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LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40506-0032

UNIVERSITY SENATE COUNCIL
10 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

March 29, 1984

Members, University Senate

This is a reminder that the next University Senate meeting has been
scheduled for Monday, April 9, 1984, at 3:00 p.m. in the Classroom
Building, 106.

AGENDA:

Minutes

Resolutions

Announcements

General Education Report: Professor John B. Stephenson

Action Item: Proposed change in University Senate Rules, Section I.,

3.3.2 relative to the Composition of the Undergraduate Council.
(Circulated under date of March 27, 1984%)

Action Item: Proposed change in University Senate Rules, Section I.,
3.3.1 and Section III., 2.0 relative to Review of Programs. (Circu-
lated under date of March 29, 1984)

Action ITtem: Proposed addition to University Senate Rules, Section
V., 3.1.2 Quality Point Deficit. (Circulated under date of March 28,
1984)

OPEN DISCUSSION: Research grant overhead and salary reimbursement--

purpose and uses. Dr. William Ehmann and Dr. Fred Zechman, Associate
Deans for Research. Questions and comments will be invited from the

Elioor.

Note: All faculty, students and administrative officers are welcome
to the Senate meeting and can participate in the discussion (except in
rare instance of closed meeting). Of course, only members of the
Senate may vote.

Elbert W. Ockerman
Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY SENATE, APRIL 9, 1984

The University Senate met in regular session at 3:00 p.m., Monday, April 9, 1984,
in Room 106 of the Classroom Building.

E. Douglas Rees, Chairman of the Senate Council, presided.

Members absent: James Applegate, James Bader, Charles E. Barnhart, Jack C.
Blanton, Thomas 0. Blues*, James A. Boling*, Peter P. Bosomworth*, David Bradford,
James Buckholtz, Joseph T. Burch, Ellen Burnett, Henry Cole*, Glenn B. Collins*,
Clifford J. Cremers*, M. Ward Crowe, Stephen DeMers, Donald F. Diedrich, Richard C.
Domek*, Herbert Drennon, Nancy E. Dye, Paul M. Eakin, Anthony Eardley, William Ecton,
Charles Ellinger, Nathan Floyd, Richard W. Furst, Art Gallaher, Jr.*, Jess Gardner, C.
Michael Gray, Andrew J. Grimes*, Merlin Hackbart*, John Hall*, Joseph Hamburg, S. Z.
Hasan, Raymond R. Hornback, Alfred S. L. Hu, John J. Just, James Kemp*, Richard I.
Kermode*, Robert Lawson, B. J. Leon*, Julie Lien*, Thomas Lillich, Carol R. Lowery*,
David Lowery, Edgar Maddon, Kenneth E. Marino*, Sally S. Mattingly, Mary Beth Messmer,
Brad McDearman, Marion McKenna*, Martin J. McMahon, Jr.*, H. Brinton Milward*, Daniel
N. Nelson*, Robert C. Nobel*, Clayton Omvig*, Merrill Packer, David C. Payne*, Leonard
K. Peters*, Janet Pisaneschi*, Jean Pival, David J. Prior*, Robert Rabel*, Madhira D.
Ram, Caryl E. Rusbult*, Charles Sachatello*, Edgar Sagan, Otis A. Singletary*, Jesse
E. Sisken, John T. Smith, Stanford L. Smith, David A. Spaeth*, Marcia Stanhope%*,
Joseph V. Swintosky, Howard Sypher*, Phil Taylor, Kenneth Thompson, William C. Thornbury*,
Enid S. Waldhart*, Marc J. Wallace, David Webster, 0'Neil Weeks, Constance Wilson,
Alfred D. Winer, Ralph Wiseman*, Steven Yates*, Scott Yocum

The Minutes of the Meeting of March 12, 1984, were approved as circulated.

Chairman Rees recognized Professor Gerald Janecek who presented the following
Memorial Resolution on the death of Professor Paul Glidden Forand.

MEMORIAL RESOLUTION
Paul Glidden Forand 1933-1984

"Dr. Paul G. Forand, Associate Professor of Arabic in
the Department of Slavic and Oriental Languages, died in the
Good Samaritan Hospital on March 28 after a lengthy illness.
His many friends and colleagues at the University deeply
mourn his loss to the university community.

