that it is not just easy teachers who will receive good evaluations. ASUA surveyed over 50 public
institutions and learned that about half of them allow student access to the evaluations, and those that
do are among the best institutions in the country. ASUA interviewed many individuals concerning the
best format. Senator Driggs said he thought publication of the results would help students by
providing them with a systematic way of gaining information about courses before enrolling, showing
students the importance of these evaluations to the entire University community, thus encouraging
them to take them seriously, demonstrating the institution's commitment to quality instruction, and by
demonstrating that this institution is making an effort to provide students with as much information as
possible to aid in making intelligent choices. He urged approval of the proposal.

Senator J. O'Brien said that he applauded the proposal, but hoped the evaluations would prove to have
validity, and wondered whether they would be considered in promotion and tenure decisions, and
whether they would be read prior to peer evaluations. Senator Hill said it was his understanding that
administrators have access to this information at present.

Senator Buras asked if the Office of Evaluation and Faculty Development, noted on page 1, item 4,
could be identified. He was not familiar with it. Senator Driggs said that is the office that currently
provides student evaluation forms, and is overseen by Jennifer Franidin. In response to a further
question from Senator Buras, Senator Hill responded that the questions on the form were the best that
people have been able to come up with over the years, and much research had been done to develop
them.

Senator Anderson inquired about item 10, a question to be run as a pilot and tested to determine
validity: "Adequate help was available outside of class." She asked if this was a measure of help
from the instructor, and if it was, it should say so. Or, if it was intended to be a measure of help from
the institution's support system. She added that she would like to see more subjective commentarythe
most common three words she sees on her course evaluations throughout the year are "too much
reading." She wanted her students to know how much reading and writing was involved in her
courses. She concluded that she would support the proposal, with reservations, because she thought it
would do little harm.

Senator Aleamoni said he was concerned with trying to ascribe too much to what can be published.
Students need to be aware that the publication may be used in ways they did not anticipate.
Disclaimers need to be highlighted.
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Senator Medine asked if every course must be evaluated by this form. Senator Hill said that there are
provisions for some exceptions like senior project courses, but essentially that was correct, for all
undergraduate courses. Senator Medine said that, as a member of one of the two largest departments,
he hoped the Senate would not vote on this today. The Department of English has been evaluating
each of its courses through an in-house instrument since 1969, and it has revamped its instrument
every year. Numerical results provide an illusion of specificity. He hoped the Senate wouldn't rush to
take action today.

Senator Williams noted that this item has been on the Senate's agenda several times in the past. He
thought this was a carefully drawn document, and that it was time for the Senate to show its support
and affirm the proposal.

Senator Levy said that while he had some concerns about the details of the document, he has been
personally urging Presidents of ASUA for five or six years that this initiative was the single most
important thing that student government could do on this campus. He reminded Senators that the
proposal is not proposing to do anything new, just make the information available to students. He said
students desperately need access to this kind of information, and he hoped that the Senate would move
with dispatch to approve it.

Senator Clarke said he very much favored this document for a couple of reasons. It would be
hypocritical not to support it, since faculty are now evaluating administrators. Secondly, the
questionnaire will give us an insight not only into the quality of teaching, but it will also tell us
something about the quantity of teaching, ensuring a level playing field, and the size of the class.

Senator McElroy said he thought questions i and 4 appear to be duplicated, and 5 and 6 appear to be
poorly thought out. It seemed to him that the document was not ready to be voted on.

Senator Hill said that he hoped a motion for approval would be made today, and it should be regarded
as a motion simply to publish or not to publish. He noted that this is the current questionnaire, in use
today, and that it was within the prerogative of the Faculty Senate that if it didn't like these questions,
it could force adoption of a new set of questions, and that process could begin next year, and a new set
of questions could be published in place of these. But he thought the main question was to publish or
not to publish.

Senator Forbes moved (motion 1995/96-38) for approval of publication of the evaluations, and Senator
Hill seconded.

Senator Hill asked Senator Forbes if she would consider modifying her motion to add the adoption of
this specific proposal. Senator Forbes said she had concern that such approval would bind the Senate
to being required to take action in the future each time it was decided to change a few words. Senator
Atwater said that she did not believe that the Faculty Senate has approval of the current questionnaire.

Senator Dvorak asked (1) how it will be shown that the course is elective or required, (2) what about
cross-listed courses, and (3), if cross-listing is shown, and a 400- course is cross-listed with a 500-
course, will graduate enrollment be shown if graduate courses are not being evaluated? Senator Driggs
said this is the type of question that could be addressed by the TCE Evaluation Committee. He said
the report will indicate the percentage of students who rated it as a required course, and it would
indicate responses of all those enrolled.

