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Executive Summary

This Self Study for the University of Arizona's decennial review by the North Central Association of

Colleges and Schools (NCA) is designed to assess whether or not the University satisfies five basic criteria for

accreditation. The evidence accumulated by the nearly two-year process to create this Self Study strongly supports

the contention that the University satisfies these criteria. The significant effort involved in the Self Study process

has two other purposes. First, it allows the University to look forward and to plan strategically in an evolving

educational environment. Second, it allows the University to measure its accomplishments as a student-centered

research university and its aspiration to become a preeminent student-centered research university.

NCA accreditation criteria and evidence that the University meets them:

Criterion 1-- The University has clear andpublicly statedpurposes consistent with its mission and appropriate to an

institution ofhigher education:

The University of Arizona, a state land grant university and Research I institution, has made

considerable progress in articulating, communicating, and implementing its mission and purposes

with a published strategic plan
that

includes statements of the mission and vision of the University to "be a preeminent student-centered

research university" and identifies the goals, objectives, and strategies for accomplishing this

mission.

Criterion 2--The institution has effectively organized the human, financial, and physical resources necessary to

accomplish its purpose:

The University of Arizona is organized for decision making with administrative, advisory, and

faculty councils involved in a shared governance structure to inform the allocation and reallocation

of human, physical, and financial resources to realize its mission and vision.

Criterion 3--The institution is accomplishing its educational and other purposes:

The University has embarked on an aggressive plan to enhance instruction, particularly in

undergraduate education, that has included the introduction of Freshman Colloquia and a new

university-wide general education program.

The University has maintained a high level of research productivity and creative scholarship,

currently ranking number 13 among U.S. public universities and in the top 20 of all U.S. universities

throughout the 1990s (NSF rankings).

The University of Arizona is committed to outreach as an extension of teaching and researchlcreative

activity to audiences outside the University, and to improve the quality of life of citizens of the state

and the world beyond.

The University of Arizona has engaged in a number of activities that are changing University culture

to recognize assessment as critical for improving student learning.

Criterion 4--The institution can continue to accomplish its purposes and strengthen its educational effectivenesS.

The University of Arizona has striven to foster a more participatory and inclusive planning process

and to develop a more diversified resource base to strengthen it for the challenges that lie ahead.
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Executive Summary

Criterion 5--The institution demonstrates integrity in its practices and relationships:

The University of Arizona promotes integrity and ethical behavior on the part of its students, faculty,
and staff by constant review and update of policies, and making clear its expectation that practice

will follow policy.

The major accomplishments of the last decade:

The following list of accomplishments illustrates the commitments made by the University of Arizona

during the I 990s to improve the academic experiences for its students, to integrate research and creative scholarship

into the curriculum, to augment evaluation processes, and to enhance the campus environment for all of its

constituents:

The Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC) and Shared Governance have
considerably broadened the participation of faculty, staff, and students in university planning and

decision-making.

The renovation of classrooms, construction of new facilities, additions to existing facilities, and

infrastructure improvements (particularly telecommunications and information technologies) have

been supported by significant expenditures during the 1990s.

Diversity and access have exhibited positive trends, as illustrated by continued progress in minority

student recruitment and retention, modest increases in the hiring of women and minority faculty, and

attention to salary equity issues for women faculty.

Undergraduate education has benefited from a major refocus, supported by the creation of a new

office of the Vice President for Undergraduate Education, a new university-wide general education

program, a Freshman Year Center, and Freshman colloquia.

Faculty are more involved in teaching at the undergraduate level, particularly in lower-division

courses.

Post-tenure review has been instituted as part of each tenured faculty member's Annual Performance

Evaluation to assess and recognize the quality of faculty accomplishments in teaching, research, and

service (outreach).

A nationally prominent set of Graduate Interdisciplinary Programs (IDPs) has grown to be an

integral part of graduate student instruction and of the research enterprise at the University.

Outreach activities are flourishing in those University units and academic colleges that have rich

traditions in outreach as well as in areas with a growing emphasis on outreach.

The Academic Program Review (APR) process was reinstated in 1995 and requires the systematic
evaluation of each academic program at least once every seven years. Each APR must now include

an assessment of student learning outcomes as well as evaluation of the quality of the program's

educational, research, and outreach activities.

Assessment is viewed to be an integral part of the planning process at the University, as exemplified

in the Strategic Plan with its goals, objectives, and measures; in the Undergraduate Education
Outcome Measures; and in the Annual Report Card of the Arizona University System.
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A new position of Vice President for University Advancement expands efforts to communicate more
effectively with all external constituents, to consolidate new fundraising initiatives, and to promote
the University throughout the state and beyond.

The major challenges facing the University of Arizona:

Integrate the broad, institutional mission and purposes of the University while allowing individual
University units to emphasize appropriate specific strategic directions and goals.

Plan for significant investments in, and maintenance of, the technology infrastructure to support
instructional needs.

Increase emphasis on teaching in the faculty reward system.

Continue support for student services, especially advising and mentoring.

Address the shortage of research laboratory space.

Develop strategies to maintain and improve the quality of research and creative activity throughout
the University.

Improve the competitiveness of faculty salaries to attract and retain a world-class faculty.

Improve central coordination, tracking, and communication of various forms of outreach.

Expand the number of programs actively engaged in assessing student learning outcomes.

Address the issue of enrollment management at both undergraduate and graduate levels, and the
balance of quality vs. quantity.

Review and revise grievance procedures to ensure congruence, fairness, and equity.

The University of Arizona: A Student-Centered Research University:

The University has changed significantly since the last NCA accreditation in 1990. Today, learning, with a
focus on student learning, is among the highest priorities of the University. This implies giving students, especially
undergraduates, access to the full learning environment of a major research university, and considering the
University from a student perspective. We must constantly ask whether student learning is enhanced by how we do
business, from the way we teach, to the curriculum, to how we hire and promote faculty, and to the way the
University is organized. These changes have taken place in the context of a nationally prominent research
university that is proud of its research and scholarly activities that have put it in the top twenty public research
institutions. The University remains committed to the creation of new knowledge, to the integration of new
knowledge and societal needs, and to improving the quality of life of all those who pass through the University as
life-long learners. In essence, the University of Arizona is committed to fostering student learning that is enhanced
and broadened by research and scholarly activities of faculty, staff, and students.
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STATEMENT TO THE FACULTY SENATE, SEPTEMBER 13, 1999

I am Bill Bickel, Professor of Physics.

The April 30 ruling on the Marguerite Kay case by Superior Court Judge Villarreal
found that the University of Arizona Administration and the Arizona Board of Regents had
circumvented their own rules in firing the Regents Professor.

The judge believed that by following certain procedures to dismiss a faculty member,
the University was required to follow the same procedures before it terminated Kay. The
University's failure to do so constituted what the Court regarded as "arbitrary and
capricious conduct."

On September 14 and on December 7, 1998, President Likins told the Faculty Senate
that before the administrative-faculty process was underway in the Kay case, he had instructed
University General Counsel Thompson and Faculty Chair Hogle to carefully monitor the
process. He wanted to make sure that proper University procedures would be followed.
Despite this instruction from the president and despite Jerry Hogle's own assurances to the
Faculty Senate on September 14 and December 7 of last year, the faculty chair's monitoring
of the process turned out to be ineffective and a failure, if not a disaster.

Yet, in his writ-ten report to the Senate today, the faculty chair continues to
congratulate himself for having done a thorough job overseeing the entire process. It seems
that Hogle tries to emulate what former Ethics Committee chair Tom Davis passionately
declared in last December's Senate meeting - that what he, Tom Davis, his faculty colleagues
on the CAFT, and top university officials had done in the Kay case, would "stand the test of
time!"

On Page 7 of today's Report from the Chair of the Faculty, Hogle provides two
resolutions - unanimously adopted by the Committee of Eleven.

The May 12 resolution urges the Administration to implement fully Judge
Villarreal's decision that the University must carry out an official Conciliation process in
the case of Professor Kay.

The August 27 resolution calls for the immediate reinstatement of Kay to her full
faculty status pending a resolution of her case based on genuine procedural due process.

I urge the Faculty Senate to immediately and completely implement these two
resolutions. This would demonstrate to all of us - that you are truly concerned about the
protection our basic rights to due process.

I present this statement to be attached to the minutes of today's Senate meeting. I will
leave my statement with Larry Schooley, the presiding officer of the Senate.
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I should like to comment on the pending case of Dr Marguerite Kay,

Regents Professor, who was dismissed from the university in 1998.

The following resolution concerning Dr Kay was passed unanimously by the

Committee of Eleven at its 27 August meeting:

Judge Stephen Villarreal has established that there were procedural

improprieties in the handling of the case of Regents Professor

Marguerite Kay. In view of that fact, we cal! for Dr Kay to be

reinstated immediately to her full faculty status pending resolution of

this matter.

As Jerry Hogle has written plainly and pointedly, this court ruling makes it

"clear that the process in this case is not fmished. That means no sanction,

including dismissal, should be in effect." I wish to raise my voice with

Jeny's in endorsing the Committee of Eleven's resolution, and I wish

respectfully to urge President Likins to reinstate Dr Kay, immediately and to

her full faculty status.

I offer two reasons.

First, Villarreal's ruling orders formal conciliation to take place.

Conciliation is by nature a pre-tennination procedure and should of course

occur before dismissal. The parties are preparing to undertake this

procedure. In order that it go forward effectively and fairly, however, Dr



Kay can hardly be already dismissed. For the dismissal already to have taken

place, puts both sides in inappropriately defensive positionsDr Kay being

at a disadvantage owing to her effective termination, the university being

disposed to uphold the earlier action.

