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MTES
FACULTY SENATE
SPECIAL MEETING

THE UNiVERSiTY OF A1UZONA
April 28, 1997

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Jeffrey L. Warburton at 3:10 p.m. (as soon as a quorum was reached) in Room
146 of the College of Law.

Present: Senators Aleamom, Clarke, D. Davis, T. Davis, Dvorak, Emrick, Feitham, Garcia, Gerber, Glittenberg, Gore,
Gruener, Hurt, Jacobs, Larson, Levy, Maré, McCaslin, Medine, Mitchell, S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Poss, Reeves,
Schiffer, Schooley, Schwarz, Sugiyama, Sypherd, Taylor, Troy, Warburton, Weinand, Witte, and Zwolinski. Robert
Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Anderson, Barrett, Brown, Charney, Chen, Coons, Dahlgran, Desai, Dyl, Erickson, Forbes, Huete, Joens,
Meyer, Myers, Neuman, J. O'Brien, Pitt, Sharkey, Silverman, Sliger, Smith, Szilagyi, Williams, and Wilson.

DISCUSSION AN) POSSIBLE ACTION ON SHARED GOVERNANCE DOCUMENT APPROVED IN FACULTY
SENATE ON APRIL 7. 1997 (Attachments)

Senator Warburton began by reporting that he had appointed five faculty representatives to a joint conference committee of faculty
and administrators assembled to review the Guidelines for Shared Governance as adopted by the Faculty Senate on April 7, 1997.
The five faculty members were Senator Scott Jacobs, Senator Richard Poss, Chair of the Faculty John Schwarz, Senator Andrew
Silverman, and Senator Tim Troy. Administrative representatives were Vice President Michael Cusanovich, Vice President
Michael Gottfredson, Department Head Joseph (Pepe) Humphrey, Dean Maurice Sevigny, and Provost Paul Sypherd. Senator
Warburton noted that Senator Silverman had been scheduled to present the results of the conference committee's work, but had
been called away on a family emergency. In his absence, Senator Warburton called upon Senator Schooley, Chair of the Academic
Personnel Policy Committee, to give the report.

Senator Schooley briefly reviewed the history of the document. He noted that Senators' packets contained both Draft 9, the shared
governance guidelines as approved by the Faculty Senate at its last meeting, and Draft 10, the document as revised by the
conference committee since the last Senate meeting. He said that the conference committee recommends Draft 10 for Senate
approval because the changes made have been judged to be fully in keeping with the spirit and intent of the draft passed by the
Senate. If the Senate approves Draft 10 today, it will be signed by the President and the Chair of the Faculty, thus becoming a
memorandum of understanding ready for implementation.

Senator Schooley highliglited the substantive changes from Draft 9 to Draft 10:
s The language regarding a memorandum of understanding has been restored to Section I (page 1 ) and Section II, J (page 4),

since the document will in fact become a memorandum of understanding if it is approved by the Senate today and then signed
by both faculty and administration.
The changes in Section II, A (page 1) deal primarily with allowing the faculty of each unit to determine the procedures by
which their wishes shall be expressed regarding the selection or retention of department heads. The previous language
required a majority vote, but the conference committee felt it best to leave the details of these procedures up to individual units.
The changes at the end of Section II, A (page 1) refer the reader to extraordinary review procedures outlined in the University
Handbook for Appointed Personnel, rather than trying to restate all or part of the procedures in the shared governance
document.
In Section II, F (page 3) "or designees" has been added in the second sentence to indicate that it is not always the President
who personally takes action.
Also in Section II, F (page 3), language has been added to clarify process monitoring. While the Senate, a University-level
body, will deal with issues of whether the spirit of shared governance has been breached at the University level, separate but
parallel procedures will be instituted at the college level to handle matters appropriate to that level. These changes also make
the language in this passage parallel with that of Section II, J.
A third change in Section II, F (page 3) is the substitution of the word "prerogative" for "responsibility" in the third sentence.
Although this change is not reflected in Draft 10, it was agreed to by the conference committee.
In Section II, J (page 4) the last two sentences, relating to consideration of Faculty Senate representation, have been deleted.

