THE UNIVERSI1Y

Faculty Senate Mar 3, 2008
OPEN SESSION

OF ARIZONA
HUMAN RESOURCES
PHASED RE11REMENT PROGRAM FOR OPTIONAL RE11REMENT PLAN PARÌ1CIPANTS

Overview
Effective July 1, 2008

Program enables eligible Optional Retirement Plan participants to
reduce their workload and hours, and
remain employed for up to three years, and
concurrently access their Optional Retirement Plan retirement account.
Participants may pre-arrange a post-retirement return to work.

Eligibility
Participants must
be at least 62 years old, and
be fully vested in the Optional Retirement Plan, and
enter into a written Phased Retirement Agreement with the University.
Participation is
entirely voluntary, and
subject to negotiation with and approval by the applicable dean/vice president, and
is established by a binding written legal agreement.

The Phased Retirement Agreement

The dean/vice president retains the authority to balance college/division business
continuity needs with requests for phased retirement.
Once the phased retirement period has begun, participants may accelerate, but not extend

the retirement date; this allows for unforeseen circumstances, such as a participant's
illness, that may prevent a participant from fulfilling the negotiated phased retirement
period.

Tenure/Continuing Status/Year-to-Year Professionals
A tenured faculty member or professional with continuing status irrevocably relinquishes
all status rights at the end of the phased retirement period.
Year-to-year professionals continue to be subject to annual employment contract renewals
during the phased retirement period

Interested Optional Retirement Plan participants and their depaiLment heads, deans/vice
presidents are encouraged to begin their planning discussions.

More materials, including eligibility requirements and administrative procedures will be available
on the Human Resources website at http://www.hr.arizona.edu/.
The University of Mzona -. Human Resources
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Chronology of Border Deaths Position Statement
The Global Health Alliance (GHA) has been engaged with the issue of border deaths since February 2007. As a
udent group these activities and our efforts have taken place beyond our work hours and the classroom,
demonstrating our commitment to the mission of the Mel and Enid Zuckerman College of Public Health
(MEZCOPH). Our desired outcome is for MEZCOPH to adopt the following position statement acknowledging
border deaths as a health and humanitarian issue that is extremely important here in the Southwest.

MEZCOPH adopts the position that deaths at the border are a serious public health concern and are
unacceptable and preventable

Fall 2006
New research on border deaths is presented at a conference at the University of Arizona
GHA members from MEZCOPH decided to host a similar conference

February 2007
GHA and MEZCOPH hosted "Close-Up of Border Deaths: How Public Health is Impacted at the U.S. Mexico Border"
o Individuals from Sociology, Mexican-American studies, the Pima County Coroners Office and
Epidemiology presented their research
o Research topics included media framing of border deaths, rates of heat related deaths, and
specific causes of death at the border.
o GHA facilitated a working session in which participants discussed how border deaths relate to
public health, and the way in which this issue should be addressed from our discipline

larch - April 2007
GHA members compiled and condensed notes from the working session to create a policy statement.
This policy statement includes the following themes developed by the participants:
o Address root causes
o Separate the security issue from the border deaths issue
o Utilize the language of human rights
o Establish a dialogue as to the costs of migration
o Highlight the health effects of migration
o View humanitarian aid as a health imperative
o Direct institutional funding towards new research

May 2007
The policy statement is presented to the U.S.-Mexico Border Health Commission

June 2007
GHA developed two action items, these action items and the policy statement are presented to the health
committee of the U.S. - Arizona Commission at their annual meeting
o Action Item 1: Media tool - kit to aid organizations in focusing on border deaths as a health issue
o Action Item 2: Meta- analysis to assess the health impact of border deaths and immigration
The health committee chose to present the position and action item #1 to the Governors of Arizona and
Sonora
The policy statement and process description are submitted to the American Public Health Association
(APHA) for consideration as a poster presentation
i

July 2007
GITA members developed the next steps after presenting to both the U.S.-Mexico Commission and the
AZ- Mexico Commission
GITA decided to work at the College level to adopt a position statement regarding border deaths
GElA invited the entire college to a working luncheon to gather opinions and feedback
Those who could not attend were sent an evaluationlopinion form so their thoughts could also be heard
Participants provided feedback regarding the content of the statement, next steps, and potential action
items (e.g. implementation)

August 2007
Based on feedback from the luncheon the policy statement is revised and condensed into a single
position statement:
o "MEZCOPH adopts the position that deaths at the border are a serious public health concern and
are unacceptable and preventable"
The position statement is presented to the Public Health Student Alliance (PHSA) for their support
The poster presentation is submitted to the Arizona Public Health Association (AZPHA)
"Close-up of Border Deaths" poster is accepted at both AZPHA and APHA
GITA moves forward by seeking a vote from all stakeholders at the college (AP's, Staff; and Faculty);
Student support has been obtained via the letter of support from PHSA and individual student signatures

September 2007
Presented poster at AZPHA in Sedona
Presented position statement to the Alpha Nu chapter of Delta Omega
Presented statement at the Academic Professional meeting. AP's decided to vote on the position
statement by email
Presented statement at the Staff meeting; they decided to vote on the position statement
Statement is presented to the Health Promotion Sciences Division
Presented statement at Faculty meeting, faculty does not vote, but seeks further discussion
Editorial on the statement appears in the Wildcat Newspaper in response to other editorials and several
letters on border deaths

October 2007
AlP's informed GITA they have approved the position statement
GITA presented at the College wide meeting, providing an update on the statement. Participants seek
information regarding implications of the statement for the College
GHA requested to present to the Deans Council to provide information and an update on the process and
next steps but this request is denied
GHA crafted an open letter to illustrate the positive and negative aspects of the College accepting or
rejecting the position statement
Statement is discussed in depth at faculty meeting but no vote is taken. A request for more information
is made
Staff voted and approved the position statement
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November 2007
Presented at APHA Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C.
Met with Representative Raul Grijalva to discuss student activities in the College; He offered his
support for statement
Statement was sent to Sociology Department, Anthropology Department, Latin American Studies, and
Mexican-American Studies; Sociology will vote during their next meeting and would like to create a
similar statement of their own
GHA members constructed and dedicated an altar to those who have lost their lives in honor of Dia de
los Muertos

December 2007
Submitted abstracts to the following: Students for Informed Migration Policy and Legal Issues Border
Symposium; Global Health Council's 35th Annual International Conference; Association for Borderlands
Studies Annual Conference; University of North Carolina's 29th Minority Health Conference; and the U.S.
Public Health Symposium
Faculty voted and a majority of results were that faculty should NOT be adopting position statements of
any kind including the one presented by GHA
GHA members discussed the statement and the process thus far with the Interim Dean.
Followed-up with Representative Raul Grijalva for an official letter of support
Contacted Representative Gabrielle Giffords office to discuss and present statement

January 2008
Presented to Community Action Board (CAB); they voted and approved position statement with
condition that a committee be formed to make recommendations for future action
Sociology Department did not approve statement, but students still plan to develop own statement
modeled after GHA's statement
Accepted to present at University of North Carolina's 29" Minority Health Conference

February 2008
Submitted three different abstracts to APHA for their Annual Meeting in 2008
Presented to Graduate Student & Professional Student Council (GPSC)
o GHA will request a vote to support statement be taken at their next meeting
Received notification to present at Faculty Senate meeting in March
Presented to Women's Resource Center (WRC)
o They offered to assist with any educational presentations to raise awareness of issue
o Will take a vote to officially support statement during their next meeting
Scheduled to present at UNC 29" Minority Health Conference at Chapel Hill, N.C.

For more information, please contact:
Lori Navarrete, Co-Chair, Inavarre@email.arizona.edu
Sara Shuman, Co-Chair, sshuman@email.arizona.edu
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Memorandum
Members of the Faculty Senate

To:

From: Dr. Ben K. Sternberg
Professor and Director, Laboratory for
Advanced Subsurface Imaging (LAST)

Date:

3/1/2008

Subject: Proposed Elimination of the Geological Engineering Program
I would like to offer the following arguments for preserving the Geological Engineering Program.

