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MTES
FACULTY SENATE

THE UNIvERS1'rY OF ARIZONA®
April 7, 1997

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Jeffley L. Warburton at 3:00 p.m. in Room 146 of the College of Law.

Present: Senators Aleamoni, Barrett, Chamey, Chen, Clarke, Coons, Dahigran, T. Davis, Desai, Dyl, Emrick, Feltharn,
Garcia, Gerber, Glittenberg, Gruener, Jacobs, Larson, Levy, Maré, McCaslin, Medine, Mitchell, Myers, J. O'Brien,
S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Pitt, Poss, Reeves, Schiffer, Schooley, Schwarz, Sharkey, Silverman, Smith, Sypherd, Troy,
Warburton, Weinand, Williams, Wilson, and Witte. Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

Absent: Senators Anderson, Brou, D. Davis, Dvorak, Erickson, Forbes, Gore, Huele, Hurt, Joens, Meyer, Neuman, Sliger,
Sugiyama, Szilagyi, Taylor, and Zwolinski.

OPEN SESSION

Senator Gruener read a prepared statement regarding Dr. Carol Bernstein's lobbying efforts in the Arizona State Legislature. He
noted that he had received an e-mail message from Dr. Bernstein on Saturday, March 15, requesting input from members of the
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) and elected faculty members regarding faculty salaiy cost-of-living and
merit adjustments, so that her lobbying efforts would reflect faculty views. Senator Gruener made the following points: (1) Dr.
Bernstein cannot represent the UA faculty because she is not a member of the elected Faculty Senate, but rather a self-appointed
lobbyist who represents only the local chapter of the AAUP; (2) it was unusual if not inappropriate for Dr. Bernstein to solicit
infonnation on a Saturday for presentation on the following Monday, especially during spring break, when it was unlikely that her
message would reach many of the intended recipients in time; and (3) the elected Faculty Senate (including its elected officers) is
the official body representing UA faculty and therefore should be the entity to represent faculty views to the Legislature. Dr.
Gruener then requested that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee take the following actions: (1) Discuss the mechanism
whereby the State Legislature would recognize the Faculty Senate, and its elected officers, as the only official representative of the
UA faculty, (2) request from the local chapter of the AAUP a documented, certified list of active (i.e., paid) faculty members in
order to assess the extent to which this organization might represent the UA faculty; (3) request that the local chapter of AAUP
provide documentation concerning the participation of bona fide members in the election of the local AAUP board, including its
president, in order to assess the extent to which this executive committee represents its membership; (4) evaluate this information in
the context of the AAUP's representation of the University of Arizona faculty, and (5) bring this issue up for discussion and vote at a
subsequent meeting of the Faculty Senate.

Mr. Armando Vargas, Co-chair of the UA Staff Advisory Council Employee Recognition Committee, reported that the annual
employee recognition ceremony is scheduled for April 16 from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m. in the Arizona Ballroom of the Student Union. He
extended a personal invitation for Senators to attend, and he urged broad participation in the activities in order to show faculty
support for staff employees. He also called attention to the Lo Que Pasa insert entitled, "Awards for Excellence: 1997 Employee
Recognition Week," which had been distributed earlier in the meeting.

Senator Medine addressed the issue of faculty salaries, which he characterized as being closely related to shared governance. He
noted that he intended to present a motion at the appropriate time asking colleagues on the presidential search conunittee to raise
and discuss the matter of faculty salaries with candidates for the UA presidency. This is not simply a matter of faculty wanting,
needing, or deserving more money, Senator Medine said. Faculty salaries in many UA programs and departments fall beneath the
average in peer institutions, according to statistics available from AAUDE (American Association of Universities Data Exchange).
As a result, both veteran and junior faculty at the UA have little hope of attaining salaries commensurate with their achievement
and/or advancement. Such a situation makes cooperation, building research and teaching teams, and progress for the future very
difficult. Dr. Medine concluded by making a plea for an analysis of the problem University-wide and implementation of a plan to
address the problem based on that analysis.