Senator Schooley, acting on behalf of the conference committee and Senator Silverman, moved [Motion 1996/97-74J that the
Faculty Senate accept the memorandum of understanding regarding shared governance (Draft 10 of the Guidelines for Shared
Governance); motion seconded.

Senator Gruener noted that he strongly supports this document and would prefer to see it adopted today, but he would like to suggest
several changes at the appropriate time. Senator Warburton clarified that the motion on the floor was to approve the document as
presented in Draft 10. Senator Gruener then called for the question on Motion 1996/97-74, but no second was heard.
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Senator Garcia commented that he had no problem with the adoption of the document, but he would like to have it distributed to the
General Faculty for their approval at some future point Although the Faculty Senate can and should act on behalf of the faculty
today, the General Faculty also should approve the document, because it modifies the way in which the institution is governed and
therefore has the same effect as changing the Constitution and Bylaws. Senator Garcia noted that he would introduce a motion
regarding General Faculty approval at the appropriate time.

Senator Weinand said he would like to propose an amendment to reinstate the sentence which the conference committee deleted in
Section II, J, on page 4 ("Tn particular, the Faculty Senate shall consider issues related to representation in the Senate."). Senator
Hurt asked as a point of order why the Presiding Officer would entertain a motion for an amendment from Senator Weinand if other
suggestions for revisions were not going to be considered. Senator Warburton noted that he must follow the wishes of the Senate
with regard to amendments, but the recommendation from the conference committee was to approve the document as presented in
Draft 10. He also pointed out that Senator Weinand's proposed motion had not yet been seconded, and he confirmed that if Senator
Weinand's amendment is considered, other suggestions for revision also must be allowed.

Senator Schwarz made several points: (1) Senator Gruener seems to be saying that the document is acceptable to him as it now
stands, but it could be perfected if necessazy at some future point. (2) If amendments are made today, the document again will have
to be reviewed by the administration and perhaps by a conference committee. l'his could be a lengthy process for little reason today,
since the changes in Draft 10 do not alter in any significant way the meaning or intent of what the Senate adopted three weeks ago.

Senator Schooley pointed out that a proposal to restructure the Senate can be put forward at any time; it does not need to be included
in the shared governance document.

Senators Zwolinski and Glittenberg advocated acting on the document today, recognizing that if adopted, the guidelines will be a
living document that can be amended as necessary later.

Senator D. Davis asked whether someone could explain why the deletion to which Senator Weinand referred had been made, and he
questioned whether reinsertion of the passage might be considered. Senator Schooley responded that the conference committee
simply felt that how the Senate is organized is the business of the faculty and the Faculty Senate, and that the issue is not
particularly relevant to this memorandum of understanding.

Senator Aleamoni voiced several concerns: (1) With regard to Section II, A (Selection and Review of Academic Administrators and
Vice Presidents), the original language was much stronger, because it required a majority vote of the unit's faculty and it would
ensure a uniformity of procedure from unit to unit. (2) While the document has been changed in other places to conform to UH.AP,
the removal of the requirement for a majority vote departs from UHAP requirements. (3) The change of "responsibility" to
"prerogative" in Section II, F, seems to be substantive.

To Senator Aleaxnoni's first point, Senator Schooley replied that the document now allows faculty in individual units to decide on
specific procedures, rather than having the Senate impose a particular process. Also, the meaning of "majority vote" is not as clear
as it might seem, because there is no indication whether the vote would require a majority of all faculty including Emeritus, who
currently having voting rights, or whether it would simply be a majority of faculty members present at a particular meeting. With
regard to Senator Aleamoni's second concern, Senator Schwarz noted that the use of the word "prerogative" gives the Senate greater
latitude in dealing with possible breaches of the spirit of shared governance. The Senate can decide to act in each and every case, or
it can decide to wait until it believes there has been a series of breaches that together are a problem.