My second reason is a matter of practicality and principle. Nothing will be

lost by reinstatement at this time. If conciliation and review are fmally

unsuccessful, Dr Kay can be properly and justly terminated. If, on the other

hand, Dr Kay is vindicated, her timely reinstatement now will be vindicated

and the healing process will have already begun. Either way, immediate

reinstatement is appropriate. Equally important reinstatement now will

demonstrate the university's commitment to proper procedure, to justice, and

to fairness. It would be a demonstration that would repay handsome

dividends of goodwill and support to the university, to the administration,

and to President Likins.
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Report to the Faculty Senate
from the Chair of the Faculty

for the meeting of September 13, 1999

"The Summer of '99"

Jerry Hogle

Welcome back, one and all, to the 1999-2000 academic year. If we can put up with
all the construction -- and I think we should gladly, given the likely and eventual outcome
-- I hope you join me in looking forward to a year of great progress and accomplishment,
certainly in the Faculty Senate but also across the University. There will be much
information coming to us, particularly about state-level matters, and several issues of
policy and curriculum for us to address under our fine new presiding officer, Vice-Chair
of the Faculty Larry Schooley. Before all of that happens, however, there is much to tell
you about what has occurred on several fronts since we met early last May. Because I
want to use my oral reporting time at this meeting to suggest some overarching objectives
for Shared Governance over the next two years (my second term as Chair, it turns out), I
thought it might help if I reported on my sense of all these developments in a written
statement to you. This is part of the Chair of the Faculty's spot on the agenda, even
though my oral statement will address broader matters, so I will be glad to take any
questions on what I say here over the phone or e-mail or during the question-and-answer
session that will follow the reports at our Senate meeting. Here, then, are the major
"movements and shakings" over this last summer, at least as I understand them:

1. Decisions looking ahead at the state budget -- and salary -- situation:.

As we noted last semester, the FY 2000 state budget (including all its allocations to
the state universities) is the initial round of a biennial arrangement covering two years
(1999-2000, 2000-2001), the first time Arizona has done things this way. This two-year
plan provides modest state increases for the universities, instead of some threatened cuts
(thanks to all our supporters!), but (a) it includes only 2% merit salary increases for all
state employees in April of 2000 and 2001, (b) it cuts building renewal funds from what
they were last year (meaning that some reallocations may prove necessary), and (c) it
allocates NO money to the universities or the state judiciary for C.S.A. (Classification
Salary Adjustments) for those groups of faculty, staff, graduate assistants, and other
appointed personnel whose salaries are compressed by internal or external standards, an
area where we got some relief last year (if not enough and not without problems). This
last omission feels especially unfair because some state employees do get C. S.A. funds if
they work within the State Department of Administration rather than the state universities
or court system.
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In the face of all this, it may seem like nothing can be done for next year, since the
budget seems "carved in stone" through June of200l. But that is not quite true. From
what we know as of now, the state will allow appeals for additional funds in certain
limited areas forthe second year of the biennium. The University will beallowedto ask
for state monies to which we are entitled by law because of enrollment growth that has
just occurred or should occur next year. The state commitment to fund additional student
numbers remains a major boon for us this year, after all, since total enrollment growth
should net us more than $10 million in additional dollars University-wide over last year's
budget (some of it from the state formula, some from increased tuition payments and
amounts). In addition, the universities feel they have enough of an opening in the
biennial scheme to ask at least for additional funds towards building renewal and C.S.A.
in FY 2001. Our administration and the Board of Regents feel it is quite wrong that
university staff and faculty were denied C.S.A. monies for which other state employees
can qualify this year. As you know, I am a strong advocate for C.S.A -- in addition to
more merit money and general adjustments -- and I much appreciate the support we have
gained for seeking more in this area. Our administration, as recommended by the central
Budget Team and the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC) on
which I sit, is even allocating an amount in this year's budget for some C.S.A. relief for
selected faculty, staff, and members of other i.miversity groups. How those funds will be
added to individual salaries, I have been assured, will be worked out fairly soon through
an advisory committee constituted within Shared Governance. I certainly plan to
involve the Faculty Chair's Task Force on Faculty Salaries, which will continue full steam
this academic year.

2. Ways in which we can have a deeper and better effect on the whole state picture:

Later this month, I will become, by previous election, the Chair of the Arizona
Faculties Council (AFC), a position that devolves upon a U of A faculty representative in
1999-2000. This group includes three faculty each from all the separately accredited
state universities in Arizona, with such branch campuses as the U of A South each having
a non-voting representative (Professor JohnKroekenberg of History at present, in the
case of our Sierra Vista campus). The Chair sits with the Board of Regents itself at their
public meetings, albeit as a non-voting member (unlike the Student Regent, this year
Christine Thompson from the U of A), so as to represent the interests and perspective of
the faculty at all the state universities. While looking forward to this opportunity to be a
state-level advocate even more than before, I am primarily mindful of trying to become
more knowledgeable about state efforts to support, or at least approach, higher education
as we. enter the next century. I will thereforebe reportingto you..ofien about the state
situation as it affects us all and will appreciate all your thoughts and suggestions about
what state advocacy should seek for the universities in the immediate and long-term
future. My E-mail is on your Senate list with everyone else's, but rm happy to list it here
as "hogleu.arìzona.edu". Good input into the AFC can have quite positive effects for
the faculty, as we discovered when the AFC had a major impact on the Regents in
defining faculty workload and consequently helped beat back the TIP Program in 1998.



As it happens, I find that quite a number ofkey efforts arejust getting under way at
thestate level. The Board ofRegents this year wants to do more than it ever has to
develop a better working relationship with the legislature. than has long been the case. I
believe, with them and all my AFC colleagues, that the struggles and sometimes rancor
ofthe past should be put away for good and a more collaborative process should be
attempted in a way that unites the Governor and her office, both houses ofthe legislature,
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (or JLBC), and the Board ofRegents and the
universities all around a thoughtful and fact-based vision of higher educations real future
in Arizona. In this connection, Senator Randall Gnant, Chair of the Senate
Appropriations Committee in Phoenix, is engaging in a semi-formal discussion of
strategic planning for the universities as a system, which will involve the Senator himself
to the UA to consult us in an admirably focussed way. The State Relations Office on
campus is the main coordinator with Senator Gnant in this very promising effort and will
be shepherding his visits, during which we may call on some of you to be involved,
depending on his interests at a given time. SPBAC in particular, chaired by Professor
Joaquin Ruiz from Geosciences, will be holding meetings with the Senator.in which the
faculty elected or appointed to that committee will have a chance to work with (and on)
him. At about the same time, Governor Hull has announced her intention to appoint
quite soon a Governo?s Task Force on Higher Education in our state, which is certain to
include all three university Presidents in Arizona along with representatives from the
community colleges, the business community, the Board of Regents, K-12 education,
parents of college students, and other interested parties. The other elected UA faculty
leaders and I met recently with Linda Blessing, the new Executive Director of the Board
of Regents and a great person with whom to work, and urged (among other things) that
there be faculty and student representation on this Task Force, though of course we will
have other opportunities for input through the Regents and our State Relations Office.
The Task Force has not yet been named, so we will see how it develops. Like President
Likins, I believe that this commission is a veiy positive step. It both focuses state
government more on what the universities really are and can do for the state and offers us
all, a chance, with wide participation, to educate a broad-based audience about our work
and in the process craft a vision for public higher education and the special places of
each university within that vision. No one can promise immediate results or financial
windfalls, but the early signs, I believe, are more hopeful than threatening.

One more reason for that feeling is the improved development of our entire University
Advancement effort. Largely because of Vice-President Bingham and her Advancement
Team, we now have a more coordinated and coherent agenda for building support for the
UA in the public and private sectors. Part of that effort filled with increased energy is
clearly the Arizona Alumni Association, on whose Board of Directors I am pleased to
serve as the voting Faculty Representative. Under the leadership of Kent Rollins and the
new Board Chair, former ASUA President (and now attorney) Phillip May, I have
witnessed this group really catch fire, especially at their retreat this last June, to include
stepped-upfund-raising as well as 'tfriend-raising" as part of their endeavors throughout
the U. S. and the world, much of which is concerned with seeking support for the specific
efforts of ìndividual faculty and students in all the various colleges. At the same time,



our veterans in State Relations, Greg Fahey and Charlene Ledet, have intensífied our
government advocacy efforts alongside those of the Regents, in part by creating
AD VOCAlS, a very organized legislative advocacy network, on the Steering Committee
of which I am pleased to represent the UA faculty. At a very recent meeting in Phoenix
that combined members of the Public Policy Committee of the Alumni Association with
members of ADVOCATS and State Relations, I was quite impressed by the plans we
now have to educate specific legislators, all quite positively, and advance our agenda
with a more sustained and grass-roots organization. In the next several months, some of
you may be called on to assist in parts of this effort. The "Wildcat Pride Nightt' earlier
this year in Phoenix has paid many positive dividends for us, given that it was only our
first time staging it and inviting all legislators (though not all came). The next one is
now set for February 15, 2000 (with location to be announced), and we will again be
asking for faculty, students, and staff to interact with legislators and other state officials
whose various interests they might address. We are very grateful to all those who
participated so enthusiastically last February 17, including about 50 legislators, right at
the time that state budget hearings were at their most intense. It turns out that we owe
certain Senators and House members big time for helping the universities and public
education at crucial junctures during this last session, and I have written to all of these
people expressing the appreciation of the UA faculty for what several of them did for
higher education in 1999 and previous years.