There is strong support in the College and in the University for preserving this program.
In October, 2002, Dr. Poulton submitted a proposal to the College requesting that the Geological
Engineering program be eliminated. In April, 2003, the College Advisory Committee, consisting of
elected representatives from every Department in the College, voted 10 opposed to this proposal, 1 in
favor, and O abstaining. The Committee then made 10 alternate recommendations, most of which
involved removal of the Department Head, Dr. Poulton.

In Winter, 2004, the Provost's Earth Sciences and Environmental Programs Study Team provided
"Requested feedback concerning the Mining and Geological Engineering Department." They made a
strong recommendation that the MGE Department be reoriented to encompass geological and
environmental engineermg more broadly. Under this model, while mining would remain a
subspecialty, the focus of the department and of new hires would be on environmental engineering,
natural resource management, and geological engineering. This well-researched report, with its
strong recommendation in favor of preserving Geological Engineering, makes it very clear that the
productive future direction for Earth Engineering at the University of Arizona is primarily toward
Geological Engineering.

In August, 2006, Dr. Poulton submitted essentially the saine proposal for elimination of the
Geological Engineering program. This time the proposal was not submitted to the College Advisory
Committee. Ultimately, this proposal was unanimously rejected by the sub-committee that considers
these proposals in the Undergraduate Council.

There is strong support in the Federal Government funding priorities for Geological
Engineering and its related studies.
On August 9, 2007, the America COMPETES Act became law. This Act provides the basis for
greatly increased financial support for a variety of high-technology fields and emphasizes University
research and teaching in these areas. One of the important areas highlighted in this Act is Section
5005. Hydrocarbon Systems Science Talent Expansion Program for Institutions of Higher Education.
This section specifically addresses (A) Petroleum or Reservoir Engineering (many of our Geological

Engineering graduates have found employment as Petroleum and Reservoir Engineers), (B)
Environmental Geoscience and (H) Environmental Engineering (again this has been a major
employment field for many of our Geological Engineering graduates), and (D) Geophysics (my area
of specialty). I note that similar legislation was introduced to support mining education and research,
but it was not passed by Congress.
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Our Geological Engineering program, and the Geological Engineering Faculty expertise, is a perfect
match for this new opportunity for vital Federal support. Eliminating Geological Engineering at this
time would jeopardize the incredible opportunities to utilize this new Federal Funding initiative.

3). There is strong support for continuing the Geological Engineering program by our
accreditation agency (ABET).
In the 2004-2005 Accreditation Cycle, the ABET visitor for Geological Engineering found that Dr.

Poulton, Department Head of Mining and Geological Engineering, had approved students for
graduation without their meeting the required number of engineering credits. Since this was viewed
as a fatal flaw, we were told that we would lose accreditation. After extensive negotiations, the
ABET committee decided that they would allow this history to pass if and only if Dr. Poulton was no
longer allowed to advise Geological Engineering students. Once this problem was overcome, the
final ABET report provided a strong recommendation for our program. In the next ABET cycle, we

were able to prove that Dr. Poulton was prohibited from advising the students, that we had
successfully advised the students, and that all requirements were met. Again, this was a strong
recommendation for our GEN program.

4). Historically, enrollment in Geological Engineering has been strong and the program has
been very effective. We could quickly return to those enrollment numbers if the interference in
our program were stopped.
An example of our previous GEN enrollment is shown in the following table.

Year

Enrollment

94-95
95-96
96-97
97-98

47
38
41

48

In recent years, the Department and College have actively tried to prevent students from joining our
program. The MGE Department web site contains the following warning to students: "The College

of Engineering will not request general accreditation for the G EN program when the next
accreditation General Review comes up in 2010. The G EN curriculum is being merged into the MNE

undergraduate BS degree program as an option within that program." We feel that posting this
message to students, long before this so-called merger and the program disestablishment is approved,
represents inappropriate and improper conduct by the administration.

Without this active interference in our teaching mission by the Department and College, we could be
back to respectable enrollment numbers for a professional engineering program very quickly.

5). The proposal to eliminate Geological Engineering and put all the resources into Mining
Engineering is extremely shortsighted and contrary to all the objective data concerning future
demand.

I have attached a copy of the Economist Metals Index in Real Terms from 1960-2006. We are
currently in a metals price high which has led to large Mining Company profits and hiring. This high,
after a very long low, when Mining Company profits were mostly negative and they were laying off
large numbers of workers, is exactly what we would expect when we consider the long-term boom
and bust cycles in this industry. Recent metals prices are already showing a downturn, just as we
would expect when we study this plot.
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The U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics show that employment in mining is
expected to significantly decline in the future, whereas the employment in geo, environmental, and
water related fields are expected to significantly increase. The Department of Labor's Occupational
Outlook Handbook is readily available to students. In the recently released 2008-2009 edition the
Handbook states "Wage and salary employment in mining is expected to decline by 2 percent through
the year 2016, compared with 11 percent growth projected for the entire economy." For geo related

disciplines, the Handbook projected 22% growth, i.e. much faster than the average for all
occupations.

In 1974, mining employment in Arizona was at 28,700 workers. By 2003, the number of workers
involved in mining in Arizona had dropped to 5,900. It is interesting that production of copper in
Arizona was at a peak of 946,000 tons in 1979, but was still 823,000 tons in 2003. The source for
these data is the Arizona Mining Association (http://www.azcu.org). There is still significant copper

production in Arizona, but with the economies of scale in modern mining far fewer workers,
including engineers, are needed.

During most of the i 990s there were relatively few opportunities for our Mining Engineering
graduates. Many of them had to make the transition to other fields. Our current Mining Engineering
graduates have job opportunities, but this is in part due to the fact that in recent years only about 100
students per year have been graduating with degrees in Mining Engineering in the entire U.S. There

is a reason why the number of Mining Engineering degree programs in the United States has
decreased from 25 in 1983 to the current 12 programs. Universities have recognized that employment
in the mining industry is rapidly declining in the U.S. There are occasional bumps in employment,

which correlate with the rise in the metals index, as shown in the attachment, but the overall
employment trend is steadily downward.

It would be extremely short sighted to eliminate Geological Engineering and put all the Department
resources into Mining Engineering, based on just the last two years of profits and hiring in the Mining
Industry. The Undergraduate Studies Sub-Committee recognized the foolishness of this approach and
they concluded that there was no academic merit to eliminating Geological Engineering.

6). There are many excellent options for the Geological Engineering program at the University
of Arizona.

Both Dr. Kulatilake and I currently report to Dr. Joseph Simmons, Department Head of Materials
Science and Engineering (MSE). Our administrative support also cornes from the MSE Department.

Our association with MSE has been a wonderful experience. Dr. Simmons is an excellent
Department Head. He is fair and is highly effective as a leader. The MSE staff has been
extraordinarily helpful and they demonstrate their valuable skills daily. We get along well with the
MSE Faculty and we are proud to call them our colleagues.
Unfortunately, we do not have any voting privileges in MSE, nor do we have any voting privileges in
MGE. We are currently homeless, and have been for over 3 years. Dr. Poulton also continues to
interfere with our work on a regular basis. If the MSE Department were to become the real home for
us, and for Geological Engineering, this arrangement could work very well.

There are many other excellent candidates for a home for Geological Engineering. Civil Engineering
departments are often the home for Geological Engineering at other Universities. Geology
(Geosciences) can also be an effective home. There may be many other possibilities.
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This is a solvable problem. An independent party needs to step in and deal with this issue in a fair
and effective manner. These issues have been left unresolved for much too long and far too much
damage has been done to the students, to our careers, and to the University.