Senator Witte noted that some of the terms contained in the document seem very legalistic, and she asked for a point of information
from President Pacheco, Provost Sypherd, and/or Chair Schwarz: Since it would seem foolhardy for the University attorneys not to
have been involved in the shared governance document, have they reviewed and approved Draft 10? Both the President and Provost
responded in the negative. President Pacheco amplified his answer by saying that he could not assure that the UA attorneys have
not seen the document, but they had not been asked to review it or comment on it. He also said he did not think the Faculty Senate
had asked to have it reviewed by legal counsel, either, since the document is seen as a bona fide good faith effort on the part of both
the faculty and the administration to determine a principle for future action.

Senator Schiffer commented that he had several problems with the document, most notably with Section 11, F, which seems to
provide a "national defense" type of rationale for the administration to act unilaterally. Several problematic areas in the document
should be revisited later. Nevertheless, he said, the Senate would be making a mistake not to approve the document today for
reasons already mentioned.

Senator T. Davis concurred that the document should be adopted today. He also applauded President Pacheco for advancing the
shared governance document, which is the envy of other universities around the country.

Senator Mitchell moved [Motion 1996/97-751 to close debate and call for the question on the shared governance document; motion
seconded and passed unanimously.

Motion 1996/97-74, to approve Draft 10 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance, passed, with two nay votes.
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Senator Garcia asked as a point of infonnation when it would be appropriate for him to introduce the motion he had discussed
earlier. Senator Warburton indicated that such a motion would be appropriate now.

Senator Garcia moved [Motion 1996/97-761 that the shared governance document just adopted by the Senate be submitted to a
faculty vote at the first opportunity, meaning in Fall 1997; motion seconded.

Senator Feithain asked for clarification on exactly who would be eligible to vote, to which Senator Garcia replied that he intended
that all General Faculty members would have the opportunity.

Senator Schwarz asked what the status of the shared governance guidelines would be if the document is scheduled for a fall
referendum. Senator Garcia replied that he did not see the situation as a problem. Since the Faculty Senate has adopted the
document, it will be the modus operandi of the institution.

Senator Warburton asked for clarification whether the General Faculty would receive the document for input or for approval, to
which Senator Garcia responded the referendum would be for approval of the document, in the same way that proposed changes to
the Constitution and Bylaws are submitted for approved by the General Faculty. Senator Levy said he did not understand what the
substance of a "no" vote by the General Faculty would be. Senator Meré suggested that it would be more productive to distribute
the document to the General Faculty for comment, not a vote, which then could be used to fine-tune the agreement. Senator Gore
said this document is not a constitutional amendment, but rather guidelines, which do not need a vote by the General Faculty.
Senator T. Davis concurred with Senators Maré and Gore, adding that Faculty Senators are elected to represent different
constituencies of the faculty and to act on their behalf after receiving input from them. Senator Schooley pointed out the General
Faculty have received drafts of the shared governance document on several occasions already, and conunents received by them have
been taken into consideration as revisions have been made. Sending it for a referendum would be a waste of effort and time. He
also noted that the fmal agreement will be distributed to the General Faculty after it is signed by the President and the Chair of the
Faculty. Senator D. Davis commented that while sending the document to the General Faculty for approval would add stature to the
agreement, it would be premature to call for a referendum now, when there may be revisions to be considered in the fall. He also
predicted that the document would easily win General Faculty approval if submitted as a referendum. Senator Troy pointed out that
Section II, G, of the document (Governance Review Committee) addresses the resolution of issues related to shared governance.

Senator Garcia stated that if the Senate could arrive at an understanding that the shared governance document would go to the
General Faculty at some future time, after the Senate has had an opportunity to study all the document's fme points, he would be
willing to withdraw his motion. Senator Warburton noted that although he would be willing to agree to that plan, he will not be in
the Presiding Officer position indefinitely. Senator Garcia requested that the intention to distribute the shared governance document
to the General Faculty at some point be recorded in the Senate minutes. Senator Jacobs suggested a friendly amendment to Senator
Garcia's motion, changing the wording to indicate a commitment to put the shared governance document to a referendum of the
General Faculty at some point. Senator Garcia indicated that he would accept that friendly amendment.