3. The Gifi Gampaign.

Quite a lot has happened since last May in the organization of and involvement of us
all in what is now officially called the "Gift Campaign" for non-public funds set in
motion by President Likins (which used to be called the "Capital Campaign," a name that

now feels too restrictive because it seems to suggest only buildings as the goal of this
effort to some people). As I hope you all know, last academic year ended with numerous
faculty and others accepting the Campaign's invitation to send in proposals through their
departments, college councils, and deans to SPBAC, which was then set to make
recommendations to the UA Foundation, the Campaign Executive Committee, and the
President (that Committee's Chair) regarding Campaign themes and priorities. All of that
has happened. SPBAC divided into subcommittees over the summer and read all the
proposals thoroughly, bringing in advisors from the Foundation at every stage, as I saw
from my own involvement in the process. What emerged was a sense of what may be the
dominant themes or aims of the Campaign (four to six of them) coming out of the
proposals, within which almost every one of them appears to have a place, though some
may need more specificity in the way they are presented to possible donors. That sense
has been conveyed to the Campaign Management Communications Team, with whom
Proféssor Ruiz met after SPBAC made its initial recommendations. From that further
discussion has emerged the following Campaign general title and areas of priority, and
SPBAC is asking that these -- only proposed at this stage -- be vetted around campus,
particularly with all members of the Faculty Senate starting right now:



CAMPAIGN ARIZONA: FOR A PREMIER UNTVERSITY EXPERIENCE

The Campaign seeks several dfjèrent kinds of support, offèring a number of
projects under each of these generai aims:

For learning through discovery
For quality living
For a more student-centered campus
For global partnerships
For fueling the economy

Once there is general acceptance of such a Campaign theme and focus areas based on
University-wide responses to the above suggestion, the plan -- now under discussion by
SPBAC and the Campaign Executive Committee -- is that all senders of proposals will
soon be informed of these categories and asked to modify their proposals (if they wish) to
more clearly connect with one or more of these goals, particularly if more specificity is
needed. At the same time, additional proposals will be invited so that University
participation is maximized, so long as the new proposals attempt to address at least one
of the Campaign areas of focus. Soon after next semester begins, all viable proposals
will be cataloged under one or more Campaign themes. Some proposals will then be
chosen, based on SPBAC recommendations, for highlighting under the different goals in
the University Campaign brochure. Colleges, however, will also be asked to help
produce their own brochures with their own highlighted projects, provided there is
overall harmony with the University statement. All of this does not mean, I should note,
that some proposals may be summarily rejected. Virtually all of them, once revised, will
become part of a "master menu" organized under the Campaign themes with which
faculty, development officers, student groups, and others can respond to donor interests
in a coordinated way. The donors will have the most to say about which proposals
actually get funded and to what extent. This process should be completed by the time
the President formally announces the Campaign in the early Fall of 2000. Please let me
know as soon as you can what you think of the above proposed categories, as well as the
progression I have just outlined (still open for discussion), and I will convey those
thoughts to SPBAC. It does seem to me that the above list truly represents the
overarching aims I saw emerging this summer in reading all of the submitted -- and
frequently excellent -- proposals.

What is most clear to me out of this proposal process, though, is the greater University
community that is emerging as we enter this Campaign, just as President Likins hoped.
Nearly all sectors of academic and student life at this institution have been participating
in presenting ideas and offering plans for very purposeful fund-raising. We are not
warring among our parts in this effort but finding positive places for all our ideas in it
gradually and thoughtfully. Throughout this endeavor, I have been at many meetings of
SPBAC and the initial Campaign Management Committee based in the Foundation (on
which Secretary of the Faculty Susan Heckler, Professor of Marketing, now represents
the elected faculty officers). In each of those places, I have seen cordial and thorough



cooperation between the leaders and staffof the Foundation and the University colleges.
Though there remains work to be done in this area, the old image of a University in some
tension with its Foundation has diminished substantially, whether it was a mere
perception or not. We are clearly all working together in this vital effort so that our
private fund-raising can match what is achieved at other major Research I Universities.
That spirit, I have been told, was clearly in evidence at the recent Academic Council
meeting of Interim Provost and Deans with the Campaign Executive Committee,
including the Presidents of the University and the Foundation. There a reasonably final
agreement was struck about the funding of this stepped-up campaign, in which nearly all
gifts after a certain point (with certain exceptions to be worked out by an Exemptions
Committee) will be asked to generate 6% of their total amount by investment (the main
source of this campaign's funding base) prior to the total gift being spent on the intended
purpose. The President has assured us all that this mechanism, along with University and
Foundation contributions, will be used solely to support the goals of the Campaign, in
which the aims of the University and the aims of the Foundation will be exactly the same.
All leaders of this effort will be glad to answer any questions from the Senate. They
deserve our thanks for all their hard work for us, past, present, and future.

4. The Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure 'UAF7):

The new CAFT core committee of twelve elected members has been fully
reconstituted in the usual way since last March's election of four new faculty to it.
Professor Allan Matthias from Soil, Water, and Environmental Science has been elected
the Chair of CAFT for this year by the core committee, and Professor Amy Williamsen
from Spanish and Portuguese has been elected Vice-Chair. We are grateful for all their
extra work on very sensitive matters, and indeed we should express our gratitude to the
entire Committee past and present. There was an investigative panel of three of them
just this last summer who agreed to work on a complex case well beyond their normal
annual contract periods. Their report is now In the hands of the President, who is
following his usual careful and consultative course with CAFT matters. All of us, I
know, are enormously appreciative of colleagues who are willing to do this difficult but
necessary work, even at unusual times, for the sake of faculty rights and important
principles of University ethics.

One CAFT case, I should note, is still active in ways that some of you have been
asking about, so I'd like to bring you up to date based on my understanding of the matter
at the present time. Since last April, Judge Villarreal of the Pima County Superior Court
has ruled that the University did not sufficiently follow all its own procedures in the
research misconduct case of Dr. Marguerite Kay, on which there were two CAFT panels
in 1997-98: an "investigative" group of seven (the "first panel") and a separate "hearing"
group of six (the "second panel"), all professorial faculty of the University (seven women
and six men total). The Judge did not end up questioning anything procedural or
substantive in the CAFT panel processes themselves. He did rule, however, that the
unanimous recommendation of the second panel for dismissal from the University should
have gone to the Conciliation Committee and (if necessary) to a separate dismissal



hearing by a different panel, all under Board of Regents Policy as documented in
Chapters 3 and 6 of TJHAP (University HandbookforAppointedPersonnel). In effect,
the judge has said, the University stopped too soon when the second panel's
recommendation to dismiss was finally accepted by the President and he terminated Dr.
Kay last summer without committee conciliation having been attempted and a dismissal
hearing having occurred (Note: the President and Dean Dalen did attempt conciliation
with Dr. Kay, but not through the Conciliation Committee). Prior to this ruling, you may
remember, the University's position, supported by the Regents and (from what I then
knew) by me as Chair of the Faculty, was that the "Research Misconduct" policy and
procedures in Chapter 2 of UHAP (2.13,09) constituted a separate set of rules that did not
connect (except where stated explicitly) to the dismissal regulations in Chapters 3 and 6.
The judge has ruled that such sections are connected and that any recommendation for
dismissal of a tenured professor from any source (not just Heads or Deans) must lead to
the conciliation and dismissal-hearing procedures that are mandated in UHAP as faculty
rights. That ruling is now in the process of being turned into an actual court order, which
I gather is likely to be issued shortly. If it restates the ruling as it is expected to do, a
Conciliation Committee process will most likely commence very soon in this case, and as
Director of the Faculty Center I pledge to do all I can to facilitate a fair process as the
Committee directs, now that it too is fully reconstituted after the Faculty Senate vote on
its newest members last May. Though the effort may be difficult, I myself am hopeful
that this complex matter can be resolved by Conciliation in a way that is just according to
faculty standards of ethics but also minimizes damage to both the University and
Professor Kay. Last May 12, I therefore joined with the Committee of Eleven, as a
voting ex-officio member of it, in helping to pass the following unanimous resolution,
which we believe should be followed once the court order is issued, provided it says what
the ruling does:

The Committee ojEleven urges the Arizona Board of Regents, the President, and a/l
relevant University officiais andfaculty committees to implement fully Judge Stephen
Villarreal's decision that the University ofArizona must carry out an official
Conciliation process in the case ofDr. Marguerite Kay. We ask that all individuals
concerned with this matter do everything in their power to ensure Jàirness and equity in
this Conciliation process. We believe that this is a time, not for recriminations on any
side, but for healing the University community as much as possible through the Jàir
resolution of the conflicts connected with this matter.

At its more recent meeting on August 27, I have also joined the same Committee in
passing this added resolution, again by a unanimous vote:

Judge Stephen Villarreal has established that there were procedural improprieties in the
handling of the case ofRegents Professor Marguerite Kay. In view of that fact, we call
for Dr. Kay to be reinstated immediately to her flilifticulty status pending resolution of
this matter.