REPORTS

3A. President Manuel Pacheco

President Pacheco reported on the 1997-98 state appropriation for The University of Arizona in some detail. The major features of
the appropriation are: operating budget, salary package, law school tuition, and building renewal. The operating budget for the
main campus has been increased by approximately $6,011,300, the majority of which is committed to the annualization of salaries
from last year and appropriate ERE adjustments; about $600,000 will probably be designated to address undergraduate education
issues. Sierra Vista received an increase of $579,500, of which $300,000 is to fund the offering of courses in Douglas. The Arizona
International Campus received a decrease of approximately $5.5 million, and the Arizona Health Sciences Center currently appears
to be slated for a budget increase of approximately $1.7 million. The salary package is divided into three parts: 0.3% for
classification maintenance review adjustment, to be effective on October 1; a 2.5% general adjustment for University employees,
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with a cap of $1,000, over the first of 1997; and a 23% merit adjustment, not to exceed 5% for any individual, effective the first of
1998. President Pacheco noted his distress at the proviso the Legislature has apparently attached to the 2.5% merit adjustment: In
order to be eligible for this, professors of any rank must be teaching a minimum of six regularly scheduled classroom credit hours in
the fall of 1997; he added that he was seeking clarification of this requirement, as well as whether the merit adjustment represents
an add-on to base salazy or a bonus. He offered assurance that the administration would study what effect the exclusion might have
on those who do not qualify for merit, and the institution would uy to make internal adjustments so that those who commit their
time and energies to the broader mission of the University are also rewarded. With regard to law school tuition, Dr. Pacheco
reported that the Legislature intends to increase tuition by $1,000 for in-state students and $2,000 for out-of-state-students
beginning this fall. He concluded by noting that the allocation for building renewal for the entire university system had been
increased by $3.3 million, bringing the total to $14.8 million for all the universities for next yeai-, of that amount, the UA should
receive $6-7 million.

Provost Paul Sypherd

Provost Sypherd began by congratulating newly elected Faculty Senators and the incoming Chair of the Faculty, Prof. Jerry Hogle,
all of whom will take office on May 1. Dr. Sypherd commented that faculty and administrators have made great strides over the last
several years in governing the University by collegial, collaborative, positive interactions, and he expressed hope that this progress
would continue. He noted that the shared governance document, scheduled to be discussed later in the meeting, began as an attempt
on the part of faculty leadership and members of the administration to craft a set of guidelines that would help us understand some
of the vague words of both our Constitution and the faculty governance statute. Although originally intended to be a memorandum
of understanding, he noted, the current version appears to be more of a resolution, because the present language goes substantially
beyond what the original authors had in mind.

Chair of the Faculty John Schwarz

Chair Schwarz noted that this is the last regular meeting of the 1996-97 Faculty Senate, and thus his term as Chair also is drawing
to a close. He reminded Senators that he had announced when he originally ran for office that he would serve only one two-year
term, due to professional commitments beginning in Fall 1997. He expressed great satisfaction over what had been accomplished
during the past two years, noting that he had tried to bring greater voice and power to the faculty, without diminishing anyone, by
engaging the administration and the Board of Regents in collaborating with the faculty on the faculty's terms. He added that the
most rewarding aspect of the position had been meeting and having the opportunity to work with many extraordinary people across
campus. He offered particular thanks to the other officers of the General Faculty and the Faculty Senate, the chairs and members of
standing committees, the Faculty Center staff, President Pacheco, Provost Sypherd and other members of the administration for their
efforts and contributions. Dr. Schwarz recapped the results of the Spring 1997 faculty elections: Prof. Jerry Hogle was elected as
the new Chair of the Faculty with approximately two-thirds of the vote (663 to 351); Susan Heckler and Billie Raye Erlings were
elected to the Committee of Eleven, and three incumbents were re-elected; and eight new members were elected to the Faculty
Senate, along with twelve incumbents. Chair Schwarz concluded by thanking everyone for their generosity, patience, and support
during the past two years.

Secretary of the Faculty Rose Gerber

No report.

Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate Jeffrey Warburton

Senator Warburton called for nominations for the positions of 1997-98 Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate and representative to the
Faculty Senate Executive Committee. He noted that elections for these positions and several other committees would occur at the Senate
meeting on May 5. Anyone wishing to run for Presiding Officer or Executive Committee representative should submit a brief biographical
statement to the Faculty Center by Friday, April 11. Senator Warburton's additional announcements: (1) The Executive Session scheduled
for the end of today's meeting has been cancelect, and (2) there will be a special meeting of the Faculty Senate on Monday, April 28, because
of the number of agenda items that need to be processed prior to the end of the current Senate term.