Senator Sypherd made two points: (1) There suddenly seems to be a sense that the shared governance document is not finished, and
that after it is signed by the President and the Chair of the Faculty, it will return to the Senate for revisions. This is not how the
administration views this document; it cannot be further manipulated by one side only, because it is, after all, a memorandum of
understanding. (2) One way to kill a positive venture is to submit it to a vote by those who are uninformed about the vast amount of
dialogue that has already been invested.

Senator Clarke commented that he is opposed to the referendum for many of the reasons already suggested: The timing is wrong for
a faculty vote, and there is an opportunity now to make a statement about faculty/administrative relationships with the shared
governance agreement.

Senator McCaslin noted that she was becoming more uncomfortable as the discussion continued. Although the guidelines have been
called a living document, Provost Sypherd has said there can be no changes. She suggested that perhaps Senators could discuss the
document with their constituents and return to the Senate next week with the input they gathered. Senator Medine reiterated
Senator McCaslin's question about what "living document" means. Senator Schooley, Chair Schwarz, and President Pacheco
concurred in their responses: A living document is one that can be changed. Therefore, the shared governance agreement can be
changed, but not unilaterally. Since it is a memorandum of understanding, changes require agreement by both parties.

Senator T. Davis commented that Provost Sypherd had not written the document and would not be approving it on behalf of the
administration. President Pacheco, on the other hand, will be the administration representative to sign the document, and he has
said several times that he wants to work with the faculty and that the document is living, which means negotiable. Senator Davis
added that the crux of the shared governance document is improving communication between faculty and administrators. He
concluded by urging the Faculty Senate to move forward to a new era of understanding, and he called for the question on Senator
Garcia's motion for a referendum as amended by Senator Jacobs.

Parliamentarian Sankey pointed out that the Faculty Senate can communicate a sense of its position on an issue, but it cannot
actually obligate a future Senate to take a specific action at some indefinite future time.
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Motion 1996/97-76 as amended, to submit the shared governance agreement (Draft 10 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance) to
a referendum of the General Faculty for approval at some future point was defeated.

2. CONTINUED DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROMOTION AND TENURE GUIDELINES DRAFT DOCUMENT
(Attachment)

Senator Warburton yielded the floor to Senator Schooley to lead the discussion. Senator Schooley noted that Senators had in their
meeting packets a copy of the most recent version, Draft 11, of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for
Promotion and Tenure. He recounted the document's evolution: Dwing the Arizona Board of Regents discussion of conditions of
faculty service in Januaiy 1996, Regents requested from all three state universities several documents, including the continuing
review document passed by the Senate in October 1996 and the promotion and tenure guidelines document now under discussion.
These guidelines were developed by the promotion and tenure sub-committee of the Conditions of Faculty Service Task Force that
was formed in Spring 1996 in response to the Regents' request Earlier drafts were based on several other documents which had
previously been generated by faculty committees. The document was circulated to the General Faculty in mid-April 1996 and
discussed at a meeting of the General Faculty, as well as at a special meeting of the Faculty Senate in late April 1996. Based on
comments made at those meetings, the document was further refined by the task force last summer and sent to the Academic
Personnel Policy Committee in August 1996. The APPC deferred action on this document due to the necessity of handling other,
more urgent items, in particular the continuing review document and the faculty governance document just debated. The APPC then
made some revisions in the promotion and tenure guidelines document and produced Draft 9, which was placed on Senators' desks
at the December 1996 Faculty Senate meeting. The document also was sent to deans, directors and department heads for
discussions with their faculty. This process evoked considerable comment, primarily from the Colleges of Agriculture and
Medicine. The APPC carefully considered this input as they developed Draft 10, which was distributed prior to the Senate meeting
on April 7, 1997. Since then the APPC has received only relatively minor comments from four Senators. Those were for the most
part incorporated into Draft 11. What Senators have in hand today is the culmination of a long process beginning with the Regents'
request of all three universities to have such a University-level statement. Senator Schooley concluded his introduction by noting
that the adoption of Draft 11 of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure comes as a
seconded motion [Motion 1996/97-77] from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee.