Provost Sypherd, noting that the Senate addresses substantial authority in the Undergraduate Council,
wondered if the motion could be amended to say that changes in this instrument be approved by the



Undergraduate Council without the need to have drafts go from one place to another. Senator Forbes
and Senator Hill both agreed, and motion 1995/96-38 was amended to read that student evaluations
will be published and changes in this evaluation instrument will be approved by the Undergraduate
Council.

Senator Szilagyi said he supported the motion with one condition, and he wanted to offer an
amendment that it would be subject to publication of evaluations of all department heads and deans.
The amendment failed for lack of a second.

Senator Medine asked what would happen to faculty who did not wish to use this evaluation form.
Senator Driggs said that they will be asked to use this form, which does not mandate that they stop
using other forms. It was his understanding all courses will be required to undergo evaluation.

A voice vote indicated approval of the motion.

8. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL CONCERNING EMERITUS STATUS

Dr. Don Thomson, Chair, Academic Personnel Policy Committee (APPC), introduced a
recommendation for Senate approval that would replace section 3.22 in the University Handbook for
Appointed Personnel: Emeritus Status: "Tenured faculty who retire from the University of Arizona
after serving fifteen years or more are given the status of Professor Emeritus. This status may also be
granted to other academic personnel by recommendation of their department and action of the
President. Emeritus faculty shall be entitled to library and information system access, and access to
parking privileges, as well as all other benefits which may be granted by the University to retirees.
Departments shall endeavor to meet reasonable scholarly and academic needs of emeritus faculty in a
manner consistent with continuing contributions to the mission of the department and university, withifl
limits governed by the availability of resources, and balanced against other needs and priorities. Each
department should establish a policy concerning additional rights and privileges to be granted to
emeritus faculty, taking into consideration the availability of physical and human resources as well as
teaching, research and service opportunities. It should establish a procedure for negotiating specific
agreements for each individual case, for a specified period of time, and documenting these agreements
in writing. Emeritus faculty have general voting rights as provided in the University Constitution and
Bylaws. They may serve on university, college or departmental committees if invited to do so, and
shall have the same voting rights as other members of such committees. These general voting rights
do not necessarily extend to faculty governance at the department or college levels. Each department
and college shall decide by a vote of the currently active faculty whether or not to extend voting rights
at that level to emeritus faculty."

Current policy reads: "The President may, with the approval of the Board of Regents, confer upon
retired faculty members who have served the institution for a substantial length of time (usually 15
years or more) the title of "Emeritus" and may list their titles in this way in the rosters of the
institution."

Dr. Thomson said that APPC sought input from two Professors Emeritus. The proposal makes some
important changes in current policy: (1) All tenured faculty retiring after fifteen years or more are
entitled to the status of Professor Emeritus; currently, the President may confer or not confer. (2) It
spells out the basic University benefits given to all emeriti faculty. (3) Departments have limited
resources and should have the right to establish their own policies, and this would require that
departments establish policies for their emeritus faculty.

Senator McElroy moved (motion 1995/96-39) to adopt the proposal. Senator Aleamoni seconded.
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President Pacheco requested clarification in the third line, which reads: "This status may also be
granted to other academic personnel by recommendation of their department and action of the
President." He asked for the meaning of "other academic personnel." Dr. Thomson responded that
that would include academic professionals. President Pacheco said that at present it was not clear that
academic professionals are included in emeritus policy.

Senator S. O'Brien said that, as a continuing member of the General Faculty for fifteen years, she
found it offensive to see reference only to "tenured faculty" who retire. She said she would prefer that
it read "tenured and continuing faculty" because there are currently continuing faculty with emeritus
status.

President Pacheco said that he has been informed that Board of Regents policy restricts Emeritus status
at the present time to the professoriate. He didn't believe that we could approve a policy that was
contrary to Board policy.

Senator Schooley said it was not APPC's intention to override Regents policy, and they would be
happy to accept an amendment to revise the wording.

President Pacheco noted that if the intent was to be able to include academic professions, APPC would
not have that leeway without actually changing Regents policy.

Senator Desai said that he would like to be awarded emeritus status after 15 years, but at the same
time, most universities do not automatically give emeritus status without some consideration of the past
contributions of faculty members. He wondered whether some criteria should be established for the
granting of this status. Secondly, he thought the issue of voting rights was rather nebulous and should
be better defined. Dr. Thomson noted that the definition is spelled out in the Constitution: emeritus
faculty have General Faculty voting rights. Senator Desai thought that what was defined for General
Faculty voting rights was never clearly spelled Out in terms of departmental and college rights. He
believed that sometimes this issue has been misused in the administration of some units, through the
use of proxy votes. Some departments may have more than half of their members on emeritus status.
He said it should be clarified that proxy votes are not valid for voting. Dr. Thomson noted that the
proposal indicates "These general voting rights do not necessarily extend to faculty governance at the
department or college levels."

