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MINUTES 
FACULTY SENATE 
September 12, 2016 

 
Once approved, these minutes may be accessed electronically at: 
http://arizona.openrepository.com/arizona/handle/10150/107812 

Visit the faculty governance webpage at:  
http://facultygovernance.arizona.edu/ 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair of the Faculty Michael Brewer at 3:01 p.m. in the Old Main Silver and Sage Room. 
Brewer welcomed the newly elected and appointed Senators: Bell, Benson, Brennan, Cook, Driscoll, Eden, Fink, Hingle, Hurh, Hymel, 
Le Hir, Lubisich, Myrdal, Ohala, Pitkin, Sears, Schon, Slepian, Smith, Udeozor, Wright and Ylimaki.  
 
Present: Senators Abraham, Bell, Benson, Brennan, Brewer, Brooks, Colina, Conway, Cook, Cuillier, Duran, Finnegan, Fountain, 

Galilee-Belfer, Ghosh, Hart, Hazen, Hildebrand, Hingle, Hurh, Labate, Leafgren, Lee, Le Hir, Lin, Martin, Meixner, Miller, 
Myrdal, Nadel, Neumann, Ohala, Paiewonsky, Pietz, Pitkin, Ray, Richardson, Russell, Schon, Sears, Slepian, Smith, Story,  
A. Vaillancourt, M. Witte, R. Witte, Wright, and Ylimaki.  

 
Absent:  Senators Aleamoni, Armstrong, Comrie, Dahlgran, Driscoll, Eden, Field, Fink, Guertin, Hammer, Hymel, Johnson, Jull, 

Lubisich, McLain, O’Keeffe, Pau, Ritter, Schwartz, Spece, Udeozor, and Yeager. 
 

2. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF MAY 2, 2016  
 
The minutes of May 2, 2016 were approved with eight abstentions.  
 

3. REPORT FROM THE FACULTY OFFICERS – CHAIR OF THE FACULTY LYNN NADEL 
 
Nadel said that he was in touch with Regent Ridenour who is chairing the Presidential Search Advisory Committee to confirm the 
appointment of more than one faculty member on the committee, and Ridenour said that the committee members will be announced this 
week. The Presidential Search Survey had over 600 responses and will be made available to the search committee at the proper time. 

 
4. QUESTIONS FOR ASUA, GPSC AND APAC 
 

Senator Finnegan reported that he, chair of the Student Affairs Policy Committee, Ted Tong and Nadel have spoken with Debby Shively, 
Executive Director of the UA BookStores, regarding textbook adoption policies. October is the textbook deadline for the spring 
semester, and if faculty were to order the required textbooks by the deadline date, it would save students up to 70% on the cost of their 
textbooks. Nadel said that the UA is far behind other Universities in this area, and in reality, is out of compliance with federal 
regulations. Over 40% of the faculty need to make this information available in a timely fashion so students can make better informed 
choices about courses. Senator Duran asked Senator Brooks about the most current GPSC election results, and Brooks announced that he 
will be stepping down and the current Executive Vice President, Jude Udeozor will be taking over the role of GPSC President on 
September 27, 2016. An open election will take place next month for the seat Udeozor is vacating. Senator Ghosh asked about the budget 
cut to GPSC and the impact it will have on graduate students attending conferences. Brooks said that GPSC was cut $150,000 from the 
student service fee, resulting in GPSC offering fewer travel grants this coming year. Senator Meixner asked about talking to the UA 
BookStores about enforcing the textbook policy with faculty and the possibility of providing incentives. Nadel thanked Senator Meixner 
for the suggestion. 
 

5. REPORT FROM THE PROVOST – PROVOST ANDREW COMRIE 
 

Comrie was out of town. 
 
6. REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT – PRESIDENT ANN WEAVER HART 

 
Hart reported that the entire senior team at the UA is focused on creating a very healthy leadership succession where the UA moves 
forward in fiscal management and discipline. The goal is now making sure that the succeeding President be the most successful President 
in the history of the UA. Hart wants to make sure that the actions taken this year are a strategic step to further the UA towards its goals. 
Last year, a new proposal was introduced for a funding model for higher education. There is now a direct relationship between the 
funding appropriations of the legislature to provide the three Arizona Public Universities’ in-state students a subsidy of 50% of the 
average undergraduate cost for obtaining a Bachelor’s degree. An actuarial study was performed on self-insurance for health benefits for 
the state Universities, and $28M could be saved by the UA by leaving the current State of Arizona’s insurance plan and self-insuring. 
During the August 2016 ABOR Health Sciences committee meeting, a statement was made by President Eileen Klein implying illegal 
and unethical activities with the College of Medicine leaders. Hart called for the initiation of an independent analysis in order to provide 
evidence of such activities. The results will be received by the end of September 2016.  
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7. QUESTION AND ANSWER FOR PRESIDENT, PROVOST, FACULTY OFFICERS REPORTS 

 
Nadel said that he recently attended a meeting with the Intercollegiate Athletic Committee and asked Senators for productive, effective 
and meaningful ways for the Athletics program to report to Senate. Senator M. Witte asked Nadel if he would make the results of the 
Presidential Survey available to the faculty, and his response was affirmative.  
 