In response to a question from Senator Garcia regarding the requirement in the Constitution and Bylaws for APPC to review P&T
guidelines and criteria, Senator Schooley clarified that there has never been a document at the University level regarding promotion
and tenure guidelines. There is only a two-line statement in UHAP that promotion and tenure is based on contributions to teaching,
research, and service. The various colleges and departments have drafted their own promotion and tenure guidelines over the years,
and every spring the Provost distributes the instructions for preparation of the P&T dossier, that is the document that previously has
been reviewed by the Senate. These instructions would continue to be reviewed and should be in conformance with this proposed
general statement

Senator Weinand commended the APPC for an excellent document. He noted that his colleagues in the College of Medicine
especially appreciated the committee's recognition of the unique contributions and missions of certain colleges, such as Medicine
and Agriculture. Senator Schooley confirmed that comments from those two colleges had been useful in broadening the document to
include references to clinical care and training, medical research, mentormg other faculty, and similar items.

Senator Clarke agreed that it is a good document and then asked for clarification of one issue: When faculty are being considered
for promotion to full professor, will those who are teaching 100 students per semester be held to the same publication standard as
those who teach only a handful of students each semester? Senator Schooley responded that the committee was sensitive to this
issue while developing the document. The intent of the guidelines was to assure that all faculty contribute to teaching, research or
creative activity, and service, but to recognize that the blend of these elements may vary from individual to individual. That was
also the intent of the Regents, he added, when they requested this document.

Senator Schiffer commented that, although the University-level P&T guidelines have been developed to satist' an ABOR request,
the Senate should produce a document that reduces or at least does not exacerbate the bureaucracy problem at the University. In
that regard, he noted that he thought the document was much too specific in Section III in terms of mandating process and procedure.
He moved [Motion 1996/97-78] to strike Section III (pages 5 and 6) of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation
Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11); motion seconded.

Senator Schooley pointed out that the information in Section 111 contains only suggestions for procedures, in order to help each unit
establish its own standards for evaluating faculty for promotion and tenure decisions, as the first sentence of the section states.
Senator Aleamoni, also an APPC member, added that the section had been included in response to numerous requests from units
asking for guidance in developing their own procedures.

Senator Levy offered a friendly amendment to Senator Schiffer's motion that, rather than striking Section III, it be moved to an
appendix in the document and appropriately labeled; he suggested an appendix title of "Considerations for Formulation of
Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure." Senator Schiffer did not object to this friendly amendment.

Motion 1996/97-78 passed as amended (to move Section III to an appropriately labeled appendix in the P&T guidelines document),
with one nay vote.
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With regard to the footnote on page 5 of the document, Senator Dvorak noted that sometimes the smallest academic unit is the
college. He therefore moved [Motion 1996/97-791 that", college" be inserted between "school" and the end parenthesis in the
footnote on page 5 of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11); motion
seconded and passed.

Senator Levy moved [Motion 1996/97-80) that "courses" be substituted for "a course" in the first bulleted item under the Teaching
passage in Section I (page 1) of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11);
motion seconded and passed unanimously. Thus, the bulleted item now reads, " organizing and conducting courses appropriate to
the level of instruction and the nature of the subject matter,".

Senator Gruener commented that the meaning of the word "coherent" in Section II, B, 2 (page 3) of the document is not clear. In
that context, it could refer to a coherence with the mission of the University, or the department, or the faculty member's previous
work. in the third instance, the use of "coherent" could restrict academic freedom. He moved [Motion 1996/97-811 to strike
"coherent" from the first bulleted item in Section II, A, 2 (page 3) of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures
for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11); motion seconded and passed unanimously. Thus, the affected passage now reads, "
Candidates must present evidence of having established a program of basic and/or applied research and/or creative activity."