President of ASUA Rhonda Wilson

Senator Wilson reported on three items: (1) The annual tuition hearing will be held on Wednesday, April 16, beginning at 7:00 p.m.
via a videoconference in the Harvill Building. This is an opportunity for students to provide input to the Arizona Board of Regents
regarding how tuition changes will affect them. This year they will also be able to offer feedback regarding residence hall rates and
the proposed increase in law school tuition. (2) The recent Spring Fling carnival fund-raiser was hampered by bad weather at the
start, but it is hoped that enough profit will be realized to provide some funding for student clubs. (3) ASUA has been conducting a
student survey for the past six weeks, obtaining input on what qualities students would like to see in a new UA president The data
has been compiled and will be published on the ASUA website, in case anyone would like to access the information. President
Wilson concluded by encouraging Senators to ask questions of Senator Williams and Dr. Jennifer Franklin during the presentation
on publication of teacher evaluations, scheduled for later on today's agenda. She also thanked faculty for allowing students to miss
class in order to attend the pep rally on April 1 for the Arizona Wildcats basketball team.

2



QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

hr response to questions fmm Senators Pitt; Silverman, Desai, Medine, J. O'Brien, Myers, and Feitham regarding various aspects of the merit
adjustment; President Pacheco made the following points: (1) The merit money from the Legislature apparently will not be available to any
faculty member who is not teaching six units during Fall 1997 for any reason, including being on sabbatical, and this seems to be non-
negotiable. (2) The 2.5% general adjustment, which will be available on October 1, 1997, and capped at $1,000 per employee, is not subject
to the six-hour xninimrnn teaching requirement, however, all of the Legislature's merit adjustment funds for faculty, to be available on
January 1,1998, are subject to the six-hour nile. (3) The administration will attempt to identify some internal funds to recognize the efforts
of faculty who exhibit meritorious performance in any aspect of the University's mission, but who are not eligible for merit adjustment thirds
from the Legislature because of the six-hour rule. (4) It is not yet clear whether the merit adjustment is a one-time bonus or an add-on to base
salary, there is a meeting in Phoenix this afternoon to clarify that issue. Hoiwver, UA administrators would prefer that it be classified as a
bonus this year, since a one-time adjustment would be easier to rectiFy internally for faculty ineligible according to the Legislature's criteria
If it is determined to be a salary increase, it will have the effect of annualizing institutional funds and requiring the University to carve
permanent funding out of the current budget The administration 'ivuld rather have this year's money declared a bonus and then return to the
Legislature next year to request that the adjustment be entered permanently into the UA's base budget (5) This is the first time the
Legislature has attached a condition like this year's minimum teaching load to the granting of a ment adjustment (6) It is estimated that the
proportion of UA ranked faculty members teaching six or more units per semester is 50% or perhaps lower.

Additional comments concerning the merit adjustment Senator Silverman noted that Dr. Carol Bernstein's lobbying efforts are filling a void
that has existed b'cmse UA faculty generally have not participated in the legislative process except when called upon by the administration
to do so. Senator T. Davis identified the UA's salary shortfall in comparison to peer institutions as the cmx of the matter and advocated
against the use of a "Band-Md approach" such as a one-time bonus.

With regard to the shared governance document, Senator Sharkey asked Provost Sypherd to explain the difference between a memorandum of
understanding and a resolution. Dr. Sypherd responded that; simply stated, a memorandum of understanding is a document that two parties
have agreed to, while a resolution is something witten, amended, and voted upon by only one entity.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 3,1997

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on February 3, 1997, were approved as distributed.

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS (Attachment)

Presiding Officer Warburton reported that the tenth bulleted item under deletions on the consent agenda (i.e., "Delete the major in
General Biology for the M.S. and Ph.D. Degree") was placed there in error and should be omitted from the agenda. All remaining
consent agenda items (9 deletions, 3 consolidations, 1 name change, and i new program) come as seconded motions from the
Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, having received the appropriate approvals at the department and college levels, as
well as by the Undergraduate or Graduate Council.