7



This recommendation has been sent to the President in exactly this form. To me, I
should add, it does not mean that the CAFT panels did anything improper at all. I stand
by my earlier statements that, from what I know, both did a fair and thorough job given
the circumstances they faced. I also do not think the President knowingly broke any
rules in what he did. At the time he (and I) assumed what was understood even at the
Regents level: that the "Research Misconduct" procedures were separate from the
"Dismissal" sections of UHAP. Now that the judge has declared otherwise, however, it
is clear that the process in this case is not finished. That means no sanction, including
dismissal, should be in effect before all steps are completed and a decision on sanctions
emerges from the whole process. Until every required step has been taken, in other
words, it makes sense that the accused should remain employed by the University in her
faculty position. Once the court order is issued and if it maintains the judge's ruling
intact, then, Dr. Kay's faculty status should be restored, in my view, pending later
outcomes. That could prove to be a good first step in a process of Conciliation.
Meanwhile, of course, the federal Office of Research Integrity (ORI) is conducting an
independent review of this matter, which should be concluded in the near future

5. The Committee of Eleven grievance study, soon on its way to APPC and RPC:

The above confusion about what rules apply to a case arejust one example of the
uncertainty that now reigns in how we should handle grievances involving faculty at the
University level, not just under research misconduct but in all the areas where faculty
may be complainants or those complained against. Too many regulations have been
written at different times for different purposes, in very little relation to each other, and
the result, even assuming the best of intentions, is inadequate coherence and some
inconsistency. Consequently, the Committee of Eleven, under current (and just
reelected) Chair Roger Caidwell and Vice-Chair Andy Silverman, has taken on a study of
how to craft more workable and interconnected faculty grievance procedures. Last
semester they brought the Senate a sheet of proposed "guiding principles" for faculty
grievances in general that they plan to use as the basis for structural and regulatory
changes that they will propose later this semester. With the Committee's sense that the
Senate has endorsed those guiding principles, the initial construction of revised
procedures is now under way in every C-11 meeting. This effort has proceeded in close
consultation with, though never under the direction of, General Counsel Judith Leonard
and all other University officials concerned with faculty grievances. Moreover, the
Committee has noted the fairly recent revisions and streamlining in the entire faculty
grievance system at ASU. Professors Caldwell and Silverman have therefore visited
ASU themselves and conferred with elected faculty leaders and gríevance officials there
about their regulations and how their procedures really work (or don't). Now the
Committee is approaching the point where it will propose, pretty much "starting from
scratch" but following some ASU suggestions, some new versions of faculty grievance
procedures that should eventually come to the Senate for a vote and then go to a General
Faculty ballot on those points which require amendments to the Constitution and Bylaws
of the General Faculty. In the end, of course, whatever changes the Senate and the
Faculty pass will have to go into Regents policy in UHAP, and they will have to be



judged consistent with the rest of UHAP to be approved as accepted revisions by
President Likins and the Arizona Board of Regents.

The Committee of Eleven realizes, of course, that grievance policies and procedures
are among the areas within the charge of the Senate's standing Academic Personnel
Policy Committee (APPC), recently reconstituted in its own right and now chaired by
Professor and Senator Dennis Larson. As a result, based on discussions with Senator
Larson that have already occurred, the C-11 plans to convey a set of issues and
suggestions for consideration to the APPC about new grievance procedures. The APPC,
along with other groups, will of course discuss these and perhaps make its own
modifications before bringing the proposal(s) to the Senate floor for your collective
attention. Any suggested changes that have to do with research activity, including
misconduct, in turn, will be sent to the Research Policy Committee (RPC), and possibly
the University Committee on Ethics and Commitment (UCEC), for their
recommendations to the Senate as well. Other committees will also be consulted if their
area is affected by proposed grievance revisions. Those items among any of these that
involve constitutional revisions and UHAP changes will finally need to go to the
Constitution and Bylaws Revisions Committee for drafting before any Senate votes are
taken, and I would therefore like that committee to be in the ongoing "loop" with all the
other ones involved as this set of proposals is developed for discussion in the Senate.

Speaking of the Revisions Committee: we should also be most grateful that Bob
Sankey is not only willing to continue one more year as Senate Parliamentarian (profuse
thanks to Bob on that score alone) but has also accepted my appointment as Chair of this
groùp, where he has already been a most helpful member. I thank Andy Silverman for,
among so many other things, chairing that Committee for the last two years quite
productively and for agreeing to continue his service on it, though he will now be
relieved of the Chair's duties as he indeed deserves to be.

6. The Technology Transfèr Committee:

On quite another matter, you may recall, the Board of Regents started working in
earnest last Spring on a revised "Patent Policy" for the state university system. After
much discussion on the various campuses -- and certainly this one -- over the summer, a
recast policy was indeed passed by the Regents in late June. I share the concern I have
heard that there was not wide enough consultation with faculty here before this policy
was brought before the Regents. Even so, what summer discussions we could manage
have led to some added provisions not in the original proposal. Because of them,
fortunately, faculty inventors can henceforth be extensively involved in the negotiations
over marketing their inventions or other results of their findings, even though many of the
property rights to the inventions will still belong to the Board of Regents, as Federal law
insists, given that University funds, equipment, lab space, and other support make most
faculty inventions possible in the first place. Within this revised document, too, there is
explicit mention of a group that has long existed in some form here and did have input
into the Patent Policy: the Technology Transfer Committee of faculty that makes
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recommendations to the Vice President for Research (or VPR) on general policies and
individual proposals for technology transfer of many types. Consequently, VPR Powell
officially asked the General Faculty Committee on Committees (Or the CoC) this summer
to nominate candidates for an intensified Tech. Transfer Committee that will soon be
more active than ever before. The CoC, now chaired by Proféssor Jory Hancock of
Dance, submitted its list later in July, at which point VPR Powell and I met to discuss the
final selections, the ones (it turns out) on the roster attached at the end of this report. The
chosen Committee contains 9 members from the CoC list, well more than the 50%
minimum required by the Shared Governance agreement, and includes Professor Ralph
Fregosi of Physiology, the current Chair of RPC, as an ex-officio voting member. VPR
Powell has assured me that this faculty Committee will be deeply involved in the ways
the University will strive to improve its ways of turning faculty work into marketable
products, ways that do not violate the research behind them and generate a fair return to
the inventor as well as to the University. Meanwhile, Dr. Powell understands that the
RPC will be looking separately at the new Patent Policy and proposing a more specific
version for our University, or even modifications of the state policy itself, for discussion
by the Senate, the Tech. Transfer Committee, and other appropriate groups. That
examination, and indeed the whole question of technology transfer, will be an ongoing
subject of faculty-wide scrutiny this academic year. I am counting on the assurances that
I have received this summer that consultation with faculty will be far more continuous
and thorough as we address this issue for several years to come.

All of this should remind us, in conclusion (or "at last," you may say), that working
out the above matters in a truly shared-governance way would be impossible without a
devoted Faculty Senate membership -- thank you all -- and especially without hard-
working Committee members and Chairs. Each of the new members and Chairs on the
lists you will receive at this meeting should be commended for all they have done and
will do this coming year. I know it has become fashionable to joke about the
hodgepodges that committees can sometImes produce; their popular status is roughly that
of lawyers in some circles, to judge by the chatter you hear. But in fact the Senate and
General Faculty Committees have functioned quite well (as lawyers frequently do) and
have brought forth many coherent proposals during my last two years as Chair of the
Faculty and long before that as well. We should be appreciative and admiring of all that
effort, which is undertaken as extra service by faculty and students alike. The Senate
exists to work policies and curricula out through respectful interchange and synergy
rather than tyranny from any quarter. The committee structure and process makes that
possible, since we all cannot go into every issue deeply. Committees are more to be
celebrated than joked about, in my view, and I feel privileged to be working with all the
committee members and chairs in faculty and shared governance at the U of A. They
deserve our deepest gratitude.

Now let's have a great academic year as teachers, scholars, creative artists, students,
and Senators -- learners all. I look forward eagerly to working with you in 1999-2000.
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Technology Transfer Committee Members 1999-2000

Neal Armstrong, Professor, Chèmistry
Harrison Barrett, Regents Professor, Optical Sciences
David Besselsen, Chief, Diagnostic Lab, University Animal Care
Ralph Fregosi, Associate Professor, Physiology
Charles Hurt, Interim Dean, College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
Colin Kaltenbach, Vice Dean, College of Agriculture
J. Timothy Kolosick, Professor, Music (Director of Triestman Center)
Michael Marcellin, Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering
Raymond Nagle, Professor, Pathology
Garth Powis, Professor, Pathology (Cancer Center)
Mary Poulton, Associate Professor, Mi ni ng and Geological Engineering
David Tansik, Professor, Management and Policy
Marc Ticshler, Professor, Biochemistry
Stuart Williams, Professor, Surgery
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Chair of the Faculty's Larger Objectives for 1999-2001

Shared Governance: Help further develop, expand,
and make routine workable Shared Governance
University-wide at all levels (Univ., College, Dept.,
Program) and for all constituencies (faculty,students,
staff, academic professionals, and all other appointed
personnel)-- Extending Extended Shared Governance

Advocacy: Help improve conditions and support for
faculty and every other University population by
working to increase State and private support
through effective, coordinated, and broad-based
advocacy, including improved exchanges of informa-
tion, all of which should be based in Shared
Governance at our University and at the State level

Community: Help build more and more real com-
munity at the University of Arizona -- and in its
relations with other communities - by promoting
methods of pursuing improvement and resolving
disputes that preserve mutual respect and enhance
cordial interaction instead of dividing parts of the
University against other parts.



Office ol the Presideru

RE: Shared Governance

Attached are the three basic agreements or mission statements that will henceforth be
the basis oía "Shared Governance" process throughout the University. They provide for
a method by which administrators, faculty, staff, and student representatives can engage
in genuine and considerate interchange -- at unit, college, and university levels -- before
final decisions are made in major areas oícampus-vide concern: from prioritizations and
budgets to program changes or personnel policy.

The first document is the basic Memorandum of Agreement on Shared Governance
between the faculty and administration negotiated last academic year, passed by the
Faculty Senate last September, allowed by the Board of Regents, and signed by the
President and the Chair of the Faculty on October 6, 1997. The second item is the
mission statement of the Shared Governance Review Committee, which was established
under section F of the Memorandum and whose current members are listed on the reverse
side. The third document is a Plan for Extending Shared Governance, mandated under
part G of the Memorandum, that specifies ways to better include students, classified staff,
and appointed personnel in the decision-making process. This propqsal fr&n the Task
Force on Extending Shared Governance has just been passed by the Faculty Senate as an
addendum to the original agreement, and it has been instrumental in the recent
reorganization of the President's Advisory Council. We jointly ask that the applicable
features of these documents be implemented in your part of the University, where
possible, in ways appropriate to the program(s) and personnel under your leadership.