8. ACTION ITEM: E-CIGARETTE TASK FORCE SUMMARY. SECONDED MOTION FROM ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEES – ALLISON VAILLANCOURT, VICE PRESIDENT FOR 
BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
 
Vaillancourt showed Senators the members of the Task Force listed in the summary presentation. More than 400 comments were 
received when the general public and University community were asked to give opinions about prohibiting e-cigarettes on campus. The 
two main arguments received from e-cigarette supporters were, 1) supporters contend that e-cigarettes are completely harmless, so why 
restrict them, and 2) supporters believe that e-cigarettes are known to be very effective in helping people to stop using traditional tobacco 
cigarettes. The original policy banning tobacco products on campus was upheld while the Task Force was formed to research data 
associated with e-cigarette use. The Task Force took its charge very seriously and met from November 2015 to April 2016. The two 
primary points the Task Force found were that e-cigarettes are not effective in helping people to stop the use of tobacco products, and e-
cigarettes are not as harmless as previously thought. E-cigarettes can contain 700 different configurations of ingredients, so the toxicants 
are not known at this time. The current lack of information on e-cigarette ingredients does not deem them safe. The odorants in e-
cigarettes can cause risks to people with compromised lung conditions, including asthma. Vaillancourt then asked Senator Paiewonsky, 
Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee for a synopsis of the committee discussion when vetting the policy. Paiewonsky 
stated that the committee unanimously agreed to support the policy, and that although some e-cigarettes do not contain nicotine, research 
shows that nicotine is highly addictive, and this fact should be stated in the policy. The enforcement of a tobacco-free campus is virtually 
impossible if e-cigarettes are permissible since there is difficulty distinguishing the smoke from a regular tobacco cigarette from that 
produced by an e-cigarette. Senator Ghosh asked if there was any type of enforcement of the no smoking policy on campus. Vaillancourt 
said that in her conversations with UA Police Chief Seastone, citations have not been issued for smoking cigarettes on campus, but if 
people cannot follow the rules, citing and ticketing people will be necessary. Although there has been a noticeable decrease of smoking 
on campus, there are some areas that are still problematic.  [Motion 2016/17-01] passed unanimously and is detailed at the end of these 
minutes.  
  

9. ACTION ITEMS: NON-CONSENT AGENDA – IMB-CMM GRADUATE EDUCATION PROPOSAL, JANET STURMAN, 
ASSOCIATE DEAN OF THE GRADUATE COLLEGE 
 
The IMB-CMM Graduate Education Proposal came forward as a seconded motion from Graduate Council. Sturman introduced the IMB-
CMM Graduate Education Proposal by saying that it was a merger of two existing Ph.D. programs into one program. The degree would 
be offered in Molecular Medicine. The programs’ merger would leverage resources and create a stronger cohort group, along with 
increasing the interaction between the programs. The proposal has been accepted by Graduate Council, College Academic 
Administrators Council, Provost’s Council and now comes before Senate for its consideration.  Lonnie Lybarger, Director of Graduate 
Studies for Cellular and Molecular Medicine, answered questions from Senators. Senator M. Witte asked if the faculty had voted in each 
department. Lybarger said the conversation between faculty and students has been prevalent for the last year and a half. Nadel asked if 
the new program would leverage the UA into any national rankings. Lybarger said that the program was unique in that immunology 
programs are usually its own entity, and what is often imbedded within these programs is cellular and molecular work. Ghosh asked 
about pharmacology programs and how this new program plays into the other departments who are also engaged in molecular medicine. 
Lybarger responded that other related departments throughout campus were contacted and polled and there were no objections to the 
proposed naming of the program. Senator Hurh asked if the voting results from both faculties were available, and Lybarger responded 
that he didn’t have firm numbers, and offered that there was firm discussion from both sides, but ultimately it was agreed to merge the 
programs in the best interest of the departments. Senator Slepian asked about recruitment and marketing the program. Lybarger said that 
recruitment is done for all programs through the Arizona Biological and Biomedical Sciences Program mechanism and not done for only 
one program, but for all programs in the College of Medicine. Senior Vice Provost Gail Burd said that the merger would assist with more 
training grants due to the fact that the National Institutes of Health is interested in the clinical aspect of Ph.D. programs that are related to 
medicine. [Motion 2016/2017-02] passed unanimously.  
 