Paul was born on May 30, 1933 in New Bedford, Massachu-
setts and grew up there, receiving his A.B. Degree from
Harvard College in 1955 in the field of Romance Languages.

He then did graduate work at Princeton University, receiving
his Ph.D. in 1962 in the field of Oriental Studies. In the
process he was awarded a number of Fulbright and other fellow-
ships under which he studied in Egypt (1955-56) and in London
(1956-57). His dissertation was entitled: "Military Slavery
in Ninth-Century Baghdad."

He came to the University of Kentucky in 1965 as Assis-

tant Professor of Arabic, after he had served for two years
as Instructor in History in Mundelein College, Chicago. He

*Absence explained
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was promoted to Associate Professor in 1969. In 1972 he re-
ceived a research grant from the U.S. Office of Education
under which he did work in Cairo, January-July 1973. From
1977 to 1982 Paul served as Chairman of the Department of
Slavic and Oriental and he had been Director of the Middle
East Civilization Program for the past eleven years. In the
summeyr of 1983 he was chosen to participate in an NEH Seminar
at Harvard.

During his tenure at UK he published a number of scholar-
ly articles in prestigious journals in Arabic Studies and
served on University committees "too numerous to Tist."

This last phrase, which has been drawn from his most recent
curriculum vitae, gives a clue as to the character of a man
who has served the university broadly and well for nearly
twenty years and yet who has shied away from taking credit
for the fact.

In addition, Paul was an understanding teacher of
Arabic and Islamic culture, sympathetic to students' prob-
lems in learning a difficult non-Indoeuropean language the
script for which contains no vowels and Tooks, as he affec-
tionately referred to it, 1ike "chicken scratching," and the
cultural milieu for which was very far from most native Ken-
tuckians' experience. In this regard, Paul was a great
broadener of students' outlooks, providing them with one of
the few opportunities available at UK to savor non-Western
thought patterns. Paul also served as an effective and
personable liaison with the larger local community, both
Arab and non-Arab. In these functions it would be hard to
imagine a better person, and his absence leaves a large gap,
one which we cannot hope to fill so well again.

Indeed, above and beyond his academic attainments and
service to the university, it is the man himself that we
will most miss. There can be few people who knew Paul even
passingly who can have failed to be touched by his kindness
and good humor in some important way. I recall, for instance,
when I suddenly received a position at UK in mid-August of
1971 straight out of graduate school, and arrived at the
Coliseum to fulfill my first official duty by sitting at pre-
registration, that Paul was on duty ahead of me. Instead of
hurrying off with relief, he stayed for nearly an hour to
chat, to get to know me and fill me in on the university and
its ways. I returned home that day feeling very welcomed.
Others can recount innumerable similar or better examples.
It is these things that are perhaps the highest measure of
a man, who by his actions gave meaning to the words of the
great Arabic poet Al-Maarri:

A church, a temple, or a Kaba Stone,
Koran .or Bible or a martyr's bone--

A1l these and more my heart can tolerate
Since my religion now is Love alone.

(Prepared by Gerald Janecek, Slavic and Oriental Languages)
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Professor Janecek requested that the Resolution be made a part of these minutes
and copies be sent to the family. He also invited everyone to a Memorial Service in
honor of Dr. Forand on Wednesday, April 11 at 4:00 p.m. in the University Library
Gallery. Chairman Rees asked the senators to stand for a moment of silence in tribute
and respect to Professor Forand.

The Chairman made the following announcements:

"At the last regular meeting of the University Senate, the
ombudsman makes a report. Last year it did not seem wise to do
so and this year we are faced with the same situation. Dr.
Ellinger will give his ombudsman report at our September meet-
ing. The ombudsman's term extends until the first of July.
Consequently, there is ongoing business at this time and the
statistics for the entire year cannot be available. I think
the senate ought to consider changing the time for the annual
report.

The second announcement is that Professor Constance Wilson
has been reelected to the Board of Trustees. We congratulate
her.