This issue was actually resolved in 2003.
Provost Sander has repeatedly expressed frustration at the long time that it lias taken to consider this
proposed elimination of Geological Engineering. He has argued that the "University must move
forward in a more nimble fashion." I suggest that this process began in a very nimble fashion. The
MGE Department Head, Dr. Poulton, proposed the elimination of Geological Engineering in the Fall
of 2002. The elected Faculty Committee in the College of Engineering rejected this proposal in the
following semester (Spring 2003) by a vote of 10 to 1 and suggested that the best solution to the
conflict in the MGE Department was to hire a new Department Head. This issue was settled 5 years
ago in very nimble fashion. If the University had followed through with this decision, we would
currently have strong enrollment in Geological Engineering and there would flot be any consideration
of eliminating this program. Instead, the administration has made inappropriate and improper
decisions that have caused incredible harm to our students, to the Faculty, and to the University. If
the decision is made to terminate the Geological Engineering program now, far more damage will be
done to the University.

There is overwhelming evidence that the real intent of this proposal is to eliminate two
tenured faculty. The intent is not to enhance and streamline education at the University of
Arizona.
The formal proposal submitted in 2002 to disestablish Geological Engineering explicitly states that
removal of tenured Geological Engineering faculty from the department was a major intent of the
proposal. The current proposal states that "Some change in teaching assignments and administrative
reporting may be required." Although the use of this somewhat vague statement may seem like a
good strategy to accomplish the eventual removal of tenured faculty, the long and well documented
history of this issue proves the real intent of this proposal.
The two Geological Engineering faculty proposed for removal have strong publication records and a
history of solid external funding over the many years that we have been here. We also have effective
teaching records and extensive service to the Department, College, University and our professional
societies. I was the Department Head of the Department of Mining and Geological Engineering for

nine years and I have served on two National Academy of Science, National Research Council
committees. Just within the last three months I have had six papers accepted at prestigious refereed
journals and these will be published in 2008. I was recently notified that a Mountain Peak in
Antarctica has been named Sternberg Peak in recognition of my research contributions in Antarctica.

I currently have a very active funded research program, with support from DARPA!Raytheon,
National Park Service, Vaisala Corp., and the US Geological Survey. Dr. Kulatilake is also well
known for his very successful short courses all over the world and has a very well recognized
publication record. There is no rational reason for the ongoing effort to remove us.

I believe that it is appropriate for the Faculty Senate to consider the efficient use of personnel
resources that we have at the University. The policy for preparing a proposal for disestablishment of
a degree program at the University of Arizona explicitly states that the effect of the proposal on
faculty must be considered. Not only is there compelling evidence that Geological Engineering is

vital to the University of Arizona, as so eloquently stated by the Provost's Committee on Earth
Sciences and Environmental Programs, but the most efficient use of our existing resources (including
personnel) shows that we should retain Geological Engineering.
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9). The process followed in evaluating this proposal has violated the University mandated
procedures for evaluation of program changes.
This proposal has not been voted on by the full Faculty in the Department of Mining and Geological
(MOE). There has not even been a discussion about this proposal at a Faculty meeting with all the
Faculty members present. The number of Faculty who are claimed in the proposal to have voted in
favor of this proposal is obviously false, since this number does not match the number of tenured or
tenure track Faculty in the Department, minus the two Geological Engineering Faculty. It could be
claimed that if we had been allowed to be at this Faculty meeting, then we would have simply been in
the minority, and the proposal would have passed with a majority vote. Previous history in our
Department contradicts this notion. On many occasions in the past, Dr. Poulton has proposed
something, but when the Geological Engineering Faculty presented their compelling arguments in
opposition, the vote changed to a majority in support of us. Our ability to present compelling
arguments that change votes in Faculty meetings is why we have been excluded from all Faculty
Meetings in our Department for the last three years.

On April 3, 2007 the Academic Programs Sub-Committee of the Undergraduate Council met to
consider this pròposed elimination of the Geological Engineering Program. The Committee voted
unanimously that this proposal should be denied. Rather than allow a full vote by the Undergraduate
Council, the College of Engineering Dean then pulled the proposal. This should have been the end of
this process in any type of "nimble operation." Instead, the Provost asked the Academic Programs
Sub-Committee to reconsider the proposal and on November 6, 2007, the Sub-Committee agreed to

send the proposal to the Undergraduate Council "without recommendation for discussion." On
November 20, 2007, with the Provost attending the meeting during the vote, the Undergraduate
Council voted 10 in favor of the proposal, i opposed, and 6 abstentions. The University policy for
disestablishment of academic programs requires the following actions: A. Current practice of the UC
is that the proposal is first brought to the Academic Programs Subcommittee. B. Action by the
Subcommittee is prerequisite to inclusion of the proposal on the UC Agenda. The Academic
Programs Sub-Committee has never approved this proposal. They in fact voted unanimously to deny
the proposal. Agreeing to forward the proposal to the Council for discussion, under pressure from the
Administration, does not constitute approval. The procedure that has been followed here does not
come even close to meeting the requirements of the Faculty Governance Law (ARS 15-160 lB) or the
University's published rules and regulations on Academic Program Changes.

i therefore suggest that this proposal should be rejected based on procedural grounds as well as the
overwhelming evidence that Geological Engineering is a vital program at the University of Arizona.
Please contact me at 621-2439 or bkslasi@email.arizona.edu if you bave any questions about these
issues.
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THE UNIVERSI1Y
OF AR1ZONA

Research Policy Committee

Faculty Center
1400 E. Mabel St.
Tucson, AZ 8572 1-0473
Tel: (520) 621-1342
Fax: (520) 621-8844
facsen@u.arizona.edu

RESOLUTION: The Faculty Senate supports implementation of the proposed
Information Security Policy, but with the recommendations provided below.
Information security is a critical issue for all organizations dependent on information technology.
The proposed policy is necessary and provides a means to protect the University and all IT users.
Importantly, the policy makes the University community subject to the minimum information
rici1a.ecijÁ). Thus approval of the policy means agreeing to
security standards (hit IL&ir
these minimum security standards.

During the course of reviewing the Information Security Policy, the Senate Research Policy

Committee identified several areas of concern and discussed these issues with the Chief
Information Officer (Cb).
The security standards are highly technical, and difficult for the typical user to understand or
implement effectively. It is clear that the expectation is that operating units (Departments,

Colleges, offices, etc) have skilled support personnel available to implement and assure
compliance.
It is not clear to the Committee how many units have the necessary resources (support personnel,
hardware and software) in place, nor is it clear as to the cost of meeting the minimum standards

across the campus. Thus, the guidelines may result in an unfunded mandate. The cost of
compliance was not addressed during the drafting of the minimum standards policy.

We are assured that exceptions will be made when possible and that many of the required
standards are written as "should" as opposed to "must." Nevertheless, it is not possible to
determine the bottom line at this time.

The Policy assigns the responsibility for policy, standards and procedure development, revision and
oversight to the CIO and University Information Security Officer (UISO). Although reasonable on the
surface, it is possible that onerous and expensive requirements could be put into place at a future date
without faculty consultation or resource allocation to departments. Thus we recommend that the
proposed policy be approved, but with the following provisos:

RECOMMENDATIONS
The CIO and staff conduct a survey of operating units to determine the resources necessary to permit
compliance with the proposed policy and related guidelines.

The University make available to Departments or other operating units the resources necessary for
compliance.

A faculty advisory committee should be appointed which will review and make recommendations

concerning changes to the Information Security Policy and related guidelines. The charge to the
advisory committee would be to assure that changes do not significantly impact on teaching, research
and service missions, that all affected units have sufficient resources, and any policy implemented be
presented in user-friendly terms.
Faculty Senate
Research Policy Committee, January 26,2008
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Policy Title: Information Security Policy

Policy Number: lS-lOO

Effective Date: 05/06
Revision Date: 08/08/07 - Updated based on review by FSO, Internal Audit, ABOR Central
Office Audit Services, DITC, Main Library (DUST) and Facilities Management

Responsible Office: Office of Information Security: http://securiiy.arizona.edu

University of Arizona
Information Security Policy
--Interim-L Introduction
University resources, information and technology have become increasingly important to faculty,
staff and students for academic and administrative purposes. At the same time, internal and
external threats to the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of these resources have
increased. Security breaches are commonplace and universities continue to be popular targets
for attack. Critical university resources, such as research, patient care, business transaction,
student, and employee nonpublic personal data, must be protected from intrusion and
inappropriate use or disclosure. Devices must be set up and routinely maintained and updated so
they prevent intrusion and other malicious activities.
The purpose of this policy is to ensure that all individuals within the scope of this policy
understand their responsibility in reducing the risk of compromise and take appropriate security
measures to protect university resources. Access to university resources is a privilege, not a
right, and implies user responsibilities. Such access is subject to Arizona Board of Regents and
University policies, standards, guidelines and procedures, and federal and state laws.