Senator Witte commented that the items on the consent agenda were reported in the press and presented to the Board of Regents
prior to today's action by the Faculty Senate. She also asked whether all relevant departments agreed by a majority vote to
termination of the programs listed, to which Senator Warburton responded in the affinnative. Replying to Senator Garcia's request
for further information, Dr. Sankey clarified that the Board of Regents had received, at their request, a report regarding progress on
the items listed on the consent agenda, with the following notation for each item: "pending appropriate academic approval of the
institution." Senator Garcia asked whether these items had already been voted on by the Board, or merely received; Dr. Sankey
responded that they had not been voted upon.

Senator Warburton called for the vote on all consent agenda items, except for the aforementioned tenth bulleted item under
deletions. Ail motions regarding consent agenda items carried, with one nay vote and no abstentions. (See "Motions of the
Meeting of April 7, 1997" at the end of these minutes for itemized list of motion numbers and descriptions.)

CONTINUATION OF PRESENTATION REGARDING PUBLICATION OF FACULTY EVALUATIONS (PRINTED OR
ELECTRONTC?) (Attachment)

Senator Warburton reminded Senators that publication of faculty evaluations had already been approved during the 1995-96 Senate
term; the only question to be discussed today is the method of publication. He yielded the floor to Senator Williams, who reiterated
what he said at last month's Senate meetingthat ASUA is prepared to move ahead with the publication of faculty evaluations, but
is requesting to do so on-line rather than in hard-copy form as a cost-saving measure. He distributed an informational sheet
discussing issues related to supervision and maintenance, security, data management, and design and development of the proposed
website. He also displayed an overhead transparency comparing the costs of the two publication methods, noting that hard-copy
publication would be twice as expensive as on-line publication if booklets are distributed only to faculty members and nearly three
times as expensive if evaluations of graduate assistants are included and booklets are distributed to them as well.
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Senator Sharkey commented that she has the same concerns that she expressed at last month's Senate meeting: Publication on-line
is veiy different from publication in booklet form. There are real privacy and security issues to be considered and addressed before
allowing publication on-line, she said. Senator Schooley, speaking as a self-identified technocrat, noted that as long as file transfer
is not allowed and reasonable measures to limit access are taken, the security of on-line publication is good. Senator Williams
responded that transfer of files will not be a possibility. Senator Dyl requested confirmation that information distributed on the
website would be limited to the material that would have been published in booklet form, to which Senator Williams responded in
the affirmative. Senator Clarke asked how many UA students would have easy access to the electronic evaluations. Senator
Williams replied that every student who has access to the computer labs, which is virtually the entire student body, would have
access to the information. He added that the website would operate on a fairly basic level, for the benefit of students with less
computer literacy, and a limited supply of booklets would be printed in hard-copy form and be available for use in advising offices.

Senator S. O'Brien called for the question on the motion tabled at last month's Senate meeting: Motion 1996/97-53, to permit
ASUA to publish faculty evaluations on-line rather than in booklet form. Motion carried, with two nay votes.

8. CONTINUED DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON SHARED GOVERNANCE DOCUMENT (DRAFT 9) (Attachment)

Senator Warburton called upon Senator Schooley, Chair of the Academic Personnel Policy Committee, to lead the continued
discussion regarding the shared governance document. Senator Schooley began by updating Senators on what had transpired since
the last Senate meeting on March 3, 1997: At the Senate's request and at considerable expense, Draft 9 of the document was
prepared (incorporating amendments made at the Senate meeting) and distributed to all faculty, with a request for input. A total of
seven responses were received, one from an individual faculty member who expressed satisfaction with the document and the other
six from deans, directors, and department heads, who had more extensive comments. All input was considered carefully, and it was
the APPC's unanimous judgment that the substantive comments either (1) concerned implementation detail that is not appropriate
for inclusion in this outline document, or (2) addressed issues that had already been decided by the Senate through the amendment
process on March 3. Therefore, the APPC now brings approval of Draft 9 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance forward as a
seconded motion [Motion 1996/97-691. The committee recommends that the draft be approved as proposed, recognizing that it is a
living document that can continue to be interpreted, implemented, amended, and revised, either by the governance review committee
described in Article G of the document or by a special task force of faculty and administrators. If the Senate approves the document
today, Senator Schooley said, it would perhaps represent a Senate resolution. The administration then would have time to review
the document, and if they approve it, it would become a memorandum of understanding. 1f there are still issues of concern, those
could be brought back to the Senate for further discussion and debate at some future point. Senator Schooley opened the floor for
discussion.