Because of unfinished business that should go into effect
at the beginning of the academic year in August, it will be nec-
essary to have a special meeting of the University Senate.
Unless there is some overriding objection that meeting will be
held on Wednesday, April 25 at 3:00 p.m. in this room. The items
of business at that time will include a proposal for a new grad-
ing system which will be plus and minus. We will vote on that
in two parts. One is whether or not we want to go for a plus
and minus and if so, which particular system we would like to
have. A specific system is proposed by the committee on Aca-
demic Admissions and Standards.

There is also an admissions policy for the College of Engi-
neering. Also a proposal for probation and suspension rules in
the College of Allied Health and similar rules for the College
of Engineering will be on the agenda.

Those are the main items of business and the proposals are
of such a nature that they must be implemented at the beginning
of an academic year. Not to act on these at a special meeting
would mean that implementation would have to wait for over a
year."

Chairman Rees recognized Professor John Stephenson for a general education report.
Professor Stephenson has been the Chairman of the General Education Committee. Other
committee members are: William Y. Adams, Anthropology; Raymond Betts, Honors Program;
Connie Bridge, Education; Lawrence Busch, Sociology; James Chapman, Academic Affairs;
John Christopher, Arts and Sciences; Leo Demski, Biology; Joe Engelberg, Physiology;
Juanita Fleming, Nursing; Wilbur Frye, Agronomy; Jesse Harris, Psychology; Robert
Hemenway, English; Lini Kadaba, (student) Journalism; David Kao, Civil Engineering;
Michael Kerwin, Community College System; Barbara Mabry, Arts and Sciences Special
Programs; Daniel Reedy, Spanish, Graduate School; Craig Sanders, (student) Political
Science; Donald Sands, Academic Affairs; and Louis Swift, Classics.
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Chairman Rees thanked Professor Stephenson and asked for questions and discussion
from the floor. Professor Gesund felt that engineering and technology were dominate
forces in our civilization these days, and there was nothing in the report about engi-
neering technology or how students could be brought into the world of these modern
fields. He felt the well rounded university graduate ought to be relatively familiar
with engineering and technology processes and how new technology is designed and
brought into being. Professor Stephenson said it was hard to see what was in the
categories from the way they were presented because they were basically labels at this
point. He said the committee's intention was to examine the role of technology and
its influence on civilization. Professor Gesund said that with physics and other
sciences the students were exposed to a couple of courses in those fields. He would
like to see all students exposed to courses taught by engineers as introductory engi-
neering courses so that students would get some idea of what the thought processes
involved. Professor Stephenson agreed there was an important role for the discussion
and knowledge of technology and engineering. He was not sure of the best way to do it
but invited Professor Gesund's input. Professor Rea thought there was a course a few
years ago in the history of technology taught by Professor Lienhard.
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Professor McEllistrem endorsed strongly the concept of providing some scheme for
having an integrated approach to general education. He was not persuaded that the
resources were here. He found that the teaching assistants provided a very valuable
input to the young students in those service courses and they related more effectively
than the regular faculty. Professor Stephenson said Professor McEl1listrem was ex-
actly right about the resources, not the absence of them but the way they were allo-
cated. He added it was hard to imagine a general education program that did not make
good use of all the good teaching talent the University has--not only with TAs but
with part-time faculty as well.

Professor Perreiah wanted to know how broadly the committee conceived of the
mathematical skill requirement. He wanted to know if the committee wanted strictly
mathematical courses which are directly related to computation skills or in a broader
framework. Professor Stephenson said the committee's inclination was directed toward
fairly specific kinds of quantitative reasoning as mathematical and algebraic skills.

Chairman Rees said a specific proposal on general education would be coming before
the senate, probably in parts so that discussion could be focussed.

Professor Weil asked if a foreign language would be required of all students.
Professor Stephenson said a language would be required. He asked that comments, sugges-
tions and questions be in writing or a phone call to anyone on the committee would do.
He suggested also that anyone would be welcome to make an appearance before the
committee. There are going to be three more meetings before the year ends. His wish
was that the same committee would continue.

Professor Stephenson thanked the senate for letting him have the opportunity of
being there on behalf of the committee. Chairman Rees thanked Professor Stephenson
and the senate gave him an enthusiastic applause.