Senator D. Davis suggested that the word "knowledge" be inserted somewhere in the description of teaching in the first paragraph
of Section I (page 1) in order to make the ideas parallel with the amplified description of teaching that appears later on page 1.
However, after a brief discussion, it was agreed that this change was not necessary.

Senator Aleamoni initiated a discussion of the inclusion of "in-class peer evaluation" as evidence on teaching effectiveness in the
text after the two bulleted items in Section II, B, 1 (page 3). He said most current research argues that in-class peer evaluation
should not be used as evidence of teaching effectiveness; therefore, either "in-class peer evaluation" should be stricken, or the
preceding words in the sentence should be changed to, "Evidence on teaching effectiveness may [rather than must] come from...".
Senator McCaslin said she would prefer to delete "in-class peer evaluation," given that it generally has been deemed inappropriate.
After further discussion, Senator Aleamoni moved [Motion 1996/97-82] to strike "in-class peer evaluation" from Section II, B, i
(page 3), in the paragraph immediately following the two bulleted items; motion seconded and passed with 21 votes in favor and 6
opposed.

Senator Garcia moved [Motion 1996/97-83] to insert "in-class peer evaluation" at the end of the third sentence of the
aforementioned paragraph; motion seconded and passed, with three votes opposed. Thus, the affected sentence now reads, "Other
evidence may include, but is not limited to: grants for teaching innovations; teaching awards; selection to teach in prestigious
programs; achievements by students; and in-class peer evaluation."

Motion 1996/97-77, to adopt Draft 11 of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure
as amended up to this point, passed unanimously.

Parliamentarian Sankey had some general remarks about Faculty Senate responsibilities and procedures, noting that he had waited
until after the shared governance referendum debate in order not to influence the outcome. He reminded Senators that the General
Faculty had adopted the Constitution and Bylaws establishing the Senate as the representative governing body of the faculty. The
Constitution expressly states that proposed changes to the Bylaws and Constitution must go to the General Faculty for a vote; by
reverse implication, other matters do not need to go to the General Faculty for approval, In some cases, the Senate may decide that
it is not in a position to make a decision for the General Faculty and therefore would want to refer it to them for a vote. However,
he cautioned, the Senate should avoid situations in which it has already voted as a body on a particular issue, but then subsequently
sends the same issue to the General Faculty for a similar vote. Dr. Sankey concluded by noting that a Faculty Senate action can
always be appealed upon the petition of 100 General Faculty members.

3. NEW BUSINESS (Attachment)

Senator Warburton noted that Senator Medine had requested time during New Business to present and discuss two motions, which
he distributed in written form to Senators today. Senator Warburton added that, since the speakers for the Executive Session had
not yet arrived, the intervening time could be used to discuss Senator Medine's motions. Senator Medine's first motion [Motion
1996/97-84]"Resolve: That faculty members of the presidential search committee raise and discuss with candidates for the
presidency the issue of faculty salaries"was seconded.

Senator Levy asked what the thrust or purpose of a discussion about salaries is, noting that it is unlikely that any presidential
candidate would state that he or she is not in favor of higher faculty salaries. Senator Medine responded that, after reviewing the
situation in some campus units, he feels the matter of faculty salaries will constitute great concern in the immediate future, and this
should be brought to the attention of candidates.

Senator Clarke noted that the issue is not simply higher faculty salaries, but rather equity of salaries. There has been a long history
at the UA of former administrators moving back to academic positions but retaining their administrative 12-month salaries, he
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noted. Thus, it is not uncommon that the highest salaries in a unit go not to the most productive people in terms of research, nor to
the best teachers, but to those who have held administrative positions.

Senator T. Davis commented that he supports the motion, because it will indicate that the Faculty Senate sees this as an important
issue, and it will facilitate a common-sense dissuasion regarding faculty salaries duzing the presidential search process.