We want to be very clear on several points, however. First, it is not the intention of
these documents to deny or weaken executive authority. Under these agreements you
have the decision-making powers you have always had, as the original Memorandum and
the more recent Plan state unequivocally. In fact, we believe that your authority and
responsibility to make decisions will be more clearly understood by all parties if we are
successful in promulgating the principles of shared governance.

IHE UN[VERSrIY OF

ARIZONA
TucsoN APJZONA

TO: Al! Deans, Department Heads, Program Directors,
and other appropriate executives

FR: Peter Likins, President
Paul Sypherd, Senior Vice Presidnt and Provi,
Jerrold E. Hogle, Chair of the Faculty ç

A

April 28, 1998

Adrrtinistrtion Buildling
FO Box 210066
Tucson, Ari:on 8572 1.00'
(520) 621.5511
FAX (520) 621.9323



What is being urged in these documents is a particular way of consul ting and
interacting with people before decisions ar arrived at and then explaining these decisions
to the affected personnel (or their representatives) after they have been made. In brief, we
urge you whenever possible to follow a three-step process when dealing with important
questions: (i) Consult thoroughly, (2) Decide, and then (3) Explain your decision.
Shared Governance asks for regularized interchange based on wide participation and
considerate consultation, not for veto power by constituents over executive decisions,
though there is the assumption that every reasonable attempt will be made to reach
mutual agreements as often as possible.

In particular, under section D of the Memorandum as interpeed by the Review
Committee, Shared Governance asks for predominantly elected advisory councils (or
their equivalents) in all colleges and smaller units, councils that include a preponderance
of faculty and, where possible and reasonable, representatives of undergraduates,
graduate swdents, staff, and appointed personnel. These councils' functions in each area
should include the ones, appropriate to your college or unit, that are analogous to those of
the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC) at the University level,
as in section B of the Memorandum. Recently we have asked aU Deans for information

as to the extent of council-based shared governance in all colleges and the units within
them. We are aware that many of you are doing quite well in this area already, and we
are eager to hear more about that from all parts of the University.

We understand that there will need to be some flexibility in how Shared Governance is
implemented from college to college and department to department. The groups that
need to be represented in decision-making will vary widely across our institution. Not all
constituents are equally eager to participate in the governance of their units, and some
may prefer an alternative to an elected advisory council. The specific mechanisms of
consultation are less critical than the assurance to faculty and other groups that a definite
consultation process is in effect and working to the satisfaction of all constituencies. We
look forward to working with you towards achieving the principles in these Shared
Governance documents, even if that means considerable variation in how those aims are
carried out. At the samè time, we all support item 3 in the Plan for Extending Shared
Governance: "reporting on adoption of and success in shared governance activities will be

a part of the annual reporting process now required of all units."

The Shared Governance Review Committee, which includes the Provost and the
Chair of the Faculty, is available to answer questions about this process and to deal with
concerns stemming from it, including queries about clarifying or modifying the
agreements involved (just as the Committee's mission says). Inquiries to that group
should go through the Provost's Office or the Faculty Center. Thank you very much for
your support of Shared Governance and your very hard work towards the continual
betterment of our University communîty.



GUIDELINES FOR SHARED GOVERNANCE
The University of A,-iz'na

Memorandum of Understanding Entered into by the Faculty and Administration
Passed in tue Faculty Senate Sewther 8, 2997

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum of understanding agreed to by faculty and admiriistrahon
outlines principles of shared governance at The University of Arizona and is entered into
freely by a faculty and an administration committed to a common v on of the mission of
the University. In an era of significant educational char'ge, the success of the University
and the positive morale of the faculty and adminisfrator are dependent upon continued
use of the collective intelligence of the university comr.inity in pianring and decision-
making. Shared governance involves mutual participan in the development of policy
decisions by both faculty and adrninisftation, and recuires shared ccnidence between
faculty members and administrators. This confidence extends t3 short- and long-range
financial priorities for the University, the creation and climination of programs and units,
and a shared understanding that faculty representatives and administrators have the
support of the faculty. The following guidelines are ii2nded to elaborate further details
in the way the faculty and administration address cerdc issues. These guidelines express
a mutual desire to work together. They do not consti.i a legai contract, It is intended
that these guidelines be consistent with and noi supersede Arizona Board of Regents
Policies, including the Conditions of Srvice and Arizona Board f Regents Policies 6-910

and 6-201(J); the applicable provisions of the Constitution of the Faculty of The University
of Arizona (1); the Revised Statutes of the State of Arizona (2); and other documents as
described in Section II. H.

STRUCTURE AND PROCESS FOR SHARED GOVERNANCE

A. Selection and Review of Academic Administrators and Àèademic Vice
Presidents

'The faculty and administration will play a collaborative role in the recruitment,
selection, five-year review, and retention decisions as a result of such review of heads of
departments or academic unit directors, deans, vice prcvosts, and vice presidents. The
expectation is that these personnel decisions will take place only after full consultation of
the faculty has occurred. With respect to the selection or retention of a head or academic
unit director, the position of the faculty shall be determined through procedures decided
by the faculty of the respective department or unit. With respect to such decisions relating

to academic deans, vice provosts, and vice presidents, the faculty shall be represented
through facùlty chosen by way of an elected faculty commiltee on committees at the

respective college and university levels. Faculty representatives shall comprise half or

more of each search committee and each review comm tee. Extraordinary review's shall

be conducted by procedures outlined in the Universit ir'ndbookfcr Appointed Personnel. It



is the responsibility of all commiftees to ensure open faculty input, including the inr o

the appropriate elected. faculty body.

Budget and Strategic Planning

With respect to budgetary and financial mat±ers, the projected budget of IJniversit
funds will be formulated by the adminisb-àtion with faculty participation, publicized to
both the faculty and public, and then reviewed by faculty representatives, chosen by way
of accepted faculty governance procedures. A committee on the budget and long-range
strategic planning, comprised of faculty, adminisftators, and other sections of the
University community as appropriate, shall be the university-level forum for obtaining fu
consultation of the faculty on the projected budget. At least half of the committee will
come from the faculty, chosen by way of accepted faculty governance procedures. The
committee will receive fuill and tithely input from the Faculty Senate and regularly report
back to the Faculty Senate. University budgets and records of University expenditures wi
continue to be open to all members of the faculty and the public, as required by law.

Position Searches

All tenured, tenure-eligible, continuing, and corthnuing-eligibie faculty, academic
administrative and vice-presidential appointments will be made following open
competitive searches with selection based on merit and due consideration of intellectual
and cultural diversity. This statement is not intended to prohibit target-of-opportunIty
appointments.

Faculty Representation

Representation of the faculty at all levels of University governance will be carried
out by members of the faculty who have been elected directly by their faculty peers or
selected by a committee on committees or other faculty body which has been elected
directly by the faculty at the University, college, or unit level. Faculty members have the
responsibility to participate in shared governance. In work assignments and performance
reviews, their participation shall be recognized as service and given the weight necessary
to ensure the success of shared governance.

Academic and Academic Personnel Policies

Academic and curricular policies rest primarily with the faculty. The creation and
elimination of programs and units, policies relating to student affairs and admissions,
faculty personnel polic), and the guidelines on faculty and administration salary policy
also are among those included within the jurisdiction of shared governance. An initial
prôposal to change academic or academic personnel policy may come from àny source, but
the formal consideration and development of such policy changes shall always be
undertaken through shared governance arrangements.

1f a substantial minorit of any shared governance committee disagrees with any
action taken by the committee, their position should be stated with the committee's
recommendation. These reconimendations then will go through the normal procedure of
the Faculty Senate, which is the ultimate representative of the faculty in these areas. The
Faculty Senate and administration will work to resplve any differences they may have so
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as to attain an outcome that is rnutuaiiy agreeable to both in the end. When mutual
agreement on a policy is reached, the administration will suggest thesteps it intends to
take to implement the policy and provide a timeline so as to assure proper implementation
of the policy and appropriate faculty review. Except for review and monitoring, shared
governance does not extend to management decisions, that is, to the carrying out and
implementation of policy that stays clearly within the guidelines of that policy.

Until the point that mual agreement is reachd between the dministration and
the faculty, the status-quo ante prevails. Only on those unusual occasions where mutual

'agreement between the faculty and adrninisftation cannot be reached and where the
President deèms action is clear!; necessary in order to protect or advance interests vital to
the University shall the Presidet or designees act unilaterally.

Shared Governance Review Committee

With the purpose of enhancing the smooth operation of shared governance, a
review committee composed of the Chair of the Faculty, the Presiding Officer of the
Senate, three Senators (elected by the Senate), the Provost, and two other members of the
administration shall be established. Its purposes are to address issues regarding the
implementation and functioning of the procedures contained in this document, to
recommend a process to review compliance with this agieement, and to make
recommendations toward more effective working of shared governance.

Involvement of Students, Staff, and Professional Personnel

Students, classified staff, and professional personnel should participate in the
shared governance process where appropriate and in a fitting manner. A task force shall
be appointed to develop furthe: details of this participation for consideration by the
Faculty Senate and the administration. This task force should include one representative
selected by each of the following groups: Appointed Personnel Organization Council, Staff
Advisory Council, ASUA, GPSC, Faculty Senate, and the Provost1s Office. The
recommendations of this task force should be submitted to the Senate and the
administration for further action by the end of the first year of the start of the
implementation of the shared governance process.

Consistency With Other Documents

It is intended that these guidelines be consistent with and not supersede the
applicable provisions of the Arizona Revised Statutes, Arizona Board of Regents policies,
the Constitution and Bylaws of the Faculty of the University of Arizona, and the University
Handbook far Appointed Personnel.

However, the guidelines are built upon principles of shared governance developed
after the Constitution and UHAP were instituted. Therefore, these guidelines are designed
provide a framework for revising those documents, which may be amended to conform wit
the principles set forth in this document.
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L Continuing Structure and Process

Shared governance on the above-ment:ioned policies shall also be implemented
within the colleges and units, as appropriate to the circumstances of each college and unit
but consistent with the aims and objectives of shared governance.