The first action item involved a change in the University Senate Rules. Chairman
Rees recognized Professor Robert Bostrom. Professor Bostrom, on behalf of the Senate
Council, recommended approval of the proposed change in University Senate Rules, Sec-
tion I., 3.3.2 relative to the Composition of the Undergraduate Council. This change
had been circulated to members of the senate under date of March 27, 1984.

Professor Rees said the proposal was to make sure there would be a voting member
of the Community College System on the Undergraduate Council. There was no discussion
or questions and the proposal, which passed unanimously, reads as follows:

Proposal: [add underlined portion; delete bracketed portion ]

I'o, 3.8.2 Camposiition

It shall consist of fifteen (15) [fourteen (14) ] members.
Nine of the members shall be elected by the faculty

of colleges, groups of colleges or parts of colleges as
follows: (US: 10/12/81)

One member from the combined areas of Literature and
Philosophy in the College of Arts and Sciences, the
College of Fine Arts, and the Honors Program. One
member from the combined areas of Biological and
Physical Sciences in the College of Arts and Sciences.
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One member from the combined areas of the Social
Sciences in the College of Arts and Sciences and the
College of Communications. One member from the
College of Agriculture. One member from the College
of Education. One member from the College of Business
and Economics. One member from the combined Colleges
of Architecture, Social Work, and Home Economics. One
member from the combined Colleges of Allied Health,
Nursing, and Pharmacy.

0f the six [five] remaining members, one shall be
appointed by the Senate Council. One member shall be
appointed by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
for the Community College System {60 to represent the
needs ai and problems of the Community College System.
Four members shall be appointed by the Vice Chancellor
for Academic Affairs, Lexington Campus, with the
advice and consent of the Undergraduate Council. Of
these four, two shall be faculty members from colleges
eligible to have representation on the Undergraduate
Council, and the remaining two shall be undergraduate
students from eligible colleges. (US: 10/12/81)

Rationale

In the context of this proposal it should be noted that
another Senate Rule (IV., 2.1.2) states '"grades, credits,
quality points and academic status from courses taken

in the University of Kentucky Community College shall be
transferred when the Community College student enrolls

in the University System." This Rule makes obvious the
need for Community College representation on the
Undergraduate Council in order to assure that there exist
as much compatibility as possible between similar courses
in the Community College System and the University
System.

Implementation Date: Fall, 1984.

Chairman Rees recognized Professor Robert Bostrom to present the proposed change
in University Senate Rules, Section I., 3.3.1 and Section III., 2.0 relative to Review
of Programs. On behalf of the Senate Council Professor Bostrom recommended approval.
This change had been circulated to the senate members under date of March 28, 1984.
Professor Bostrom said that basically the proposal stemmed from the Undergraduate Council
to bring their description of procedure and practice in Tine with those of the Graduate
Council. The significant part was that the Council may recommend the suspension of a

particular program. The second part was to add that such suspension must be approved
by the Senate Council.

The floor was opened for questions and discussion. Professor Rea was curious about
what would happen after five years when there was no provision for termination. Pro-
fessor Bostrom said the proposal had been left deliberately ambiguous in that after five
years a program could be reproposed or left to die. Professor Rea felt the proposal im-
plied that after five years the program would automatically come to life.
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Professor Gesund wanted to know what would happen to faculty if a program were
suspended. If a program were terminated, presumably the faculty would be moved out.
Chairman Rees said it would depend upon the program and sometimes the faculty could be
used elsewhere. Professor Gesund felt the issue should be addressed at some time.
Chairman Rees felt that meanwhile some procedural device was needed to handle suspension
of programs; the proposal addresses that issue only.

Professor Canon felt there was confusion between departments, educational units,
and programs. Suspension of a degree program does not in any way suspend the depart-
ment in an educational unit. The unit may teach courses but simply not offer a degree.
The proposal was trying to accommodate the College of Education where programs are
numerous and the college is seeking to suspend a couple of programs. Chairman Rees
said that some graduate programs had been suspended without a Toss of faculty.

Professor Canon asked, on behalf of Dean Royster, about the statement under
Section III., 2.0 "including suspension or termination of programs." It seemed to him
that the rationale and background indicated that the thrust was for suspension and
termination for undergraduate programs to be reviewed by the Senate Council. He wanted
to know if it included graduate programs.