Authority
The Chief Information Officer (ClO) and the University Information Security Officer (UISO) are
responsible for establishing and enforcing information security policy and supporting standards
and procedures. Pursuant to the President's memorandum of February 21, 2007, all Vice
Presidents, Deans, Directors, and Department Heads have the management authority and are
expected to take appropriate actions to comply with information technology and security
policies.
Scope
This policy and all implementing standards and procedures apply to individuals using, accessing,
storing, transmitting or overseeing university resources, directly or by means of a personally
acquired device, including but not limited to:
Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, Department Heads and Heads of Centers.
Research project Principal Investigators and their collaborators.
Affiliates, associates and volunteers.
Faculty, staff, students and other individuals.
Third party vendors, including cases where vendor owned and/or managed equipment is
housed or used in units.

IV. Responsibilities
This policy is especially focused on protecting critical university resources and is intended to
require those responsible to safeguard university resources in an appropriate manner.
Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, Department Heads and Heads of Centers have ultimate
responsibility for university resources and implementation of this policy within their respective
Revision Date 08/08/2007
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University of Arizona
Information Security Policy
--Interim-units. While specific responsibilities and authorities noted herein may be delegated, this overall
responsibility may not be delegated.
The UISO in consultation with the ÇjQ will have primary responsibility for:
Oversight of information security.
Security policy, standards and procedure development, revision and oversight.
Implementation and enforcement of this policy.
Educating the University community about security responsibilities.

The UISO will issue policies, standards, procedures and additional guidance to assist units in
implementing this and otherinformation security-related policies. This policy is the governing
foundation for future policies, standards and procedures related to information security.
The UISO may delegate individual responsibilities and authorities specified in this policy or
associated standards and procedures.
Vice Presidents, Deans, Directors, Department Heads or Heads of Centers must designate an
Informati on Security Liaison to serve as the primary contact between the respective unit and the
Office of Information Security for all matters relating to information security.

Policy Statement
Each unit will protect university resources by adopting and implementing, at a minimum, the
security standards and procedures developed by the UISO. All units must meet the minimum
standards. Units are encouraged to adopt standards that exceed the minimum requirements for
the protection of university resources.
Individuals within the scope of this policy are responsible for complying with this policy and the
unit's policy, if one exists, to ensure the security of university resources.

Recourse for Non-Compliance
In cases where university resources are actively threatened, the UISO will act in the best interest
of the university by securing the resources. When possible, the UISO will abide by the incident
handling procedures to mitigate the threat. In an urgent situation requiring immediate action and
leaving no time for collaboration, the UISO is authorized to disconnect any affected device from
the network. University resources are subject to vulnerability assessment and safeguard
verification by the UISO.
Individuals who are subject to but do not comply with this policy and mandatory implementation
of standards will be subject to remedial action in accordance with Arizona Board of Regents and
University policies and procedures (including but not limited to, the Arizona Board of Regents
Code of Conduct, Student Code of Conduct, Code of Academic Integrity, Classified Staff
Personnel Policy Manual, University Handbook for Appointed Personnel and the Policy on the
Acceptable Use of Computers and Networks), or contract terms, as appropriate. Violations of
Revision Date 08/08/2007
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University of Arizona
Information Security Policy
--Interim-this policy may result in loss of data access privileges, administrativesanctions and personal
civil and criminal liability.

Exceptions
The UISO may grant exceptions to this policy andlor standards after preliminary review.

Support
AlI incidents of actual or suspected compromise must be reported immediately to the UISO.
For assistance in resolving compromises or vulnerabilities, computer users should contact their
local system administrator, network manager and/or the Network Technology Solutions
Computing and Network Support Group (NTS CNS) at support@email.arizona.edu or 621HELP (4357), Office of Student Computing Resources (OSCR) student tech support at 621TECH (8324), Network Technology Solutions Security Operations Group (NTS SecOps) at
secop.@arizona. edu or http://securiiy.arizona.edu/report. html.
System administrators or network managers may contact NTS SecOps or refer to the University
of Arizona standards for Incident Handling at http://security.arizona.edu for technical assistance
in investigating the incident.

References and Related Documents
Policies, Standards, Guidelines and Procedures:
http://security.arizona.edu/guidelines.html
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HUMAN RESOURCES
LONG TERM CARE INSURANCE

Long Term Care insurance can help provide protection against the high costs of long term care
that can result from the effects of aging, illness, or a serious accident.

Features
No cost to the University
Portable as long as premiums are paid

Enrollment and Underwriting
During Open Enrollment
o No underwriting required for actively at work employees
o Simplified underwriting for spouse/domestic partner up to age 65
During first 31 days after new eligibility/new hire (beginning March 1, 2008)

o No underwriting for newly eligible employees
o Simplified underwriting for spouse/domestic partner up to age 65
Eligibility
Benefits-eligible employees and their
o Spouse/domestic partner
o

Siblings over age 18,

Parents and Parents-in-law
Grandparents and Grandparents-in-law
Children and their spouses over age 18
Children of spouse/domestic partner over age 18
Retirees and spouse/domestic partner, surviving spouse/domestic partner
o
o
o
o

Benefit Highlights
Five levels of nursing home care ranging from $100 - $500 daily benefit
Assisted living, and home and community-based care covered at 60% of nursing home
care daily benefit
Cash Alternative Benefit: provides maximum flexibility for using the cash value of the daily
benefit amount
Premium Refund Available upon Death: portion of premiums paid into the plan may be
returned if the insured dies, based on insured's age at death and prior receipt of benefits

Open Enrollment
March 3-26, 2008. After March 26, employees will be subject to full medical underwriting
Benefit Effective Date
April 1, 2008 or the first of the month after enrollment

The University of Arizona - Human Resources
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Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS
Item I
Approval for the College of Social & Behavioral Sciences, Department of Geography & Regional
Development to implement a Bachelor of Science degree with a major in Geography - as
described in the proposal dated 8/24/2007 submitted by JP Jones, Ill, Geography & Regional
Development Department Head and Jim Shockey, Associate Dean, College of Social &
Behavioral Sciences.

Projected effective date:

Fall 2008

Justification:
Geography has a broad scope and integrates elements from the social and natural sciences.
Two principal divisions of geography exist - human geography and physical geography - linked
by a common background, mutual concern for humans and the environment, and a body of
related theory and methodology. The proposed Bachelor of Science in Geography has been
designed to emphasize development of quantitative skills (math, computer science, statistics)
and enhance background in the natural sciences. The comparative rigor of the as. will attract
science-oriented students who recognize the competitive advantage of a B.S. in the
marketplace (e.g., many federal resource management jobs require a Bachelor of Science
degree).
The new degree would have three concentrations: Physical Geography, Geographic Information
Science (GlSci) and Water, Environment & Society: The Physical Geography concentration
would provide rigorous training in Earth and environmental science, emphasizing quantitative
and scientific approaches to studying Earth's physical environment. The GISci concentration
would prepare students for employment opportunities and research in environmental analysis,
assessment and management, map making, remote sensing, geovisualization, regional
analysis, economic and urban spatial analysis, and teaching. The Water, Environment & Society
concentration would prepare students for resource planning careers in the public sector, nongovernmental organizations, city and state governments and private industry.
Geography & Regional Development (GRD) is one of the largest departments in the U.S., with
over 350 students in two majors. GRD is a Top 20 program as ranked by the National Research
Council. A current review of peer departments shows most offer a B.A. and B.S., and a handful
offer only a B.S. Given the increased growth in departmental expertise in physical geography
and information technology, the B.S. in Geography is the next logical step in the department's
growth.