The Faculty Senate and the administration shall jointly continue to consider the
further development of this memorandum of understanding, and make arrangements to
implement the provisions as adopted.

Peter Likins
President

NOTES:

From The Constitution of the Faculty of the University of Arizona:
"The general faculty has fundamental responsibilities in the areas of
academic personnel policy, instruction and curriculum policy, research
policy, student affairs policy, ethics and commitment, advice on budget
and university support, and acts on such matters affecting the welfare of
the University as are brought for consideration in accordance with
University policy."

From Arizona Revised Statute 15-1601B: "The Universities shall
have colleges, schools and departments and give courses of study and
academic degrees as the Board (of regents) approves. Subject to the
responsibilities and powers of the Board and the University Presidents, the
faculty members of the Universities, through their elected faculty
representatives, shall share responsibility for academic and educational
activities and matters related to faculty personnel. The faculty members of
each University, through their elected faculty representatives, shall
participate in the governance of their respective Universities and shall
actively participate in the development of University policy."
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The Mission of the Shared Governance Review Committee (SGRC)

The SGRC's function is to oversee the process by which Shared Governance is

incorporated in all units at every level of the University. The SGRC is the primary body to

help clarij and sucest how to interpret (i) the Shared Governance Agreement passed by

the Faculty Senate on September 8, 1997, and signed by the Chair of the Faculty and the

President of the Universzy, and (2) the Plan for Extending Shared Governance as it was

passed by the Faculty Senate on April 27, 199S. The SGRC will provide a method of

assessing progress on Shared Governance at all levels of the University. Specifically, the

SGRC will establish a process to review (I) compliance with the agreement and (2) ways

in which apparent breaches of the agreement can be addressed. It will therefore be the

body to whioh members of the University community can bring particular concerns, and it

will also examine whether the agreement has been violated or is in need of clarification or

modification.
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Dr. Jerrold Hogle, CHAIR
Faculty Center
1400 E. Mabel St. FO Box 210473
621-1342 (621-1336) Fax:621-6344
E-mail: hog!e©u.arizona.edu

Mr. Robert Coker (GPSC Rep.)
Physics
301 N. Park Ave., Tucson, AZ, 85719
621-8531 (621-6820) Fax: 621-4721
E-mail: rfc©physics.arizona.edu

Dr. David Cox
College of Agriculture
Forbes 201 PO Box 210036
621-3612 (621-3613) Fax:621-8662
E-mail: dcoxag.arizona.edu

Ms. Eileen DeLauer (SAC Rep.)
Humanities Program
Harvill 347 PO Box 210076
621-8631 621-3933 Fax:621-1809
E-mail: de!auercu.arizona.edu

Dr. Billie Raye Erlings
Music
2524 E. Kleindale Rd., Tucson, AZ, 85716
(home phone is unlisted)
E-mail: erlingsbcu.arizona.edu

Prof. A. Elizabeth Ervin
Academic Affairs
Administration 512 PO Box 210066
621-1139 (621-1856) Fax:621-9118
E-mail: ervinau.arizona.edu

t:\winword'shgov'tevrost.doc
...revcmte.doc
...misc\rostshéLdoc

9/25198 dl

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Faculty Center

1400 E. Mabel St. - PO Box 210473
621-1342 Fax: 621-8344

facsencu.arzona.edU

Shared Governance Review Committee

Membershic List. 1998-99

Dr. Susan Heckler
M a rk e ti n a

McClelland 320 PO Box 210108
621-9320 (621-3519) Fax: 621-7483
E-mail: sheckler©bpa.arizona.edu

Dr. Alexis Hernandez (APOC Rep.)
Dean of Students Office
Old Main 201 PO Box 210021
621-7059 (621-7060) Fax: 621-8766
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THE UNIVERSITY OF AR1ZONA

Plan for Extending Shared Governance

Proposed by the UA Task Force on Extending Shared Governance and Approved by the
Shared Gov'rizance Review Committee and the Faculty Senate

April27, 1998

All of the following is hereby added to the "Guidelines for Shared Governance" of
September 8, 1997.

Overall Principle:

The Task Forca assumed a stance cT inclusion rather than focus on exclusion. This was predicated on a sense of
community. Inclusion occurs when ail affected constituents are represented on all rcicvani committees.
Representation assumes full and eqil voting rights for all committee members.

The Task Force came to aercc!nen arlv in its discussions that The University of Arizona is more than a
community of faculrx and adininisnors. Students, classified staff, and appointed personncl arc part of the
community of The University of Ari:ana and without their contributions. help, and assistance, the University
would be a poorer community. In principle, every member of the community has a voice and that voice should be
respected, heard, and acknowledged within the community.

As an extension of the Shared Governance Agreement, this document acknowledges the responsibility for final
decisions within the University rests with the President and the President's designecs. The responsibility of the
President and the President's designees is to open and to increase the access of the University community to the
governance process.

Charge to the Task Force

The "Guidelines for Shared Governance" document, passed by tue Faculty Senate and signed by President Likins
and by Chair of the Faculty, Jerrold Hegle, onSeptemnber 8, 1997, included a section calling for appointment of a
task force charged to extend participation in shared governance to professional personnel, staiT, and students.

G. Inrolt'ement of Students, Staff and Professional Perso,uzeL

Stuclen ts, c1ass/k'd staff and professional personnel should participate in the shurcl goveuiztuice process where
appropriate and in afluing manner. A task force shall be appointed to develop further details of tins pw'ticipation for
consideration by the Faculty Senate and the ad tin just ration. This task force should include One reprcsd'?itative selected by
each of the following groups: Appointed Personnel Organization Council, Staff Advisoty Council, ASUA. GPSC, FoculO/
Senate, and the P,vvost's Office. The recommendations of this task force should be submitted to the Senate and the
adnilnist ration forfu,'ther action by the end of the first year oft/ic start oft/ic implementation of tite sliaredgoveflu1flce
P,.occss.

Recommendations:

Two specific groups of recommendations arose from the work of the Task Force. The first group
(Recommendations 1-4) is consistent with our charge. A second group is a pair of recommendations
(Recommendations 5-6) to explore and address problem areas encountered by the Task Force in examining the

involvement of all members of the University community in its governance. In implementation of any
recommendations, the minimal mandate must be to retain the current voice in governance of all groups.
Optimally, the goal is to expand the voice and participation of all members of the University community.
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Recommendation 1:

All members of the University community should be involved in the governance and operation of the University of

Arizona where and when appropriate. The timing and appropriateness of the involvement should be driven by the

nature of the issue at hand and by the adoption of the general principle of inclusion rather than by rigid mandate.

The intent of this recommendation is the inclusion and involvement of members ofthe University community at all

organizational levels, from the unit level through the President's Office.

Many areas of governance and operation at all levels of the University have an impact on students, classified staff,

and appointed personnel as well as on faculty and administrators. The following are examples of aroas in which

representation should normally include, where appropriate, appointed persbnncl, classified staff, graduate and

undergraduate students as well as faculty and administrators:

Policy-making bodies at the unit through University leve! dealing with issues such as sc.ual harassment,

salary equity, and affirmative action
Any body at the unit through University level rc:oinmcnding thc creation, development, or elimination of

programs or units
Any body at the unit through University level involved in the selection and review of administrators

Any strategic planning and budget body at the unit through University lcvcl, includmg the Strategic

Planning and Eudget Advisory Committee
Academic, personnel, and curriculum policy bodies at the unit through Universit level

Recommendation 2:

The Shared Governance Review Committee is charged with oversight of the process oîshared governance within

the University, as described in Section F of the original document.

F. Si: aril Goverizauce Reilen' Committee

¡Viti: 1/te purpose of enhancing 1/te smooth operation ofs/taredgot'ei7tance. a review contatittee composed of the

Chair of the Faculty, the Presiding Office:' oft/to Senate. three Senators (dctec1 by the Senate), the Provost, and two other

n:embe:'s of the administration s/ia/I be estab (is/ted. ¡rs purposes ore to address issues regarding tite inipienreitta lion and

functioning o/the procedures contained in titis document, to recommetid a process to review compliance with titis

agreement. and to make recommendations zonard ntoio effective working of shared got'e17!anc.'.

Following from Recommendation 1, there should be representation by all members of the University community

within the Shared Governance Review Committee. This would involve adding to the eight members described

above one representative from the classified staff, one representaiive from appointed personnel, and one

representative each from undergraduate and graduate students. These representatives would be put forward by the

respective governance mechanisms for each of the groups. In making these selections, significant care should be

taken to insure the involvement and inclusion of representative members from these groups. For example,

traditional students may have very different perspectives on a variety of issues than non-traditional or new-

traditional students. Similarly, student perspectives on issues vary between undergraduate stii'dents and graduate

students.

Recommendation 3:

To demonstrate the seriousness of and commitment to shared governance at The University of Arizona, reporting

on adoption of and success in shared governance activities viil be a required part of the annual reporting process

now required of all units. Reporting on adoption of and success in shared governance activities will be a part of ail

review processes for administrators.

Recommendation 4:

The adoption of shared governance for the University community will require a commitment on the part of the

University adminîstration and the Shared Governance Review Committee to examine and propose solutions to
implementation problems. The Task Force recommends that tite President commits to and takes a leadership role

in smoothing the way for shared governance at all levels.
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Additional Recommendations:

In examining the issues before it, the Task Force detcrrnincd there arc some problcms outside its charge but which

have a significant impact on governance within the University.

Recommendation 5:

The communication structure throughout the University is fragmethed and, in too many places, nonexistent. The

University needs a clear and dependable communication mechanism if shared governance is to operate in an

efficient manner. A task force should be formed to address the ways in which the University can communicate

better among all its members.