Dr. Sankey clarified that the Constitution currently provides for General Faculty voting rights for
emeritus faculty at the department, college and University levels.

Senator Desai asked how, under this proposal, departments could then exclude emeritus faculty from
voting by making separate policies. Senator Schooley responded that this section in the proposal was
put in specifically at the request of some small departments who have experienced the problem Senator
Desai mentioned. It was APPC's intent that the general voting rights of emeritus faculty would include
General Faculty Elections, and that each department and college would specifically decide by vote of
the active members only whether to extend such rights to Emeritus faculty.

Senator Szilagyi said he favored the proposal, but he had serious reservations: he felt offended that
young Assistant Professors would be able to vote on the voting rights of faculty with perhaps 40 years
of service. He recommended that this section be deleted from the proposal.

Senator Levy said that voting is a tool used by those who have responsibility to carry out the mission
of the University, to bring to bear their wisdom on how that responsibility is to be discharged. He
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thought it would be inappropriate to have a potentially large block of voters who did not have that
responsibility participating as voting members. He moved (motion 1995/96-40) to amend the last
paragraph by replacing it with: "Emeritus faculty may serve on University, college and departmental
committees if invited to do so, and shall have the same voting rights as other members of such
committees when serving in such capacity." The motion was seconded.

Senator Mare asked if it was the intent that an emeritus faculty member would vote only when assigned
to a particular committee. Senator Levy responded affirmatively. Senator Witte asked if this was
intended to disenfranchise emeritus faculty who now have General Faculty voting rights. Senator Levy
said he would prefer to do so. Senator Witte said she wanted to clarify this point, and show hoped a
vote was not being taken to disenfranchise emeritus faculty.

Senator Atwater, on a point of order, reported that the Parliamentarian had informed her that this
amendment was in conflict with the Constitution, and that perhaps the proposal should be returned to
APPC.

Senator Neuman said he was in full support of disenfranchising emeritus faculty. He agreed with
Senator Levy that it was a matter of responsibility, and he would prefer to see voting rights awarded
by units on a one-to-one basis when the service of an emeritus faculty is requested for committee
service, and only under those circumstances.

Senator Williams noted that the Parliamentarian had indicated Senator Levy's amendment was in
conflict with the Constitution. It appeared to him that the amendment thus could not be considered.

Senator Schooley reported that both the subcommittee and APPC had precisely this same discussion.
There are about 400 emeritus faculty, of whom perhaps 10% vote in General Faculty elections. There
is a problem with the issue of resources in some small departments with high numbers of emeritus
faculty. APPC addressed these issues with the language presented, and he urged that the proposal be
approved as presented.

Senator Neuman then moved (motion 1995/96-41) to return this matter to APPC. The motion was
seconded.

In response to further questions on the wording of the Constitution, Dr. Sankey read the pertinent
section: "For purposes of University government, the General Faculty of the University of Arizona is
composed of: (a.) Individuals holding more than half-time appointments in teaching, research, and/or
service including faculty members who hold tenured and tenure-eligible appointments, academic
professionals holding continuing and continuing-eligible appointments, and lecturers and senior
lecturers holding multi-year appointments, and who are recommended by the faculty of the appropriate
academic unit, approved by the President of the University and/or ratified by the Board of Regents,"
and "(c) Such persons in categories (a) and (b) who are on Emeritus status." He noted the explicitly
stated full voting rights of emeritus faculty.

Dr. Thomson asked what instructions would be provided to APPC if the proposal was returned to
committee. Senator Atwater said that the comments made today would be provided as instructional
guidelines.

Senator S. O'Brien reminded Senators that we currently have precedent for continuing members of the
General Faculty being awarded emeritus status.
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Senator Neuman suggested that APPC examine the issue of voting rights, general and otherwise, for
emeritus faculty, in light of Senate discussion on this issue.

A voice vote indicated motion 1995/96-41 was approved, and the proposal will be returned to
committee.

9, DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSAL THAT THE LAST DAY TO DROP A COURSE
IF PASSING AND WITH THE INSTRUCTOR'S AND DEAN'S APPROVAL WOULD BE THE
END OF THE 8TH WEEK

Senator Hill, Chair, Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC), submitted for Senate
approval as a seconded motion (1995/96-42) subject proposal. Currently, faculty can award the grade
of W up until the end of the 10th week, and this proposal would reduce the time to the 8th week. He
said it was approved by the Undergraduate Council a year ago and reaffirmed recently. In the course
of reaffirming it, ICPC also reviewed it and gave its approval.