Chair Schwarz concurred with Senator Schooley that this is a living document subject to being amended. He noted that one of his
objectives when he ran for Chair of the Faculty was to give faculty the opportunity to debate and decide whether to adopt a proposal
for shared governance; the proposal before us today, he said, fulfills that purpose. He added that there has been ample opportunity
for faculty input since the shared governance discussion was initiated 18 months ago; in the interim, the proposal has been
distributed to the entire faculty three times, debated in the Senate four times, and reviewed by three faculty committees. The
question before us today, Dr. Schwarz concluded, is whether faculty prefer the status quo or the concept of genuine shared
governance outlined in the proposal.

Senator Medine asked Senator Schooley if this document is a memorandum of understanding, to which Senator Schooley replied
that it is the beginning of a memorandum of understanding, a starting point.

To Senator Schiffer's question about the next step if this document is approved by the Senate today, Senator Schooley responded
that a joint body composed in the spirit of shared governance from representatives of both faculty and administration should review
the document and clariir any unresolved issues. At that point, the administration would either approve the document and enter into
the agreement or express continuing reservations, which then would come back to the Senate for further consideration. Senator
Schiffer asked whether approval of the document is wise now, in view of the fact that there is a "lame duck" administration.
Senator Schooley replied that the APPC had considered this issue and agreed that approval now is a very wise move, since shared
governance has advanced to this point largely due to the unprecedented spirit of collegiality evidenced by the current administration;
also, the document can be provided to presidential candidates for their comment during the interview process.

Senator Silverman expressed the hope that the document represents more than a starting point, given the enormous amount of time,
effort, dialog, and negotiation that have been invested in it. He asked President Pacheco and/or Provost Sypherd to comment on
their view of the document's status and whether the administration has major disagreements with the current version.

Provost Sypherd briefly reviewed the evolution of the shared governance document and reminded Senators that the administration
includes more than just the President and the Provostthere are also 13 deans and approximately 113 department heads in that
category. He also commented that the shared governance document would probably have less opposition from administrators if
(1) portions of it did not run counter to current regulations in other documents, such as the University Handbook for Appointed
Personnel, the Arizona Board of Regents Policy Manual, and the faculty Constitution, and (2) a reconstitution of the Faculty Senate
could be considered. With regard to the second point, Dr. Sypherd noted that the administrative group would prefer that the Senate
originate from academic units and come together as a representative assembly. Senator Schooley pointed out that the current draft
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of the shared governance document contains the following sentence in Article J: "In particular, the Faculty Senate shall consider
issues related to representation in the Senate."

Senator Pacheco commented that the administration should have the same opportunity that the faculty has had to discuss all the
issues in the document and he predicted that the draft would be returned fairly quickly with minor changes. He added that this
document comes closer to a true shared governance agreement than any similar document he has seen from other institutions.

Senator Aleamoni noted that some of his concerns have been articulated today, and he stressed the need to move slowly and
carefully if the document requires agreement from both sides. Senator Schooley said he disagreed, since one side has to make the
first move. He asked the Senate to endorse the document in principle, with the understanding that it can be revised later as
necessaly.

Senator Garcia commented that the document seriously modifies the way in which the faculty interacts with the administration. It is
a necessaiy and important move, but because it is so significant, it should be presented to the General Faculty as a referendum after
the Senate approves it, this would be just a yes or no vote, with no opportunity for further revisions, he said. Senator Schooley
replied that the document has been sent to the General Faculty three times for input, and virtually no response has been received.
Additionally, if the Senate wishes to present it as a referendum, that would be more appropriate for the fmal version of the
document than for this first endorsement.

Senator Witte made three points: (1) Faculty at Arizona's universities already have possibly the strongest shared governance law in
the country, passed by the most conservative state legislature. This law is much stronger than any shared governance document. (2)
A quid quo pro seems to be emerging in this situationthe shared governance agreement for a reconstitution of the Faculty Senate.
This issue was considered several years ago, via a proposed amendment to the Constitution, and was soundly rejected by the

faculty. This is the administration's attempt to eliminate at-large representatives from the Faculty Senate, and the next
"assassination" will be that of the Committee of Eleven. (3) We as faculty should be teaching our students how to think and write
clearly, this document, with its meaningless sentences, is not a good example of clear communication.