10. ACTION ITEM: CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS CHANGES – AMY FOUNTAIN, SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY AND 
CHAIR, CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS COMMITTEE 
 
Fountain explained the proposed change to the definition of General Faculty in the Constitution that will go to the ballot for a General 
Faculty vote. M. Witte questioned whether the College of Medicine faculty who work for Banner Health would be included as the 
General Faculty with the change made to the definition of General Faculty. Brewer responded that leadership in the College of Medicine 
will consider the faculty that are UA, General Faculty members. Senator Martin asked what the term “multi-year” means. Fountain 
explained that “multi-year” refers to the type of contract the faculty member enters into, separate from year-to-year contracts. Fountain 
also explained that the definition of General Faculty was voted on and approved at the May 2016 Senate meeting, and the addition 
presented is a clarification reflecting the fact that faculty with ‘adjunct’ or ‘visiting’ modifiers in their titles were not included in the 
proposal. Fountain moved [Motion 2016/2017-03] for approval, motion was seconded and approved, and is detailed at the end of these 
minutes. Fountain explained the changes to the Bylaws: 1) Changing the composition of the University Committee on Ethics and 
Commitment to require only those faculty members who are tenured or continuing status. The change will go to the General Faculty for a 



vote in the Special Election in the fall of 2016. Fountain moved [Motion 2016/2017-04] for approval, motion was seconded and 
approved, and is detailed at the end of these minutes. Fountain explained to Senators the proposed housekeeping deletion to the 
membership of the Naming Advisory Committee reflecting that the Senior Vice President for University Relations is no longer a titled 
position at the University.  The other changes relate to the ex officio non-voting membership of SPBAC from twelve to eleven members, 
a change in title of the Associate Vice President in the Budget Office and the inclusion of the Vice Provost for Inclusive Excellence and 
Senior Diversity Officer as a SPBAC member. Fountain asked Senators for one vote [Motion 2016/2017-05] for the four housekeeping 
changes, motion was seconded and approved and is detailed at the end of these minutes. 
 

11. OPEN SESSION: STATEMENTS AT THE PODIUM ON ANY TOPIC, LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.  MAXIMUM 
NUMBER OF SPEAKERS IS FOUR. NO DISCUSSION IS PERMITTED, AND NO VOTES WILL BE TAKEN. 8 MINUTES 
OR LESS. 
 
There were no speakers. 
 

12.  SENATE DISCUSSION: INCLUSIVE EXCELLENCE - JESÚS TREVIÑO, VICE PROVOST FOR INCLUSIVE 
EXCELLENCE/SENIOR DIVERSITY OFFICER, REBECCA TSOSIE, SPECIAL ADVISOR FOR DIVERSITY AND 
INCLUSION, TANNYA GAXIOLA, JAVIER DURAN AND BRYAN CARTER, CO-CHAIRS OF THE UA DIVERSITY TASK 
FORCE 
 
Nadel informed Senators that Tannya Gaxiola had another commitment and that Rebecca Tsosie will be arriving late. A short 
presentation will be made and then table discussions with report-outs will ensue. Senator Duran opened the presentation by explaining 
the difference between the Diversity Task Force (DTF) and Diversity Coordinating Council (DCC). The DTF was created by President 
Hart on a short-term basis to respond to and address the issues raised by students in the demand letter of March 2016. The Task Force  is 
comprised of students, advocates, and “doers.” The Task Force meets monthly as a group, but working committees meet more frequently 
as needed. The Task Force is led by Bryan Carter, Javier Duran, Tannya Gaxiola, and Jesús Treviño. The DCC was created by Provost 
Comrie as a permanent body to focus on supporting the university diversity strategy and leadership group for diversity on campus. It is 
comprised of faculty and staff who represent different constituencies on campus (e.g., Dean of Students, Enrollment Management, etc.) 
The Council meets monthly and its leader is Tannya Gaxiola whose term ends Nov 2016. Duran thanked the students who initiated the 
conversations on campus that the DTF and DCC are addressing, and to Gaxiola’s office staff who make sure that close to eighty people 
gather monthly on a regular basis. Carter explained the structure of the DTF’s subcommittees, which included members’ experiences in 
the areas of student experience, classroom experience, admissions/financial aid, health and wellness, faculty/staff diversity, cultural 
competency training, space/facilities, and student support. The subcommittees then addressed short, medium, and long-term goals. The 
various demands from the students are addressed by one of the eight subcommittees. Concerns and goals were brought back to the 
general Task Force, and ideas were discussed with various stakeholders for preliminary recommendations. If recommendations could be 
accomplished immediately, action was taken, otherwise, further recommendations would be sought. The process put into place was 
explained to the students whose demands were being considered. Duran said one of the biggest accomplishments of the Task Force was 
to earn the trust of the students in the process. Tsosie introduced herself upon late arrival and explained to Senators that her goal is to 
create a better world in academia through diverse knowledge. Diversity is a resource and inclusion is making a space at the table 
willingly with all parties involved. Nadel asked for table discussions to be centered around the topic, “Imagine that the UA becomes 
known as the most inclusive University in the country. What opportunities might that provide for us? How could we use this status as a 
competitive advantage?” 
 