Chairman Rees asked that discussion presently be restricted to the first part of
the proposal. He said faculty members were not assigned to programs but to an educa-
tional unit. Chairman Rees added that the question now was whether or not the senate
was satisfied to add the change to the Undergraduate Council charge in order to give a
mechanism for dealing with suspension of undergraduate programs.

The proposal on Section C Review of Programs passed and reads as follows:

Proposal: (to add a new section to Functions of the Undergraduate

Council)

(c) Review of Programs: It shall review the summary re-
ports of undergraduate program reviews prepared by
the academic unit review committees. It shall parti-
cipate directly in the review of undergraduate pro-
grams upon the request of the Chancellor or Vice
Chancellor of Academic Affairs of the sector responsi-
ble for the program. Following either such review,
it may recommend appropriate action to maintain
acceptable levels of academic quality to the Vice
Chancellor for academic affairs of the sector in-
volved. Such a recommendation may include the
suspension of a program to a maximum of five years
and the 1ifting of such a suspension. All recomenda-
tions relating to imposing or 1ifting suspensions of
programs shall be approved by the Senate Council.

An undergraduate program, through its chairman or
other appropriate administrative officer, may appeal

a decision to suspend the undergraduate program to

the Chancellor of its sector, who shall then appoint

a committee of faculty members, including a member of
the Senate Council, to review the case. In appointing
the committee, the Chancellor shall consult with the
Chancellor of the other sector when the program is
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significantly involved in that sector. The Committee
shall Timit its review to the materials submitted by
academic unit review committees, by the Undergraduate
Council, and by the program making the appeal. The
Chancellor shall discuss the recommendation of the
committee with his or her Vice Chancellor for Academ-
ic Affairs, the Chairman of the Senate Council, and
the Chancellor of the other sector where appropriate,
and shall then recommend final action to the President.

Implementation Date: Fall, 1984.

The Chair placed on the floor Senate Rule III., 2.0 Procedures for Processing
Programs and Changes in Programs. He said that the present rule and what was stated
in the rationale applied to both graduate and undergraduate programs.

Professor Canon moved an amendment, which was seconded, that the word "under-
graduate" be added. The sentence would read:

"...including suspension or termination of undergraduate programs

Professor Jewell stated about five years ago the senate approved a process
for handling graduate school suspensions. About three years ago Dean Royster and
the Graduate Council requested the suspension be for five years instead of two. At
that time the plan for handling suspension was modified. Therefore, suspension of
graduate programs will be made by the Graduate Council. When the graduate program
is reinstated after five years, then the reinstatement would have to be approved by
the Senate Council. Professor Jewell felt the procedures for the graduate programs
should be Teft alone and spoke in favor of the amendment. Professor Bostrom argued
against the amendment. First of all, there was substantial sentiment on the part
of the Undergraduate Council that there be parallelism in procedures. Secondly, the
Senate Council did not see that much difference between the graduate and undergradu-
ate programs. Professor McEllistrem spoke in favor of the amendment. It seemed to him
that the proposal had been conceived in the context of undergraduate programs. The
question of reviewing or cancelling graduate school procedures has been addressed at
some length over the past several years. He recommended, just for clarity, that the
amendment be adopted and if one wished to review the methods for handling graduate
programs it would be brought for study under a separate issue.

Professor Gesund spoke against the amendment. He pointed out there were several
colleges that were only graduate colleges. He wanted to know if the professional
schools were also included. Chairman Rees was not sure how to answer the question,
but he felt professional programs were considered graduate programs.

Professor Belmore spoke against the amendment. She did not believe the rule
contradicted any graduate rules or review policy which had been worked out. It just
explicitly placed the Senate Council into the prescribed process.

The amendment failed with a hand count of 23 to 10.

There was a call for a quorum. After determining that a quorum was not present,
no further business was conducted. The Chairman said the agenda items would be delayed
until the next meeting.

In an open discussion period Professors William Ehmann and Fred Zechman, Associate
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Deans for Research, spoke to the senate on research grant overhead and salary reim-
bursement--purpose and uses.