Senator Sharkey also had three points: (1) There is no reason for the Faculty Senate to delay its decision on this document, waiting
for further input from administrators. The Faculty Senate should do what it pleases, and then administrators can do what they
please, regarding the document. The Faculty Senate is an independent body and should take independent action. (2) With regard to
Provost Sypherd's concerns about provisions in the draft that do not conform to current regulations in existing documents (e.g.,
Constitution, UHAP), Draft 9 is very clear that existing regulations supersede anything contained in the shared governance
document, and that the variances have been incorporated as a basis for further discussion. (3) One reason we are able to have this
discussion today is the passage of the faculty governance law, and we owe a debt of gratitude to Dr. Carol Bernstein for her lobbying
efforts on behalf of that law. It is shocking and horrifying that Senator Gruener would launch an attack on Dr. Bernstein and the
AAUP, a private organization with a long histoiy of supporting academic rights and responsibilities.

Senator Tray, a member of APPC, concurred with Senator Schooley that the document needs to be moved out of the APPC and the
Faculty Senate, so that it can be reviewed by the administration. He suggested the possibility of changing the title of the document
to reflect that it has been authored by facultypossibly by adding the words, "As Outlined (or Endorsed) by the Faculty Senate"
after the existing title, "Guidelines for Shared Governance." Senator Glittenberg commented that it is time to bring the document to
a vote; it would muddle the issue to change wording in the title at this point.

In response to Senator Witte's earlier comment, Chair Schwarz went on record that there was no quid quo pro related to the shared
governance document. If the Faculty Senate approves the document today, it is in no way committing itself to any set outcome on
the composition of the Senate.

Senator Silverman commented that since this document is not a memorandum of understanding at this point, perhaps some changes
in wording should be made. He moved [Motion 199I97-7O] that the following changes be made in the Guidelines for Shared
Governance, Draft 9: (1) Delete the first sentence in the introduction of the document, Section I, page 1 ("This memorandum of
understanding agreed to by faculty and administration outlines principles of shared governance at The University of Arizona, entered
into freely by a faculty and an administration committed to a common vision of the mission of the University.") (2) On page 4,
Article J, second paragraph, first sentence, change "memorandum of understanding" to "document." Thus, the affected sentence
would read, "The Faculty Senate and the administration shall jointly continue to consider the further development of this document,
and make arrangements to implement the provisions as adopted." Motion seconded.

Senator Witte asked Senator Silverman if he would consider a friendly amendment to his motion to place a period after the word
"document" in the aforementioned sentence and delete the remainder of that sentence and the next one. Senator Silverman declined
the request, on the grounds that the proposed friendly amendment seemed to go beyond what he intended to accomplish with his
original motion.

Senator Sypherd commented that he thought the changes suggested in Senator Silverman's motion were unnecessary, because the
document is clearly labeled a draft. He asked if, in the event the motion is carried and the changes are made, he could relay to
administrators that the intent of the faculty still is to enter into a memorandum of understanding. Senator Schooley responded in the
affirmative.
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Senator Witte recalled that the shared governance document began as a jomt memo from the Provost and the Chair of the Faculty,
via a 3-D memo, rather than being generated by a faculty committee. Administrators had the document substantially before the
Faculty Senate saw it. Thus, it is a document conceived as a hybrid, full of meaningless sentences. The momentum of committees
having worked hard on the document and people wanting it very much somehow puts meaning into meaningless sentences; if it is
passed, she predicted, the document will end up having a meaning that will be harmful to faculty.

Senator Schwarz reminded Senators that he did not view the APPC as a stooge of anybody. Committee members have reviewed this
document carefully, and it is their judgment, as a faculty group, that this document should be approved.

Senator Warburton called for a vote on Senator Silverman's suggested amendment. Motion 1996/97-70, described above, carned,
with 29 votes in favor and 7 opposed.

Senator Feitham moved [Motion 1996/97-711 that the shared governance document be tabled; motion seconded and defeated, with 9
votes in favor and 31 opposed.

Senator Jacobs commented that Senators seemed to be losing sight of the issue. The question before the Senate today is simply, is
this a good document, if everyone were to agree to it? He added that he thought it was a good documentnot perfect, but certainly
better than the status quo, better than vague allusions to shared governance in the law, better than what might be negotiated with a
future administration. He urged the Senate to approve the document today, if the agreement is rejected, it should not be the faculty
who does so. If the administration subsequently makes changes that are unacceptable to the Faculty Senate, those can be dealt with
later, he argued.