Table 1: Diversity allows for enhanced knowledge, and diversified perspective will provide empowerment in terms of a broader outreach 
for the University. Inclusivity will effectively define the UA, where this type of mosaic becomes the norm for the institution. On the 
input side, it can help in recruiting, greater understanding, engaging alumni groups and corporations. On the output side, the impact of 
the UA’s research would increase due to a broader perspective, thus making UA’s graduates highly desirable. To measure inclusivity, 
create a visual dashboard of what diversity actually means. 
 
Table 2: Excellence in diversity is an aura, which would help launch national leaders and recognition for the UA in many areas. Diversity 
would help elevate the reputation of the State of Arizona. Being the closest University to the Mexican border, diversity would help with 
the UA’s relationships with Mexico. The UA is a land-grant University, therefore a reflection that we all work for the people of the State 
of Arizona. Diversity would create more marketable students who would not only excel in the areas in which they were trained, but 
would have the added value of marketability in other areas.  
 
Table 3: Diversity would bring employers, faculty, students and staff to the UA. Employers would not only seek to hire the UA’s 
graduates, but also seek to invest their own resources in Tucson. Increased diversity will change research agendas across the board 
bringing in more grant dollars, and a focus on increasing graduation rates. The UA has the ability to improve the socio-economic status 
of Tucson, and increase its involvement with the local community. 
 
Table 4: Comments included whether or not the question asked was actually the best question to reflect increased diversity for the right 
reasons, instead of possibly giving implications that the UA’s quest for diversification may be for the wrong reasons. When trying to 
become diverse or inclusive, certain groups should not be disenfranchised or excluded in the process, so the conversation itself has to be 
inclusive. Sometimes, concentration on one or two groups for inclusion can send a message that other groups are not as important. 
Tucson’s community has a particular type of ethnicity and diversity that is specific to our region, but the UA should strive to be diverse 
on a national and international level.  
 



Table 5: Diversity and inclusion would further the UA’s mission as a land-grant University to the State of Arizona, and gain more 
representation and cohesion from different communities within Arizona to work together toward the same goals. In terms of research, 
casting a wider net and not missing ideas that may be buried by exclusionary past actions. Challenging students to incorporate ideas that 
may differ from the norm and also widen their perspectives to a different platform than what they are used to.  
 
Table 6: Increased diversity might change the way the UA presents itself with its increased visibility on the web with a different brand 
and image. This would create a situation for many to not only be invited to the dance, but actually giving them the opportunity to dance. 
The competitive advantage would be that the UA is the place that people want to be, resulting in increased productivity, promotion and 
hiring, and an international reputation for success. 
 
Table 7: Professors need to be trained to spot inclusion deficiencies in the classroom. Highly qualified students from underrepresented 
groups often choose other universities because when they come for campus visits, they don’t see anyone like them on campus or in the 
classroom.  
 
 

13. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
There was no other business.  
 

14. ADJOURNMENT  

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m.  

Amy Fountain, Secretary of the Faculty 
               Jane Cherry, Recording Secretary 

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

1. Minutes of May 2, 2016 
2. Report from Faculty Officers 
3. Report from ASUA 
4. Report from GPSC 
5. Report from APAC 
6. Report from the Provost 
7. Report from the President 
8. E-Cigarette Task Force Summary  
9. Non-Consent Agenda IMB-CMM Graduate Education Proposal 
10. Revisions to the Constitution and Bylaws  
11. Inclusive Excellence  
  
Motions of the Meeting of September 12, 2016  
 
Motion 2016/17-01 Motion to approve the E-Cigarette Task Force Summary. Motion was seconded and carried.  
 
Motion 2016/17-02 Seconded motion from Graduate Council to approve the IMB-CMM Graduate Education Proposal. Motion carried. 
 
Motion 2016/17-03 Motion to approve the changes to the Constitution, “definition of General Faculty at the University of Arizona.” 
Motion was seconded and carried. 
 
Motion 2016/17-04 Motion to approve the changes to the Bylaws, changing the composition of the University Committee on Ethics and 
Commitment to require only those faculty members who are tenured or continuing status. Motion was seconded and carried. 
 
Motion 2016/17-05 Motion to approve housekeeping deletion to the membership of the Naming Advisory Committee reflecting that the 
Senior Vice President for University Relations is no longer a titled position at the University. The other changes relate to the ex officio 
non-voting membership of SPBAC from twelve to eleven members, a change in title of the Associate Vice President in the Budget 
Office and the inclusion of the Vice Provost for Inclusive Excellence and Senior Diversity Officer as a SPBAC member. Motion was 
seconded and carried. 
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