In the question and answer period following the remarks, a question was asked
concerning the difference in figures quoted. Professor Ehmann said when working with
indirect costs it was a floating budget. Professor Hochstrasser wanted to know if there
was a fixed overhead amount the University charges on grants outside generated grants
and who decided how the indirect costs were returned to various components of the Uni-
versity. Professor Ehmann's understanding was that it was a fixed dollar amount and
some of the money was used to support the Iibrary system.

The question was asked who decided what percentage was allocated to each category
on the Lexington campus. Professor Ehmann said Dean Royster was willing to get input
so anyone interested should put their request in writing. Dean Royster makes the deci-
sion.

Professor Dillon asked about the faculty travel and wanted to know if he could use
some of the money. Professor Ehmann said it was open.

Professor Jewell asked about the incentive program. He said obviously it was to
encourage departments to get more grants. He was interested in the general philosophy
and thinking of the program. Professor Ehmann would personally like to see the incen-
tive program distribution increased.

Professor Dillon felt it would be good management for the University to encourage
people to bring in extra money. Professor Goldstein wanted to know why the Medical
Center and the Lexington Campus were separated. Professor Zechman said it was due to
the reorganization. Professor Ehmann said when all the money was in one "pocket",
then a large percentage of the money was being put into graduate student fellowships.
The Medical Center does not use graduate student fellowships. Therefore, they were
not getting their share in the distribution.

Professor Zechman said the Lexington campus estimated income was 2.1 million.
Professor Ehmann said the Lexington Campus next year would have an advisory committee
which would be somewhat similar to the Medical campus.

Professor Zechman said he saw a lot of interim funding requests from faculty which
resulted from lack of adequate budget preparation. He asked faculty to Took carefully
at their proposals. Oftentimes there has not been sufficient care in the way the
budget was initially prepared--inadequate justifications.

Professor Rees thanked Professors Ehmann and Zechman for their reports.
The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.

Elbert W. Ockerman
Secretary of the Senate
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Members, University Senate
University Senate Council
AGENDA ITEM: University Senate Meeting, Monday, April 9, 1984.

Proposed addition to University Senate Rules, Section I, 3.3.2
relative to the Composition of the Undergraduate Council.

Proposal: [add underlined portion; delete bracketed portion]

T, 3372 Composiition
It shall consist of fifteen (15) [fourteen (14)] members. Nine
of the members shall be elected by the faculty of colleges, groups
of colleges or parts of colleges as follows: (US: 10/12/81)

One member from the combined areas of Literature and Philosophy

in the College of Arts and Sciences, the College of Fine Arts,

and the Honors Program. One member from the combined areas of
Biological and Physical Sciences in the College of Arts and

Sciences. One member from the combined areas of the Social Sciences
in the College of Arts and Sciences and the College of Communications.
One member from the College of Agriculture. One member from the Col-
lege of Education. One member from the College of Business and
Economics. One member from the combined Colleges of Architecture,
Social Work, and Home Economics. One member from the combined Col-
leges of Allied Health, Nursing, and Pharmacy.

Of the six [five] remaining members, one shall be appointed by the
Senate Council. One member shall be appointed by the Vice Chancellor
for Academic Affairs for the Community College System to represent
the needs and problems of the Community College System. Four members
shall be appointed by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Lex-—
ington Campus, with the advice and consent of the Undergraduate
Council. Of these four, two shall be faculty members from colleges
eligible to have representation on the Undergraduate Council, and the
remaining two shall be undergraduate students from eligible colleges.
(Us: 10/12/81)

Background: The Undergraduate Council communicated to the Senate Council that
for several years a Community College representative has been appointed to the
Undergraduate Council. This member has been very valuable, since it is impor-
tant to consider the needs and problems of the Community Colleges in reviewing
curricular changes. Since Community College representation on the Undergradu-
ate Council is not explicitly stated in the Senate Rules, it was felt that this
representation might be overlooked sometime. It also seemed desirable to state
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directly that the Community College representative should have voting rights.