Senator Garcia reiterated his desire to call for a referendum by the General Faculty at some point, perhaps after the administration
responds to the document.

Senator Pacheco commented that he thought the faculty and the administration were very, very close to an agreement on shared
governance. He added that any lingering concerns or problems administrators might have with the document probably could be
resolved in one meeting.

Motion 1996/97-69, to approve the Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 9, as amended up to this point, carried, with 31 votes
in favor, 5 opposed, and 2 abstentions.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON THE POLICY REGARDING ACADEMIC MINORS (Attachment)

Senator Warburton announced that Dr. Ann Weekes, Chair of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, had been called out
of town on an emergency, so Senator Sheila Pitt would speak in her place. He noted that Senators had a copy of the proposed policy
regarding academic minors in their packets, and that the approval of the policy was coming forward as a seconded motion [Motion
1996/97-72] from the ICPC.

Senator Pitt began by saying that the ICPC found there are good reasons to examine policies regarding minors for undergraduate
students. These include: (1) Currently the minor is supervised by the major area, with no advising or monitoring from the minor
department. (2) The lack of consistency in minor programs and requirements allows students to "patch together" split minors or
thematic minors from existing course work very late in their matriculation merely to satisfy graduation requirements, rather than
planning a coherent minor in advance. This runs counter to the spirit of a minor. (3) The current loose structure regarding minors
will create difficulties in the continuing development of On Course, the University's automated degree check system. Senator Pitt
reviewed the proposed policy and highlighted its implications, as described on the informational sheet provided in Senators'
packets.

Motion 1996/97-72 carried, with one nay vote.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON TILE PROMOTION AND TENURE GUiDELINES DOCUMENT
(Attachment)

Senator Schooley suggested that, in view of the late hour, the discussion and possible action on the promotion and tenure guidelines
document be postponed until the special Faculty Senate meeting on April 28, 1997. Presiding Officer Warburton concurred.
Senator Desai asked if faculty could submit proposals and suggestions regarding the document before the next meeting; Senator
Warburton responded in the affirmative.

H. DISCUSSION M'iD POSSiBLE ACTION ON THE REVISED CODE OF ACADEMIC INTEGRITY (Attachment)

Senator Warburton introduced Dr. Alexis Hernandez, Associate Dean of Students, to discuss the revised Code of Academic
Integrity. Dr. Hernandez, who noted that he was representing both the Committee on Academic Integrity and the Student Affairs
Policy Committee, explained that the revision was undertaken in order to make the code more user-friendly, the committee wanted
to reorganize it so that it flows in a chronological order and makes more sense. The process, however, was left intact. The SAPC is
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now presenting approval of the revised Code of Academic Integrity as a seconded motion [Motion 1996/97-731 for consideration by
the Faculty Senate. Describing the current code as "a cure for insomnia," Dr. Hernandez opened the floor for discussion on the
revised code.

Senator Emrick asked about the section in the revised code pertaining to a faculty member meeting with a student. Dr. Hemandez
responded that this was unchanged from the original code; both parties have the option of meeting in private or having their
respective representatives accompany them.

Motion 1996/97-73, to approve the revised Code of Academic Integrity, passed unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS

Senator Garcia mentioned an article in the morning newspaper quoting a UA associate vice president as saying that the University
had considered requiring all students to have computers, starting in Fall 1997, but the decision had been delayed. Senator Garcia
expressed the hope that the Senate would have an opportunity to discuss that issue, since it would involve a policy change. He
suggested that the Senate Executive Committee check into this matter.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:56 p.m.