Approvals:
Undergraduate Council:
Graduate Council:
Academic Deans:
Administrative Review:
ICPC:

12/6/2007
N/A
2/7/2008
2/11/2008
2/13/2008

Item 2
Approval for the College of Engineering, Department of Mining & Geological Engineering, to
disestablish the Bachelor of Science in Geological Engineering as described in the proposal
documentation submitted by Mary Poulton, Mining & Geological Engineering Department Head
and Jeff Goldberg, Associate Dean, College of Engineering.

Projected effective date:

Summer 2008

Justification:
Budget cuts, loss of faculty and staff lines, and increased work load for the Accreditation Board
for Engineering and Technology (ABET) accreditation and graduate outcomes assessment
requires a more streamlined approach to the degree offerings in the department. The small
enrollment in the undergraduate geological engineering program does not justify having
separate, dedicated resources when an equivalent professional preparation can be realized
under the proposed reorganization. The UA has a geotechnical engineering track in Civil
Engineering, an engineering geology emphasis area in Geosciences, a separate B.S. in
Environmental Hydrology, and the Geography Department covers Geographic Information
System (GIS) and remote sensing. Given the breadth of programs across the campus, there are
ample opportunities for students with geological engineering interests.
The undergraduate program will be easier to fund, advise, maintain accreditation, recruit for,
and teach it only one degree is administered. Department and College resources can be more
efficiently allocated to the undergraduate mining engineering program. The issue of
consolidation is clear and is a direction that the College is considering and encouraging for
multiple Departments. The impact on current students is minimal and in the long run, the
College believes that the students will benefit from more job opportunities. The College will
benefit from reduced cost due to fewer course offerings and fewer programs to manage and
accredit. By approving this re-organization now, the College can close enrollment in a program
that is slowly eroding and reduce the impact on existing students.

Approvals:
Undergraduate Council:
Graduate Council:
Academic Deans:
Administrative Review:
ICPC:
ICp/2-O8fmrth

OgendM 3 IC?C cflLA3oflde

11/20/2007
N/A
2/7/2008
2/11/2008
2/13/2008

INDIVIDUAL STUDIES COURSES: POLICIES AND GUIDEL
Recommendations from the Vice Provost 's Task Force on Independent Studies, 12/5/06;
approved by the Undergraduate Council, 4/1 7/0 7; denied by Graduate Council, 4/27/07; revisions proposed
by Curriculum & Policies Subcommittee, 9/1 1/0 7 & Working Group, 9/18/0 7;
approved by Graduate Council, 10/19/07; approved by Undergraduate Council, 10/23/07.

Proposed Changes:
All of the following are to be considered Individual Studies (IS) Courses, including Directed Research,
which until now had been aligned with "Small Group Courses."
With the exception of Independent Study-Honors and Directed Research, all IS courses will carry grades of
S, P, F, I, W. Independent Study-Honors and Directed Research courses will continue to carry grades of A,
B, C, D, E, I, W.

Preceptorship: 191,291,391,491,591,691,791
Directed Research: 392, 492
Internship: 193, 293, 393, 493, 593, 693, 793
Legislative Internship: 493 L, 593L

Practicum: 194, 294, 394, 494, 594, 694, 794
Independent Study: 199, 299, 399, 499, 599, 699, 799

Independent Study - Honors: 199H, 299H, 399H, 499H

Policies for Individual Studies Courses:
Determination of credit: The University and Board of Regents require a minimum of 45
hours of course work for each unit of credit awarded.
The number of credits of Individual Studies must 11e within the approved credit range 11sfed
in the catalog course description.

The content of an Individual Studies course must not significantly duplicate material offered
in a regularly scheduled course in the department in the current semester; any exceptions
must be approved by the college dean.
Departments and programs must have Individual Studies proposal forms modeled on the
approved University templates (see Curriculum forms,
http://www.re.qistrar.arizona.eduflorms.htm) that are to be completed when the student
enrolls in the course or at the beginning of the term.
For undergraduate Individual Studies courses, the instructor or project advisor must provide
either a course syllabus or a project plan detailing: (1) learning outcomes, (2) expected
reading, or lab or field work, (3) expected meetings, (4) expected work products, and (5)
criteria to be used for evaluation and grading.
a.

All proposal forms and project plans must be signed by the instructor and the
student and filed ¡n the department or program office within a week after the term
commences.

For Faculty Senate Agenda Item 9
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Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee
NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEM
Item I
Approval of policies and guidelines for Individual Studies Courses
Projected effective date:
Spring 2008 for students in all catalogs, faculty and department heads.

Proposed Change to Individual Studies Course List - changes in bold print to the 2007-08
General Catalog page, University-Wide House Numbered Courses:
Individual studies courses are taught on an individual basis. These courses have
numbers ending in 91, 92, 93, 94, and 99, as well as all 900-level courses. Under their
generic numbers and titles, these courses, with prior approval of the responsible faculty
member, may be selected by a student in any department even though the courses are not
listed in the departmental course offering section. All Individual studies courses carry
grades of S, P, F, I, W, with the exception of Directed Research and Independent
Studies-Honors, which carry grades of A, B, C, D, E, I, W. See Individual Studies
Policies and Guidelines for more in formation on these courses:
Preceptorship: 191, 291, 391, 491, 591, 691, 791

Directed Research: 392, 492
Internship: 193, 293, 393, 493, 593, 693, 793
Legislative Internship: 493L, 593L
Practicum: 194, 294, 394, 494, 594, 694, 794
Independent Study: 199, 299, 399, 499, 599, 699, 799

Independent Study - Honors: 199H, 299H, 399H, 499H

Proposed Individual Studies Policies and Guidelines - a new page to be added to the
2007-08 General Catalog, linked to University-Wide House Numbered Courses page:
Policies for Individua J Studies Courses:
Determinatíon of credit: The University and Board of Regents require a mínimum of 45
hours of course work for each unit of credit awarded.
The number of credits of Individual Studies must lie within the approved credit range
listed in the catalog course description.

The content of an Individual Studies course must not significantly duplicate material
offered in a regularly scheduled course in the department in the current semester; any
exceptions must be approved by the college dean.
Departments and programs must have Individual Studies proposal forms modeled on the
approved University templates (see Curriculum forms,
http://www.reqístrar.arizona.eduñorms.htm) that are to be completed when the student
enrolls in the course or at the beginning of the term.
For undergraduate Individual Studies courses, the instructor or project advisor must
provide either a course syllabus or a project plan detailing: (1) learning outcomes,
(2) expected reading, or lab or field work, (3) expected meetings, (4) expected work
products, and (5) criteria to be used for evaluation and grading.
a.

All proposal forms and project plans must be signed by the instructor and the
student and filed in the department or program office within a week after the term
commences.
At the end of the term, or whenever the student completes the project, the
instructor or project advisor must complete a record of the outcome that explains
the grade submitted. The record of outcome form with the instructor's signature
should be filed in the department or program office when the course grade ¡s
submitted.

If students are paid ¡n association with an Individual Studies course, academic credit can
be awarded only for faculty-approved academic work as defined by department policy.
Students must check on the department policy before enrolling for internship or
practicum credit related to their paid jobs.

If registration for an Individual Studies course occurs after the twenty-first day of the
regular semester, after the first two days of Winter Session or Pre-session, or after the
first week of a Summer Session, the department head (or designee) must sign the
Change of Schedule form, in addition to the instructor.

Ifa grade of Incomplete is awarded for an Individual Studies course at the end of the
term, another Project Advisor must be identified who agrees to evaluate the student's
work, should the original Project Advisor become unavailable.

Guidelines for Indi vidual Studies Courses:
The student should have a specific proposal or project in mind when requesting an
Individual Studies course.