A voice vote indicated approval.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON TWO CURRICULAR ITEMS: (1) NAME CHANGE FOR
THE COMMIi lEE ON REMOTE SENSING AND (2 DELETION OF THE MAJOR IN
BIOPHYSICS FOR THE M.S. AND PH.D. DEGREES

Senator Hill, Chair, ICPC, introduced two curricular items being presented for Senate approval as a
seconded motion (1995/96-43): (1) name change for the Committee on Remote Sensing and (2)
deletion of the major in Biophysics for the M.S. and Ph.D. degrees. They had both been approved by
the Undergraduate and Graduate Councils.

Senator Szilagyi asked for the rationale of deleting the major in Biophysics. Senator Gruener said that
he had formerly served as à Chair of the Biophysics Committee, and that the committee had never
functioned as a program for a number of reasons, most of them elaborated in the document provided
by ICPC. While it is considered to be an important program, no faculty moved forward to accept
leadership at the time it was needed. Now, he said, the program exists only on paper and in a number
of catalogs, despite the fact that the program has never accepted any students and it never offered any
courses or degrees. In the last three or four years applications have been submitted, especially from
foreign students, but we are misleading these students by keeping it on the books. He hoped this
action would not prejudice the creation of such a program in the future.

A voice vote indicated approval of motion 1995/96-43.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A REVISED POLICY FOR STUDY ABROAD COURSES

Senator Hill, Chair, ICPC, introduced for consideration a revised policy for study abroad courses,
coming as a seconded motion (1995/96-44). The policy will provide a way for the UofA to award
credit, with departmental and college approval, for study abroad courses. A voice vote indicated

approval.

REPORT ON FACULTY DEVELOPMENT

Dr. Karen Smith, Coordinator of the Faculty Development Partnership Office, distributed an
information packet on Faculty Development Guiding Principles, which described the programs and
activities evolving since February 1995. She explained the various components. A team composed of
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about 25 faculty from all colleges volunteered in response to a request from Vice Provost Gilliland
about two years ago to develop the concept of what faculty development could mean for this campus.
There have been a number of initiatives and a partnership established which is providing support in a
variety of forms for faculty activities. Participating units are: CCIT, the Library, the Teaching
Center, the Peter Treistman Fine Arts Center for New Media, VideoServices, and the Partnership
Coordination Office. They. provide support in the form of expert advice and help on individual
projects. Legislative funding has been provided to incorporate new technology into curriculum
development efforts, and $250,000 was made available in grant programs, for which they received
over a million dollars in requests. An infrastructure is being created that will allow faculty to use
centralized labs, expert tools, high quality video, multi-media development equipment, in all the
participating units to develop their projects. In the past year, symposia, workshops, and a retreat have
been offered to familiarize the faculty with other options that will allow them to create a more
personalized learning environment, even in these days of shrinking resources and enlarging class sizes.
1,200 faculty are now involved. She reported that both the UofA and the general community will be
invited to attend an open house during the week of April 15. She requested Faculty Senate assistance

in getting information out to faculty, students and staff. It will serve as a pilot study for an open house
for parents during the week preceding Family Week. Information on the schedule is located on
UAInfo, or it can be accessed directly at: http://u.arizona.edu/smithkalschedule.html. She
encouraged distribution of the open house notice to community groups, and said she would be happy to
answer any questions about faculty development or provide more extensive information

(smithka@u.arizona.edu). Senator Atwater thanked Dr. Smith for her presentation, and encouraged
Faculty Senators to read the material provided to them.

13. RECESS The meeting recessed at 5:30 to go into Executive Session.

Rose Gerber
Secretary Pro Tern

Appendix*
Academic Year Calendar 1999-2000
Proposal that ASUA be permitted to publish instructor evaluations
Proposal concerning emeritus status
Proposal that the last day to drop a course if passing and with the instructor's and dean's approval
would be the end of the 8th week
Proposal concerning name change for the Committee on Remote Sensing
Proposal concerning deletion of the major in Biophysics for the M.S. and Ph.D. degrees
Revised policy for study abroad courses

*Copies of material listed in the Appendix are attathed to the original minutes and are on file in the Faculty
Center.

Motions of the Meeting of ApriI 1, 1996

1995/96-37 A motion to approve the 1999-2000 Academic Year Calendar: approved.
1995/96-38 A motion to approve a proposal that ASUA be permitted to publish instructor

evaluations: approved.
1995/96-39 A motion to approve a proposal for a revised Emeritus policy: returned to committee.
1995/96-40 A motion to amend the revised Emeritus policy: not acted on.
1995/96-41 A motion to return the proposal for a revised Emeritus policy to committee: approved.
1995/96-42 A motion to approve a proposal that the last day to drop a course if passing and with the

instructor's and dean's approval would be the end of the 8th week: approved.
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