Senator Einrick said he felt that motion should be more specific, because if it is passed as is, it will appear to the public as if faculty
are just asking for more money. Senator Medine replied that he deliberately had worded the motion to be rather comprehensive and
broad, so that the salary issue could be discussed from six or seven different perspectives by the faculty members on the search
committee, who could then raise more specific concerns.

Senator Witte suggested a friendly amendment to the motion: Add "equity in" immediately preceding "faculty salaries." Senator
Levy offered an additional friendly amendment Add "and merit" between "equity" and "in" (from Senator Witte's friendly
amendment). Senator Medine voiced no objection to either friendly amendment, and Senator Witte stated that she had no problem
with Senator Levy's suggestion.

Senator Schooley noted that there is also the issue of competitiveness in faculty salaries. He recounted that his department is
currently searching for a junior faculty member, but the two outstanding candidates declined the position because the maximum the
department could offer in order not to undercut faculty who have been with the department for several years was approximately
$5,000 less than offers from competing institutions. Senator Schiffer commented that salaiy compression is an important concern in
the issue of faculty salaries, with which Senator Schooley concurred.

Senator Jacobs said he favored leaving the motion as originally worded, without identifying specific aspects of the salary issue.

Senator Warburton called for a vote on the two friendly amendments to Senator Medine's first motion. Both friendly amendments
were passed, with four nay votes. Thus, Motion 1996197-84 now reads: "Resolve: That faculty members of the presidential search
committee raise and discuss with candidates for the presidency the issue of equity and merit in faculty salaries." Motion carried
unanimously.

Senator Warburton read Senator Medine's second motion [Motion 1996/97-851: "Resolve: That during the 1997-98 academic year
the APPC undertake a study of faculty salaries, addressing itself but not necessarily limiting itself to 1). units' rates of
compensation in relation to AAUDE [American Association of Universities Data Exchange averages; and 2). numbers of faculty
members in units above and below the average." Motion seconded.

Senator Pacheco suggested that the Senate consider comparing faculty salaries with those at peer institutions, rather than using
AAUDE averages. Senator Levy concurred that this would be a more useful comparison; he also asked what the purpose of Senator
Medine's second motion was. Senator Medine responded that the intent of the motion is to gather information in order to analyze
whether there is a huge equity problem in certain areas of the University, so that problem areas can be addressed

There was additional discussion regarding whether to change the wording of Senator Medine's second motion to compare faculty
compensation rates to those at peer units and peer institutions rather than to AAIJDE data. Senator Poss moved [Motion 1996/97-
861 that Senator Medine's motion be changed to read: 'Resolve: That during the 1997-98 academic year the APPC undertake a
study of faculty salaries, addressing itself but not necessarily limiting itself to: 1). units' rates of compensation in relation to peer
units and peer institution averages..." Motion seconded and passed.

Senator Hurt asked what would be done with the data once it is gathered; he also noted that President Pacheco had indicated that the
data is probably already available on campus, since it had been used in previous composite reports to the Arizona Board of Regents.
Senator Poss asked whether APPC would be expected to make recommendations after gathering the requested information. Senator
Schooley noted that the APPC is not well posed to collect this data and that undertaking a project of this magnitude would require
substantial amounts of staff support.

Senator Clarke moved [Motion 1996/97-87] to amend Senator Medine's motion by adding at the end of the current wording, "3).
and inequity within units." Motion was seconded and defeated.

Senator Foss asked if there was a more appropriate way to accomplish the tasks outlined in Senator Medine's motion than to refer
them to the APPC. Senator Witte noted that the Office of Institutional Research should have such data available and could be asked
to provide it to the Senate reasonably analyzed, so that the Senate could then decide what to do with the information.