The enrollment fee for Individual Studies credit is calculated at the same rate as for other
credit courses.
Students should enroll within the first three weeks of the Fall and Spring Semesters or
immediately after the beginning of Winter or Summer Sessions. Students must complete
the required 45 hours of course work per credit unit before the last day of the term. The
last day to register for Individual Studies in Fall and Spring Semesters without incurring a
late charge is the same as for all other courses; see

2

http:/Iwww.bursar. arizona. edu/students/feesicensus and
http://www.bursar.arizona.edu/students/fees/late cha rqe.asp.

Management of Individual Studies (IS) Policies and Guidelines:
Each department head, and ultimately the college dean, is responsible for ensuring that
faculty observe IS policies and guidelines. New faculty should be oriented to University and
department expectations about IS courses during the regular New Faculty Orientations at
the University and department levels. As instructors submit IS course proposals and project
plans, the department head should review them for timeliness and completeness.
Department heads should emphasize the integrity of IS courses by attending to these in
every instructor's Annual Performance Review and evaluating faculty work on IS courses
based on the workload expectations established for the faculty member.

Rationale for Establishing Policies and Guidelines:
To clarify and strengthen student learning outcomes for all types and levels of Individual
Studies (IS) courses.
To raise the academic standards and integrity of IS courses by ensuring that faculty
specify in writing the expected course work, assessment methods, and criteria for
grading.
To provide a means for department heads to monitor the quality of IS courses.
To reduce duplication of IS courses with regularly scheduled department courses.
To increase consistency among colleges and departments on the way that students, with
guidance by the instructor or project advisor, develop and implement their IS projects.

Approvals:
12/5/06
Vice Provost's Task Force on Independent Studies:
4/17/07; as revised with Grad Council, 10/23/07
Undergraduate Council:
10/19/07
Graduate Council:
11/28/07
Academic Deans:
12/3/07
Administrative Review:
12/5/07 4-1-0 with 3 absent
ICPC:

1cpcJ27.O$/rlw 3 ZGC non no* .gt.d. Lom
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Informational Item: Clarification of the Advanced Placement (AP) Policy
Approved as an informational item by ICPC, 1/16/08.

Need for clarification:
The current catalog statement does not inform students which AP scoring table to use in
determining the number of credits they've earned with a given exam score and how that credit
translates into courses applied toward their degree. This addition to the policy will eliminate that
confusion.

Proposed policy clarification (in bold font):
To be inserted in all on-line academic catalogs, beginning with 1995. The URL for the 2007-08 Catalog
is: http:llcatalo arizona .edu/2007-08/policies/apexam.htm.

Advanced Placement (AP) Program
The University of Arizona accepts Advanced Placement (AP) exam scores (as well as an
International Baccalaureate exam scores) as a basis for awarding credit toward a degree.
Students who complete AP classes, accelerated or honors classes in their high school may
take AP exams prior to coming to the University. Exams are administered through the
College Board at high schools each May.

AP credit is considered credit by examination at the UA. Credit is determined from the AP
credit table that applies to the date when you took the exam. Credits you earn based on
your exam performance may be counted toward your major or minor fields of study or General
Education requirements. Contact your academic advisor to confirm how course credit will apply
toward a specific program.
For more information about the national AP program visit the College Board Advanced
Placement ProQram site.

For further information regarding the University's AP policy, contact: Office of Admissions
and New Student Enrollment

Informational Item: Clarification of the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP)
Policy
Approved as an informational item by ICPC, 1/16/08.

Need for clarification:
The current catalog statement does not inform students which CLEP scoring table to use in
determining the number of credits they've earned with a given exam score and how that credit
translates into courses applied toward their degree. This addition to the policy will eliminate that
confusion.

Proposed policy clarification (in bold font):
To be inserted in all on-line academic catalogs, beginning with 1995. The URL for the 2007-08 Catalog
is: http://cataloq .arizona .edu/2007-08/policies/clep. htm.

College-Level Examination Program (CLEP)
The examinations offered under the CLEP were designed primarily to allow people who may not
have been formal students for many years to achieve college-level credit for knowledge
acquired through self-education and experience. By successful performance on CLEP
examinations, many have been encouraged to pursue further a college or university education.
Additionally, these examinations are seen increasingly as of value to students formally engaged
in degree programs, as a means of satisfying certain course or area requirements, or for
earning extra course credits, without having to enroll formally in the courses. CLEP exams must
be taken by UA students prior to the completion of 55 units. Transfer students must take CLEP
exams before finishing 55 units or before completing two regular semesters at the University.
Students should consult their academic advisers or the offices of their college deans for more
information.
For both prospective and currently enrolled students utilizing CLEP examinations, credit will not
be awarded in subjects at the same level. In addition, resident students will not be awarded
credit through CLEP for courses equivalent to, or at a lower level than, other courses they have
already established in formal course work.
Passing scores for subjects credited through the CLEP are recorded simply as CR (credit), and
may not necessarily be stated in terms of a specific course equivalent. No record is made of
failing scores.
The University of Arizona accepts CLEP for college credit, providing satisfactory scores are
attained. Not all CLEP exams are awarded credit at the UA. Credit is determined from the

CLEP credit table that applies to the date when you took the exam. Credits you earn
based on your exam performance may be counted toward your major or minor fields of
study or General Education requirements. Contact your academic advisor to confirm how
course credit will apply toward a specific program.

All CLEP examinations are available through the Testing Office at The University of Arizona.

Contact Information: UA Testing Office

Informational Item: Clarification of the International Baccalaureate (IB) Policy
Approved as an informational item by ICPC, 1/16/08.

Need for clarification:
The current catalog statement does not inform students which IB scoring table to use in
determining the number of credits they've earned with a given exam score and how that credit
translates into courses applied toward their degree. This addition to the policy will eliminate that
confusion.

Proposed policy clarification (in bold font):
To be inserted in all on-line academic catalogs, beginning with 1995. The URL for the 2007-08 Catalog
is:. http://cataloQ.arizona.edu/2007-08/Policies/ibexam .htm.

International Baccalaureate (IB) Program
The University of Arizona accepts International Baccalaureate (IB) exam scores (as well as
Advanced Placement exam scores) as a basis for awarding credit toward a degree.
Students who complete the International Baccalaureate Diploma Programme, a rigorous 2-year
course of pre-university studies in their high school, may take IB exams prior to coming to
the University.
The University of Arizona accepts certain higher-level (HL) International Baccalaureate exams
for credit, plus one standard-level (SL) exam in computer science. IB credit is considered credit

by examination. Credit is determined from the IB credit table that applies to the date when
you took the exam. Credits you earn based on your exam performance may be counted
toward your major or minor fields of study or General Education requirements. Contact your
academic advisor to confirm how course credit will apply toward a specific program.

For further information regarding the University's IB policy, contact: Office of Admissions
and New Student Enrollment
Revised by C. Pardee, with input from Testing Center, 1/17/08
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Executive Summary
In November 2007 the President's Cabinet requested that the Chief Information Officer assess
what would be required to go forward with an enterprise systems replacement strategy, assuming
PeopleSoft and Kuali. During December 2007 and January 2008 a team of business and
technical leaders concentrated on the PeopleSoft component, drawing heavily on the experiences
of ASU and other institutions. These findings were then integrated with the previously compiled
Kuali findings and incorporated with companion findings, most notably the need and opportunity
for greatly improved information.
ASU's recent experience with PeopleSoft provided a baseline, which they shared openly with us
in a number of different ways, including comprehensive peer-to-peer visits and discussions. One
of the most important strategies is that a very aggressive implementation schedule helps control
costs and manage scope. This proposal adopts that strategy. Based directly on our peer-to-peer
conversations, the UA proposed timeline, though slightly less compressed than ASU's, compared
to other institutions it is very aggressive.
The scope includes Financials, Research Administration, Student Recruiting, Student Information,
Human Resources/Payroll, Budget, and Business Intelligence. These will be addressed
respectively by the Kuali Financial System (KFS), Kuali Research Administration (KRA), a
Student Recruiting system not yet identified, PeopleSoft Campus Solutions, PeopleSoft Human
Capital Management, a Budget modeling system to augment the Kuali Financial System, and a
set of Business Intelligence databases and tools not yet finalized. There are some open
questions, with costing assumptions included, but the pillars (Kuali and PeopleSoft) are clear.