Recommendation 6:

We recommend that, a Task Force undertake a comprehensive examination cithe status of appointed personnel at

the University and their role in shared governance.

Task Force on Extending Shared Governance
(now dissolved)

Membershio List. 1997-98

Jerrold Hogle, CHAIR, Faculty Center

Joyce Baum, Staff, University Animal Care

Laura Casper, Undergraduate Student, ASUA

Eileen DeLauer, Staff, Humanities Program

Elizabeth Ervin, Academic Affairs, Provost's Office

Alexis Hernandez, Appointed Personnel, Dean of Students Office

Charlie Hurt, Faculty Senate, School of Information Resources & Library Science

Anne Marie Jones (alternate SAC rep), Campus Agricultural Center

Kim Montanaro, Undergraduate Student, ASUA

Lisa Rashotte, Graduate Student, Department of Sociology

Francis Sherlock, Staff, KUAT Communications Group

Lewis Tenney (ad hoc SAC rep), COlT - Decision Support
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Plans for Academic Year 99-00
Informaflon Item for Faculty Senate, September 13, 1999

Committee of Eleven -- w3fp.arizona.edu/cl 1

A. Grievance Procedures
Overview

Widespread concern regarding current procedures (lack of clarity and confusion plus
policy conflicts) is why the Cil began this project. We met with chairs/vice chairs of
committees and then met with --25 relevant people as a group. The result was a set of
seven guiding principles.
Discussed ASU policies with ASU; their process looks good and can be modified to fit
our circumstances. Changes require modifications of Bylaws, Constitution, and UHAP
Identified areas where disagreements might exist and further discussion is needed

Planned Next Steps
Cil summarizes issues and questions for various portions of ASU policy and forwards to
senate and general faculty committees (below).
Senate Committees work on relevant portions of revisions: Academic Personnel Policy
Committee, Research Policy Committee, Constitution and By-laws Committee.
Chair of Faculty calls meeting of an ad hoc group of general faculty committees that
includes: CAFT, Conciliation, University Committee on Ethics and Commitment, as
well as the Ombuds Office and EEO/AA Office.
Cli integrates the pieces and, along with the involved committees, brings the revisions to
a Senate for changes in bylaws/constitution and UHAP in early spring 2000.

Areas of Uncertainly
Definition of "representation" at hearings (e.g., roles of attorneys vs grievant).
Mechanism for deciding how different grievance requests get to the right place.
Roles for specific grievance committees

B. The Millennial Year Project

A campus-wide project that would discuss faculty impacts of some of the transformations
taking place in higher education. As we better understand the possible characteristics of a
University for the 2l Century, we may find some of our long held assumptions
challenged. These discussions would address both the overall framework and how broad
areas are changing and the specific implications of those changes on topics of interest to
the faculty.

Such topics might include: defining intellectual property, faculty roles, learning styles
and methods, faculty rewards, types of degrees and colleges, and defining a university.
The Millennial Year Project would allow campus discussions, debates on underlying
principles as well as specific issues, and involve experts from the campus and guest
speakers.

We are targeting January 2000 as the primary forums for these discussions.
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Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee
For possible Faculty Senate action on September 13, 1999

I. Associate Degree in Nursing - Master of Science Degree in Nursing Curriculum
Pathway

Justification: The University of Arizona College of Nursing proposes to establish
an ADN-MS Pathway, which refers to a pathway for students who have an
Associates Degree in nursing (ADN) and are RNs to move through the current
undergraduate (B.S. in Nursing - BSN) and graduate (Master of Science - MS)
curricula to obtain the MS degree. College of Nursing faculty have approved the
pathway, planned for implementation in Spring, 2000.

The pathway does not propose a new program, but rather uses the existing BSN
and MS program requirements and courses (with the exception of two "transition"
courses). The pathway will be supported with existing faculty and resources and
by redistributing some teaching assignments to accommodate the additional 10
students each semester who would enroll in the existing and the transition
courses.

Within the new pathway, the AD-MS students will have had the same graduate
courses and units as those required of regular MS students, except 6 units of the
36 units of the standard MS curriculum will be applied to the BSN degree. In
summary, undergraduate students in the ADN-MS pathway complete 10 units of
graduate work in the undergraduate portion of the pathway, 6 of which apply to
the BSN degree. Minimum unit requirements for both degrees are met.

Approvals:
IC PC, 8/24/99
Graduate Council, 4/16/99
Undergraduate Council, 4/13/99

CONSENT AGENDA
Faculty Senate Meeting

September 13, 1999



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA®
Faculty Center

1400 E Mabel St. - PO Box 210473
Phone 621-1342 Fax 621-8844

facsen(u.arizona.edu

SCHEDULE FOR 1999-2000 FACULTY SENATE MEETINGS
3:00 PM to 5:00 PM unless otherwise announced in advance

Monday, September 13, 1999*

Monday, October 4, 1999

Monday, November 1, 1999

Monday, December 6, 1999**

Monday, January 24, 2000*

Monday, February 7, 2000

Monday, March 6, 2000

Monday, April 3, 2000

Monday, May 1, 2000**

Meetings are usually held on the first Monday of the month; those that vary from the
normal schedule are indicated with au asterisk.

** Meetings are normally held in the College of Law, Room 146. However, the location of
the December 6 and May i meetings will be announced later.

dl
4-19-99
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA®
FACULTY SENATE ROSTER

1999-2000
May 1999

NAME FACULTY SENATE STATUS TITLE AND DEPARTMENT

Aguilar, Francisco V. Student Representative (2000) President, ASUA

Aleamoni, Lawrence M. Senator-at-Large (2001) Dept. Head, Special Ed.. Rehab. &
School Psych.

Armstrong, Neal R. College Rep., Science (2000) Professor, Chemistry

Auxier, Jason M. Student Representative (2000) Graduate Student, Optical Sciences

Caldwell, Roger L. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Soil, Water & Envir. Sci.

Chow, Jon Y. Student Representative (2000) Undergraduate Student

Christiano, Thomas D. College Rep., SBS (2000) Associate Professor, Philosophy

Dahigran, Roger A. College Rep., Agriculture (2000) Assoc. Prof., Ag./Resource Economics

Dalman, Jacqueline M. Student Representative (2000) President, Panhellenic Association

Davis, Donald R. College Rep., Engr. & Mines (2000) Professor, Hydrology & Water Res.

Davis, Thomas P. College Rep., Medicine (2000) Professor, Pharniacologv

DeYoung, Donald W. Senator-at-Large (2001) Veterinary Spec., Univ. Animal Care

Dvorak, Robert W. College Rep., Architecture (2000) Associate Professor, Architecture

Dy!, Edward A. College Rep., BPA (2000) Professor and Head, Finance

Erlings, Billie Raye Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor Enierita, Music

Ervin, A. Elizabeth Ex-Officio: Elected by Vice Presidents Vice Provost for Academic Personnel

Garcia, John A. College Rep., SBS (2000) Professor, Political Science

Gottfredson, Michael R. Ex-Officio: Interim Provost Interim Provost, Academic Affairs

Gruener, Raphael P. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Physiology

Hau, Bosun Smb Student Representative (2000) Undergraduate Student
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NAME FACULTY SENATE STATUS TITLE AND DEPARTMENT

Heckler, Susan E. Ex-Officio: Secretary of the Faculty (2000) Professor, Marketing

Heinrich, Juan C. College Rep., Engr. & Mmes (2000) Professor, Aerospace & Mech. Engr.

Hogle, Jerrold E. Ex-Officio: Chair of the Faculty (2001) Professor, English

Houtkooper, Linda K. Senator-at-Large (2001) Specialist, Nutritional Sciences

Howell, Wanda H. Senator-at-Large (2001) Assoc. Professor, Nutritional Sciences

Hurt, Charlie D. College Rep., SBS (2000) Associate Dean. Academic Affairs, SBS

Impey, Christopher D. College Rep., Science (2000) Professor. Astronomy

Ivev, Paul E. Senator-at-Large (2001) Associate Professor. Art

Jenkins, Jennifer L. College Rep., Non-College (2000) Asst. Professor, Humanities Program

Joens, Lynn A. College Rcp,. Agriculture (2000) Professor, Vet. Sci. & Microbiology

Kosta, Barbara Senator-at-Large (2001) Associate Professor, German Studies

Laetsch, Theodore W. College Rep., Science (2000) Associate Professor, Mathematics

Larson, Dennis L. College Rep., Agriculture (2000) Assoc. Professor, Ag./Biosysterns Engr.

Levin, John S. College Rep., Education (2000) Assoc. Prof., Higher Education

Levy, Eugene H. Ex-Officio: Elected by Deans Dean, College of Science

Likins, Peter W. Ex-Officios President President

Marchalonis, John J. College Rep., Medicine (2000) Dept. Head, Microbiology & Immun.

Maré, C. John College Rep., Agriculture (2000) Professor, Vet. Sci. & Microbiology

Medine, Peter E. College Rep., Humanities (2000) Professor, English

Merkle, Carrie J. College Rep., Nursing (2000) Assistant Professor, Nursing

Mishra, Shitala P. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Special Ed., Rehab. & School
Psych.

Mitchell, Robert P. College Rep., Non-College (2000) Librarian, University Library'

Newell, Gillian E. Student Representative (2000) Graduate Student
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NAME FACULTY SENATE STATUS TITLE AND DEPARTMENT

Nolan, Paul E., Jr. College Rep., Pharmacy (2000) Assoc. Professor, Pharmacy Practice

OEBrien, Shirley J. Senator-at-Large (2001) Assoc. Dir., Cooperative Extension

Parsons, L. Claire Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Nursing

Pepper, Ian L. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Soil, \Vater & Envir. Sci.