Senator Medine commented that he had originally proposed these motions to indicate that the faculty salary issue is crucial and that
the Senate should address it in some way. He offered to withdraw his second motion, suggesting that the Faculty Senate could
revisit the matter at a future session. Motion 1996/97-85 as amended, withdrawn by the maker.
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4. RECESS

The Senate meeting recessed at 4:45 p.m. to go into Executive Session.

Rose M. Gerber, Secretaiy

Appendix

Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 9 as amended and approved by the Faculty Senate on 4/7/97.
Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 10, dated 4/15/97.
University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure, Draft 11, dated 4/15/97.
Motions Offered by Senator Peter Medine under New Business, dated 4/28/97.

Motions of the Meetina of April 28. 1997

1996/97-74 Motion to accept the memorandum ofunderstanding regarding shared governance (Draft 10 ofthe Guidelines for
Shared Governance, dated 4/15/97); seconded and passed.

1996/97-75 Motion to close debate and call for the question on Motion 1996/97-74; motion seconded and passed
unanimously.

1996/97-76 Motion to submit the shared governance agreement (Draft 10 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance) to a
referendum ofthe General Faculty for approval at some future point seconded and defeated.

i 996/97-77 Seconded motion from the Academic Personnel Policy Committee to adopt Draft I 1 of the University
Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure; motion amended and passed. (See
below.)

1996/97-78 Motion to strike Section III (pages 5 and 6) ofthe University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for
Promotion and Tenure (Draft 1 1 ); seconded and carried with one friendly amendment: to move Section 111 to an
appendix in the document entitled, "Considerations for Formulation ofEvaluation Procedures for Promotion and
Tenure."

1 996/97-79 Motion to insert ", college" between "school" and the end parenthesis in the footnote on page 5 of the University
Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 1 1 ); seconded and passed.

1 996/97-80 Motion to substitute "courses" for "a course" in the first bulleted item under the Teaching passage in Section I
(page 1 ) of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11);
seconded and passed.

1996/97-81 Motion to strike "coherent" from the first bulleted item in Section II, A, 2 (page 3) ofthe University Guidelines,
Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11); seconded and canied unanimously.
Thus the affected passage now reads, " Candidates must present evidence of having established a program of
basic and/or applied research and/or creative activity."

1996/97-82 Motion to strike "in-class peer evaluation" from Section II, B, 1 (page 3), in the paragraph immediately
following the two bulleted items in the University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion
and Tenure (Draft il); seconded and passed.

1996/97-83 Motion to insert "in-class peer evaluation" at the end of the third sentence in the paragraph immediately
following the two bulleted items in Section II, B, i (page 3) of the University Guidelines, Criteria, and
Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure (Draft 11); seconded and passed. Thus, the affected sentence
now reads, "Other evidence may include, but is not limited to: grants for teaching innovations; teaching awards;
selection to teach in prestigious programs; achievements by students; and in-class peer evaluation."

1996/97-84 Motion to adopt the following statement: "Resolve: That faculty members of the presidential search committee
raise and discuss with candidates for the presidency the issue of faculty salaries." Motion seconded and passed
with two friendly amendments, so that the statement now reads, "Resolve: That faculty members of the
presidential search committee raise and discuss with candidates for the presidency the issue of equity and merit
in faculty salaries."

1996/97-85 Motion to adopt the following statement: "Resolve: That during the 1997-98 academic year the APPC
undertake a study of faculty salaries, addressing itself but not necessarily limiting itself to 1). units' rates of
compensation in relation to AAUDE averages; and 2). numbers of faculty in units above and below the
average." Motion seconded, amended, and withdrawn. (See below.)

1996/97-86 Motion to amend the statement in Motion 1996/97-85 to read: "Resolve: That during the 1997-98 academic
year the APPC undertake a study of faculty salaries, addressing itself but not necessary limiting itself to: 1).
units' rates of compensation in relation to peer units and peer institution averages; and 2). numbers of faculty in
units above and below the average." Motion seconded and passed.

1996/97-87 Motion to amend the statement in Motion 1996/97-85 to add at the end of the current wording, "3). and inequity
within units." Motion seconded and defeated.
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