Rationale: 1In the context of this proposal it should be noted that another
Senate Rule (IV., 2.1.2) states ''grades, credits, quality points and academic
status from courses taken in the University of Kentucky Community College

shall be transferred when the Community College student enrolls in the Univer-
sity System.'" This Rule makes obvious the need for Community College represen-
tation on the Undergraduate Council in order to assure that there exist as much
compatibility as possible between similar courses in the Community College System
and the University System.

Implementation Date:Fall, 1984.

/cet
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AGENDA ITEM: University Senate Meeting, Monday, April 9, 1984.

Proposed addition to University Senate Rules, Section V., 3.1.2
Quality Point Deficit.

Current Rule:

Voo 3.1.2 Quality Point Deficit
The scholastic probation and academic suspension systems are
based on quality point deficit. The base for determining the
deficit is the number of quality points which would result
from multiplying the number of hours attempted by two. Defi-
cit is the difference, if any, between this base and the num-
ber of quality points earned.

Proposed Rule:

V., 3.1.2 Academic Probation and Suspension
The academic probation and suspension systems that are used to
determine a student's academic standing University-wide are
based on quality point deficit. The base for determining the
deficit is the number of quality points which would result from
multiplying the number of hours attempted by two. Deficit is
the difference, if any, between this base and the number of
quality points earned. Individual colleges may establish
policies regarding academic probation and suspension with re-
gard to a student's academic standing within the college in ad-
dition to the University-wide policies given here. If a college
establishes such a policy, the policy must be approved by the
University Senate, and the policy shall be made available in
writing to the students. [see this Section Brelf 3 and 3 11551

Background: This proposal originated in the Committee on Academic Admissions
and Academic Standards. The Senate Rules presently address academic probation
and suspension with regard to the student's standing at the University. Re-
lated to this Rule is V., 3.1.3 which addresses scholastic probation and V.,
3.1.5 which addresses scholastic suspension. In part, these rules state: "If

a student has demonstrated that he/she cannot or will not do satisfactory work,
the student shall be subject to academic suspension from the University, but
the dean may place the student on scholastic probation if the individual case
justifies it." Thus, under present rules , unsatisfactory work in a particular
college can be translated into suspension from the University. Such treatment
seems rather harsh for a student who simply finds himself or herself in a field
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of study for which he/she is not suited.

Rationale: The title change for USR V., 3.1.2 from "Quality Point Deficit" to

the proposed "Academic Probation and Suspension' depicts more clearly the nature of
the Rule. In addition it sets forth a principle based on the Governing Regulations
that college faculties can adopt academic standards and requirements which can be
no less than those required university-wide by the Senate Rules and these college
standards and requirements must be approved by the University Senate and specified
in the Senate Rules.

/cet

Implementation Date: Fall Semester, 1984.
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March 29, 1984

Members, University Senate

University Senate Council

AGENDA ITEM: University Senate Meeting, Monday, April 9, 1984
Proposed additions to USR, Section I., 3.3.1 Undergraduate Council
Functions and Section III., 2.0 Procedures for Processing Programs.

(to add a new section to Functions of the Undergraduate Council)

Review of Programs. It shall review the summary reports of un-
dergraduate program reviews prepared by the academic unit review
committees. It shall participate directly in the review of under-
graduate programs upon the request of the Chancellor or Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs of the sector responsible for the
program. Following either such review, it may recommend appro-
priate action to maintain acceptable levels of academic quality

to the Vice Chancellor for academic affairs of the sector involved.
Such a2 recommendation may include the suspension of a program to a
maximum of five years and the lifting of such a suspension. All
recommendations relating to imposing or lifting suspensions of
programs shall be approved by the Senate Council.

An undergraduate program, through its chairman or other appropri-
ate administrative officer, may appeal a decision to suspend the
undergraduate program to the Chancellor of its sector, who shall
then appoint a committee of faculty members, including a member of
the Senate Council, to review the case. In appointing the com-
mittee, the Chancellor shall consult with the Chancellor of the
other sector when the program is significantly involved in that
sector. The Committee shall limit its review to the materials sub-
mitted by academic unit review committees, by the Undergraduate
Council, and by the program making the appeal. The Chancellor
shall discuss the recommendation of the committee with his or her
Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, the Chairman of the Senate
Council, and the Chancellor of the other sector where appropriate,
and shall then recommend final action to the President.
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