Rose M. Gerber, Secretaiy

Appendix

Consent Agenda for Faculty Senate Meeting of 4/7/97 and cover memo from ICPC (dated 3/14/97)
Memo dated 4/7/97 from Jennifer Franklin regarding proposed on-line publication of Teacher-Course Evaluation results
Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 9 (dated 3/4/97)
Rationale for Examination of and Proposed Changes to Policy on Requirements for Minors
University Guidelines, Criteria, and Evaluation Procedures for Promotion and Tenure, Draft 10 (dated 3/11/97)
Revised Code of Academic Integrity and cover memos from SAPC (dated 3/26/97) and Provost Sypherd (dated 12/2/96)

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

Motions of the Meeting of ApriI 7. 1997

1996/97-55 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Counseling and Guidance for the MEd., Ed.D., and Ph.D.;
motion carried

1996/97-56 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Home Economic Education for M.S. Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-57 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Family and Consumer Resources for the M.Ed Degree;

motion carried.
i 996/97-58 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the Master of Home Economics Education Degree with a major in Home

Economics Education for the MHEE Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-5 9 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Food Science for the M.S. Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-60 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the following majors in the M.Ed. Program: Chemistry, Communication,

English, French, Geography, German, Mathematics, Physics, Political Science, Reading, Russian, Spanish, and
Special Education; motion carried.

1996/97-61 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Educational Media for the Ed.S. and M.Ed. Degrees; motion
carried.

1996/97-62 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Health Education for the M.Ed. Degrees; motion carried.
1996/97-63 Seconded motion from ICPC to delete the major in Botany for the M.S. and Ph.D. Degrees; motion carried.
1996/97-64 Seconded motion from ICPC to consolidate the major in Finance, Management and Policy, and Marketing into a

single major in Management for the M.S. Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-65 Seconded motion from ICPC to consolidate the major in Pharmacology and in Toxicology into a single major in

Pharmacology and Toxicology in the M.S./Ph.D. Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-66 Seconded motion from ICPC to consolidate the Jazz Studies major and the Composition major into the

Performance major for the B.M. Degree; motion carried.
1996/97-67 Seconded motion from ICPC to change the name of the major in Soil and Water Science to Soil, Water and

Environmental Science for the M.S. and Ph.D. Degrees; motion carried.
1996/97-68 Seconded motion from ICPC to approve a MBA/MS MES dual (joint) degree for the MIS major, motion carried.
1996/97-53 Previously tabled motion to permit ASUA to publish faculty evaluations on-line rather than in booklet form;

motion carried.
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1996/97-69 Seconded motion from APPC to approve the Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 9 (dated 3/4/97). Motion
carried as amended (see below).

1996/97-70 Motion to amend Draft 9 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance as follows: (1) Delete the first sentence in
the introduction of the document; Section r, page 1 ('1'his memorandum of understanding agreed to by faculty
and administration outlines principles of shared governance at The University of Arizona, entered into freely by
a faculty and an administration committed to a common vision of the mission of the University.") (2) On page 4,
Article J, second paragraph, first sentence, change "memorandum of understanding" to "document." Thus, the
affected sentence would read, "The Faculty Senate and the administration shall jointly continue to consider the
further development of this document, and make arrangements to implement the provisions as adopted." Motion
seconded and carried.

1996/97-71 Motion to table Draft 9 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance; motion seconded and defeated.
1996/97-72 Seconded motion from ICPC to approve policy regarding academic minors; motion carried.
1996/97-73 Seconded motion from SAPC to approve the revised Code of Academic Integrity motion carried.

8



1996/97-69 Seconded motion from APPC to approve the Guidelines for Shared Governance, Draft 9 (dated 3/4/97). Motion
carried as amended (see below).

1996/97-70 Motion to amend Draft 9 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance as follows: (1) Delete the first sentence in
the introduction of the document, Section!, page 1 ("This memorandum of understanding agreed to by faculty
and administration outlines principles of shared governance at The University of Arizona, entered into freely by
a faculty and an administration committed to a common vision of the mission of the University.") (2) On page 4,
Article J, second paragraph, first sentence, change "memorandum of understanding" to "document" Thus, the
affected sentence would read, "The Faculty Senate and the administration shall jointly continue to consider the
further development of this document, and make arrangements to implement the provisions as adopted." Motion
seconded and earned.

1996/97-71 Motion to table Draft 9 of the Guidelines for Shared Governance; motion seconded and defeated.
1996/97-72 Seconded motion from ICPC to approve policy regarding academic minors; motion carried.
1996/97-73 Seconded motion from SAPC to approve the revised Code of Academic Integrity, motion carried.

NOTE: Please see following pages for a description of the process that the Committee of

Eleven designed to solicit representative faculty input on the desired qualities

and characteristics of the next University of Arizona President. Also included

are the summary sheets of the ideas generated by the faculty.
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