Perches, Ana Senator-at-Large (2001) Senior Lecturer. Spanish and Portuguese

Pitt, Sheila B. Senator-at-Large (2001) Associate Professor, Art

Pope, Edward R. College Rep., AIC (2000) Professor

Roberts, Laura Student Representative (2000) President. GPSC

Schooley, Larty C. Ex-Officio: Vice Chair of the Faculty (2000) Professor, Elcc. & Comptr. Engr.

Sheridan, Thonias E. Senator-at-Large (2001) Curator. Arizona State Museum

Silverman, Andrew College Rep.. Law (2000) Clinical Professor, Law

Spece, Roy G., Jr. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Law

Swindle, Timothy D. College Rep., Science (2000) Assoc. Professor, Planetary Sciences

Szilagyi, Mikios N. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Elec. & Cniptr. Engr.

Voyatzis, Mary E. College Rep., Humanities (2000) Associate Professor, Classics

\Varburton, Jeffrey L. College Rep., Fine Arts (2000) Associate Professor, Theatre Arts

Weinand, Martin E. College Rep., Medicine (2000) Associate Professor, Surgery

Witte, Marlys H. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Surgery

Zwolinski, Malcolm J. Senator-at-Large (2001) Professor, Renewable Natural Res.

PARLIAMENTARIAN

Sankey, Robert W. Director, Office of Academic Projects

APPOINTED PERSONNEL ORGANIZATION COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVE

Juli, A. J. Timothy Research Scientist, Geosciences
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ALUMNI ASSOCIATION REPRESENTATIVE

Rochlin, Jay M. Associate Director, Alumni Association

STAFF ADVISORY COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVE

Roberts, Jack Administrative Associate. Ag Extension Admin.

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA SOUTH REPRESENTATIVE

Jacobs, W. Jake Associate Professor, Psychology, Sierra Vista Campus

Total: 62 Senators

9/2/99
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NAME
Aguilar, Francisco
Aleamoni, Lawrence

Armstrong, Neal R.
Auxier, Jason M.
Caldwell, Roger L.
Chow, Jon Y.
Christiano, Thomas
Dahlgran, Roger
Dalman, Jackie
Davis, Donald
Davis, Thomas P.
DeYoung, Donald W.
Dvorak, Robert
Dyl, Edward
Erlings, Billie Raye
Ervin, Elizabeth
García, John A.
Gottfredson, Michael
Gruener, Raphael
Hau, Bosun Sinh
Heckler, Susan E.
Heinrich, Juan C.
Hogle, Jerrold E.
Houtkooper, Linda
Howell, Wanda
Hurt, Charlie
Impey, Christopher D.
Ivey, Paul E.
Jenkins, Jennifer L.
Joens, Lynn
Kosta, Barbara
Laetsch, Theodore
Larson, Dennis
Levin, John S.
Levy, Eugene
Likins, Peter
Marchalonis, John J.
Maré, John
Medine, Peter
Merkle, Carrie J.
Mishra, Shitala P.

Mitchell, Robert
Newell, Gillian E.
Nolan, Paul E., Jr.
O'Brien, Shirley
Parsons, L. Claire
Pepper, Ian

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA®
FACULTY SENATE

1999-2000

E-MAIL ADDRESSES

E-MAIL ADDRESS
aguilarfu.arizona.edu
aleamonku .arizona . ed u

nracu.arizona.edu
auxier©u.arizona.edu
caldweIkag.arizona.edu
chowu.arizona.edu
thomasc@u.arizona.edu
dahlgran@u.arizona.edu
jdaImanu.arizona.edu
drdavischwr.arizona.edu
davistpcu.arizona.edu
deyoungdu.arizona.edu
dvorak@u.arizorla.edu
edyl©bpa.arizona.edu
erIingsbu.arizona.edu
ervina@u.arizona.edu
jagu.arizona.edu
gottfredu.arizona.edu
rgrueneru.arizona.edu
bosun©u.arizona.edu
shecklercmaiI.bpa.arizona.edu
heinrichtzeus.ame.arizona.edu
hogleu.arizona.edu
houtkoopag.arizona.edu
whhowellag.arizona.edu
cdhcu.arizona.edu
cimpeyas.arizona.edu
pivey@ u. arizona. edu
jenkinsj©u.arizona.edu
joens@ag.arizona.edu
bkostacu.arizona.edu
laetschcmath.arizona.edu
larsondcu.arizona.edu
jlevin@mail.ed.arizona.edu
ehl©u . arizona .ed u
plikins©arizona.edu
dianah@u.arizona.edu
mare@u.arizona.edu
medine©u.arizona.edu
cmerklernl.nursing.arizona.edu
mish rasu . arizona. ed u

rmitcheI@bird.library.arizOfla.edu
gnewel lu . arizona. edu
nolanpharmacy.arizona.edu
sobriencag.arizona.edu
cparsonsrn1 .nursing.arizona.edu
ípepperag.arizona.edu

TITLE/DEPT
President, ASUA
Dept. Head, Sp. Ed., Rehab., & School
Psych.
Professor, Chemistry
Gradúate Student Representative
Prof., Soil, Water & Envir. Sci.
Student Representative
Associate Professor, Philosophy
Assoc. Prof., Ag. & Res. Econ.
President, Panhellenic Association
Prof., Hydrology & Water Res.
Professor, Pharmacology
Veterinary Specialist, Univ. Animal Care
Associate Professor, Architecture
Professor and Head, Finance
Professor, Music
V. Prov., Acad. Pers., Acad. Affrs.
Professor, Political Science
Interim Provost
Professor, Physiology
Student Representative
Professor, Marketing
Professor, Aero. & Mech. Engr.
Professor, English
Specialist, Nutritional Sciences
Assoc. Prof., Nutritional Sciences
Assoc. Dean, Academic Affairs, SBS
Professor, Astronomy
Assoc. Prof., Art
Asst. Prof., Humanities Program
Prof., Vet. Science & Microbiology
Assoc Prof., German Studies
Associate Professor, Mathematics
Assoc. Prof., Ag. & Biosys. Engr.
Assoc. Prof., Higher Education
Dean, College of Science
President
Dept. Head, Micro. & Immuno.
Prof., Vet. Science & Microbiology
Professor, English
Assistant Professor, Nursing
Professor, Sp. Ed., Rehab., & School
Psych.
Librarian, University Library
Graduate Student Representative
Assoc. Prof., Pharmacy Practice
Assoc. Dir., Cooperative Extension
Professor, Nursing
Prof., Soil, Water & Envir. Sci.



Perches, Ana
Pitt, Sheila
Pope, Edward (Ted)
Roberts, Laura
Schooley, Larry
Sheridan, Thomas
Silverman, Andrew
Spece, Jr., Roy G.
Swindle, Timothy D.
Szilagyi, Miklos N.
Voyatzis, Mary E.
Warburton, Jeffrey
Weinand, Martin
Witte, Marlys
Zwolinski, Malcolm

perchesu.arizona.edu
spittu.arizona.edu
erpopeu.arizona.edu
lrobertsu.arizona.edu
schooleyece.arizona.edu
tes© u. arizona. edu
silverman@nt.law.arizona.edu
specent.law.arizona.edu
tswindle©lpl.arizona.edu
mns@ece.arizona.edu
mev@u.arizona.edu
warburto©u.arizona.edu
ndwu.arizona.edu
gracew©u.arizona.edu
mjz©ag.arizona.edu

PARLIAMENTARIAN
Sankey, Robert sankeyru.arizona.edu

ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION COUNCIL
JulI, Timothy julI©u.arizona.edu

ALUMNI ASSOCIATION REPRESENTATIVE
Rochlin, Jay rochIinaI.arizona.edu

STAFF ADVISORY COUNCIL
Roberts, Jack jrobertscag.arizona.edu

SIERRA VISTA BRANCH CAMPUS REPRESENTATIVE
Jacobs, W. Jake wjj©u.arizona.edu
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Senior Lecturer, Spanish & Portuguese
Associate Professor, Art
Professor
President, GPSC
Prof., Electrical & Computer Engr.
Curator, Arizona State Museum
Clinical Professor, Law
Professor, Law Instruction
Assoc. Prof., Planetary Sci. (LPL)
Prof., Electrical & Computer Engr.
Associate Professor, Classics
Associate Professor, Theatre Arts
Associate Professor, Surgery
Professor, Surgery
Prof., Renewable Natural Res.

Dir., Office of Academic Projects

Research Scientist, Geosciences

Assoc. Director, Alumni Association

Admin. Assoc., Ag. Extension Admin.

Assoc. Prof., Psychology,
Sierra Vista Campus
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HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT

Promotion and Tenure Process
Continuing Status and Promotion Process
Annual Performance Review/Post-ten u re Review
Sabbaticals
Provost's Author Support Fund.

NEED ANSWERS? LOOK IT UP

Vice Provost for Academic Personnel Homepage
http://w3.a rizona.ed u/-vprovacf/

University Handbook for Appointed Personnel
http://w3.a rizona.edu/-uhap/

LINKS FROM UA HOME PAGE (UAINFO) http://www.arizona.edu/

to: Teaching & Faculty Resources
http :Ilwww.a rizona.edu/working/teachingshtml

to: Career Support & Advancement
http://www.arizona.edu/working/career.shtml

to: Vice Provost for Academic Personnel
http ://w3.a rizonaed u/-vprovacf/

CALL OR E-MAIL US

Elizabeth Ervin, Vice Provost for Academic Personnel
Office of the Provost
Voice: 621-1139
E-mail: ervina@uSarizona.edu
Anna Elias-Cesnik, Special Assistant
Office of the Provost
Voice: 621-6701
E-mail: el ias-cesnik@lan. admin.arizona. edu
Jerri Zucarelli, Administrative Associate
Office of the Provost
Voice 621-1856
E-mail: zucarelli@lan.admin.arizona.edu