The business case for moving forward is compelling. Our current suite of administrative systems
is technologically very old. Our ability to operate and maintain these systems is at great risk.
(Payroll is a good example.) Severe limitations in system capabilities expose us to negative audit
findings with substantial consequences. (Sponsored Projects is a good example.) Lack of
effective integration between systems hampers us and leads to extra work, audit
recommendations and inconsistent information. (Matrix and SIS are good examples.) We are
one of the few major universities that have not replaced our enterprise systems, and we are at a
competitive disadvantage as a result. Finally, the quality and availability of information to operate
the university and make effective decisions is both a threat and an opportunity. With the advent
of recent business intelligence tools we are ironically in a great position to make a leap forward.
The core of the proposed implementation would occur over a three-year period with the bulk of
the milestones occurring in the second year and early in the third year. The estimated incremental
cost over a five-year period is $80 million, excluding contingency. The last two years reflect an
estimated $9.6 million n increased annual ongoing costs.
We know from ASU's and others' experiences that enterprise replacement projects place a very
great strain on the institution, and successful completion is heavily dependent on managing the
organizational impact. With this knowledge we can successfully deal with these issues. If
approval is granted and funding obtained, we are prepared to move forward and be successful.

Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal
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Background
Without question The University of Arizona needs to address its core administrative systems.
This has long been recognized. Outside of the Cosmos/Matrix project there has been very little
investment over a period of 25 years or so. Instead we have "made do» to a great extent, and the
achievements during that period are all the more remarkable for the considerable successes
obtained, typically with little fanfare and with even smaller budgets. But this is not a sustainable
approach, and the pressures to move forward are compelling. In the last year or so some key
directions and notable competitive disadvantages have crystallized based on the UA's early
involvement with the Kuali initiative and with NAU's and ASU's deployment of PeopleSoft.
Accordingly the President's Cabinet requested in November 2007 that we assess what would be
required to go forward with a replacement strategy for the U of A, assuming PeopleSoft and Kuali.
PeopleSoft Assessment

The effort over December 2007 and January 2008 was focused primarily on PeopleSoft (Human
Resources/Payroll and Student) with considerations also for Student Recruitment, Budget, and
Business Intelligence. The key participants were Directors and key staff of the directly affected
central administrative units, along with the Council of Academic Business Officers (CABO)
organization. Well over 1000 person-hours were spent in meetings and research.
The approach was to first learn about PeopleSoft from the Oracle Corporation and from the
Higher Education User Group (HEUG), a very large group of similar institutions using PeopleSoft
and other Oracle products, but independent of Oracle. The next step was to take maximum
advantage of the recent experience of ASU. We contracted with Max Davis-Johnson, the ASU
Project Director, to consult with us in this effort. Further, we made a number of visits to ASU to
speak directly with functional counterparts, including college business officers, to learn what we
could from their experience. This involved over 50 individuals from the UA and over 40 from
ASU. Our ASU counterparts were extremely helpful and open, and we have incorporated most of
what we learned. Following the ASU discussions we worked with Max Davis-Johnson to develop
project timelines and project staffing estimates. Similarly, we contracted with Barry Brummond, a
key consultant on the ASU project, to advise us on our approach to Business Intelligence. In
addition a two-day technical overview was provided by Oracle to over 50 IT staff. Finally, over 40
UA business and technical staff are scheduled to attend the March HEUG conference to learn
more about PeopleSoft through the experiences of other aspirational and peer institutions.
Kuali Assessment

In March 2005 the Arizona Board of Regents approved the UA request to join the Kuali project to
collaborate with five other universities to convert Indiana University's well established Financial
Information System (FIS) to new technology. A year and a half later they approved a partnership
with three other universities in the Kuali Research development project, which will be converting
and building on MIT's COEUS system.
The UA has participated in the various module subcommittee meetings to refine scope for
developers and to test the developed product. Prior to development, the UA community
participated in an initial assessment of Indiana's FIS system. As development progressed, the UA
community was kept involved with hands on sessions to familiarize campus with the new software
and to gather feedback.
lt has become clear that Indiana's leadership and the collaborative involvement of the other
partners are leading to success, demonstrated by two releases. Additionally, careful thought has
Enterprise Systems Replacement proposal
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been given to sustainability, which will be coordinated by a non profit foundation and by
commercial affiliates who will provide implementation and hosting services.
Findinqs

PeopleSoft is a viable and practical approach for The University of Arizona. There are some
issues that we will need to address. We will have to do some limited customization to the base
product, but at roughly the same level as ASU and will continue the concept of "Regents Vanilla."
In many cases we will be able to use the customizations that ASU and other PeopleSoft schools
have developed. There are, of course, differences between our institutions, in some cases due to
different starting points, and in some cases due to different policies/practices. Based on our
examination, these issues are manageable.
The PeopleSoft time and cost estimates take explicit advantage of the recent experience of ASU.
Compared to the time spent and costs borne by other institutions for similar endeavors, our
timeline and costs are extremely aggressive. But all participants believe them to be realistic.
Clearly we are taking advantage of ASU's experience, the experiences of other institutions, and
the maturity of the PeopleSoft offering.
The PeopleSoft components represent a proven direction, and we will be able to take advantage
in the future by being part of this very large installed base of institutions. We will become
competitive in these areas. Among our peer institutions 9 of 15 have selected PeopleSoft for
Student, and 10 of 15 for Human Resources/Payroll. Only one other peer institution continues to
operate legacy systems for both Student and HR/Payroll.

Kuali Financials and Research is the best solution for the UA. Kuali is being developed by higher
education for higher education. Because our best practices have been built into the system, we
will be able to successfully implement Kuali with little modification. Additionally, some of our
partner schools are also using PeopleSoft HR/Payroll and Student, and we will be able to
collaborate with them on interfaces and integrations, further reducing our costs and risks.
The Kuali components focus especially on the areas of Finance and Research in a way that
addresses the needs of large research institutions. While there is not yet an installed base, the
software is based on proven foundations at Indiana University and MIT. Partners include:
Kuali Financlals
Cornell University
Indiana University
Michigan State University
University of California (Davis, Irvine, Santa Barbara)
University of Hawaii
NACUBO Prof. Assoc.

Kuali Research
Cornell University
Indiana University
Michigan State University
MIT

There is nothing comparable to the Kuali suite in the marketplace at this time.
With respect to Business Intelligence we are in a great position to take advantage of products that
have emerged over the last few years.

Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal
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Scope
The U of A proposes to replace all four of its major administrative systems: Financials, Research
Administration, Student, and Human Resources/Payroll. This will affect many support and
peripheral systems as well. We will replace the Student and Human Resources/Payroll
components with PeopleSoft Version 9.0. The Financials and Research Administration modules
will be replaced with the Kuali suites. Budgeting functionality will be integrated wIth PeopleSoft
and Kuali, and supplemented by a Budget Modeling application.
Along with replacing the core administrative systems, a substantial investment will be made in
Business Intelligence both to adapt to changing administrative systems and to greatly expand the
availability of business information to managers and executives.
Relative to ASU's recent Oasis (PeopleSoft) project, the effect of this proposal will be a larger
project and budget over a slightly longer period of time.
A map of the detail on these changes follows.
Business Functions
General Financials - General
Ledger, Financial Transactions
Processing, Accounts Payable,
Accounts Receivable, Capital
Assets, Endowments, PreDisbursement Processing, Labor
Distribution, Purchasing
Research Financials - Grants &
Contracts Post Award, Effort
Reporting, Cost Sharing
Research Administration - Proposal
Construction, Animal Care, Awards,
Bio-Safety, Chemical Tracking,
Conflict of Interest, Export Controls,
Human Participants, Subcontracts
Student Recruitment

Current

Proposed

Financial Records System (FRS)
Payroll Expense Transfer System
(PETS)
POLSEC
Underwater Endowment
webjE, eRFAA, eDDF
eForms
Various Departmental Systems

Kuali Financial System
(KFS)

Sponsored Projects Information
System (SPINS)
Adjunct Systems (eSirius, eVisual
Compliance, et al)1

Kuali Research
Administration (KRA)

Matrix

Student Recruitment
TBD2

Student - Admissions, Registrar
(Student Records, Course Approval,
Degree Audit, Room & Course
Scheduling, Transfer Articulation),
Curriculum, Financial Aid, Student
Financials, Student Self-Service
Human Resources/Payroll Recruitment, Hiring, Benefits,
Employee Records, Time Capture,
Payroll, Position Control, Employee
Self-Service, Department SelfService
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Matrix
Degree Audit Reporting System
(DARS)
Transfer Articulation (DARS)
Student Information System (SIS)
Student Link
Advisor Link
CareerTrack
Personal Services Operating
System (PSOS)
Employee Link
Adjunct Systems (e.g., COTI,
Benefits History)6
POPR/Payroll Adjustments
Multiple Time Capture Systems
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Solutions
Degree Audit TBD3
Transfer Articulation
TBD3

Advisor Link TBD4

Employee Recruitment
TBD5

PeopleSoft Human
Capital Management
Consolidated Time
Capture Systems
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Budaet - Budget Construction,
Planning, Monitoring, Reporting

Business lntellkence - Operational
Reporting, External Reporting,
Decision Support

Personal Services Operating
System (PSOS)
Financial Reporting System
(FRS)
University Information System
(UIS)
Integrated Information

Kuali Financial System
(KFS)
TBD7

TBD

Warehouse (11W)

Information Services Web (ISW)
Various Departmental Systems

Some of the adjunct systems for Research Administration may be fully or partially replaced by KRA, but
that has not yet been determined.
2UA Enrollment Management is currently evaluating CRM (Customer Relationship Management) and other
product offerings. CRM assumed for budgeting purposes. ASU implemented Oracle's CRM product, which
is separate from PeopleSoft.
3DARS is initially preferred by the UA Registrar for degree audit and transfer articulation, and is assumed
for costing purposes. ASU continues to utilize DARS, rather than PeopleSoft's delivered function.
However, ASU is split on whether that was the best decision or not, so this item remains open.
4UA has Advisor Link for use by Academic Advisors. lt has not yet been determined whether Advisor Link
will be replaced or retained.
5UA has CareerTrack, a contracted service, in place, and this is initially preferred by UA Human
Resources. CareerTrack assumed for budgeting purposes. ASU implemented the PeopleSoft Talent
Acquisition product, but did not previously have an online employee recruitment system in place.
6Adjunct systems will be evaluated to determine if necessary and, if so, how to integrate with PeopleSoft.
7Current UA budgeting capability is provided by FRS and PSOS. KFS and PeopleSoft will be evaluated to
determine what adaptations or additions will be necessary. A rough time and cost estimate has been made
for budgeting purposes.
8The UA Information Warehouse Office is evaluating PeopleSoft's Enterprise Performance Management
(EPM) product and other Oracle-provided companion products. EPM and companion products assumed
for budgeting purposes. ASU implemented EPM. They were the first to use this new product and have had
some difficulties.
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Business Case
Business Drivers

The forces urging us forward are particularly strong at this time. These are the primary business
drivers:
Risk of non-compliance
Risk of system failure
Improved integration and system capabilities
Need/opportunity for vastly improved business intelligence
Opportunity for collaboration
These business drivers push us forward from a risk and compliance standpoint, and/or pull us
forward from an opportunity standpoint. While the administrative systems generally do not deal
directly with the strategic initiatives of the University, they play key supporting roles in fulfilling our
mission. Our goal is to provide a fundamentally sound and flexible administrative infrastructure
with minimum risk, at a reasonable cost, and a positioning to provide the information wanted and
needed to effectively guide and operate the institution.
Risk of Non-Compliance

Our current systems hinder us in complying with regulations and expose us to audit findings and
explicit recommendations. The NSF audit currently in process could find us in non-compliance
from an effort reporting standpoint, with potential financial impacts estimated in the millions of
dollars. The lack of a robust electronic workflow process jeopardizes our ability to exercise
adequate internal controls in our financial systems and in meeting complex regulatory
requirements for grants and contracts. In general, our systems are characterized by relatively
weak internal controls, and we are thus vulnerable.
Risk of System Failure

This is difficult to discuss without sounding either shrill ("the sky is falling") or preternaturally calm.
But we are at significant risk with our current systems, with risks worsening over time. Sponsored
Projects Information System (SPINS) could fail due to its fragile, obsolete technology and skill set
requirements, resulting in a major disruption to the accounting, administrative service charge, and
indirect cost recovery functions which are vital to the UA. The current 30-year old PSOS and
Payroll systems are unique to the UA and supported by only two or three technical staff
members, some nearing retirement. In general the availability of qualified staff to support our
administrative systems is extremely limited. There is no vendor support available for our
application software.
Failure scenarios are hard to predict, but the most likely one ¡s an increasing number of situations
where processing is late or incorrect. We are already seeing signs of this. As it worsens we will
have cases that are visible and potentially expensive. The good news is that we have certainly
gotten our money's worth out of our existing systems.

Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal
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Improved lnteqration and System Capabilities
Historically we have worked around a great many limitations in our current systems, but we are
hamstrung in our ability to do much more without addressing the fundamental underlying
systems. For example, we are currently unable to meet some federal government requirements
for electronic proposal submission, reducing our ability to compete for grants and contracts.
Another example is the difficulty we experience in adapting our financial systems for effort
reporting, flexible chart of accounts, and tracking cost share commitments. The integration of SIS
and Matrix is partially successful, but remains problematic. With our Student systems we are not
in a position to react quickly to market needs and pressures. On the other hand there is a
tremendous opportunity to improve the capabilities of our systems. With PeopleSoft we will be
able to take advantage of the expanded system capabilities that arise from collective needs of the
large installed base for Student and HR/Payroll. With Kuali we have participated very actively in
the design and specification for both Kuali Financials and Kuali Researchwe will be well
positioned for the future.
Improved system capabilities will not only allow us to address long-standing known shortcomings,
but will also put us in a position to react to unforeseen emerging needs. Certainly we will at least
be even with our competition.
Need/Opportunity for Vastly Improved Business lntelliqence
Executive administration and the Arizona Board of Regents are requiring more information from
us to guide the future of the institution. And our day-to-day operations are increasingly
dependent on timely and accurate information as well. In part this is an issue of having the
information, and in part it is an isjue of making the information available and accessible. The
changing of our core administrative systems forces us to adapt as our information sources
change. But this forced change also presents an opportunity to rethink our approach for housing,
accessing, and presenting information. This will incorporate newer web-based tools that facilitate
direct access by managers and decision-makers, with greater use of graphics, and the ability to
drill down into details. Our objective is to move aggressively with respect to information as we
see the opportunity to make a leap forward. On the other hand, if we fail to do this we will fall
behind in our ability to effectively manage and plan.
Opportunity for Collaboration

By going forward with PeopleSoft we will be using the same HR/Payroll and Student systems as
our sister institutions ASU and NAU. This presents an opportunity to collaborate on efforts that
are common among the ABOR institutions. This would include state-mandated or ABORmandated initiatives. Our ability to report consistent information to ABOR will be enhanced. And
we may well find opportunities for collaboration based on common underlying technologies.
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Timeline
The core of the implementation will occur over a three-year period, with the peak effort
occurring in Years i and 2. Year 4 and Year 5 (not shown) represent a leveling out. The
timeline shows key milestones, and does not represent when efforts begin. A separate
Business Intelligence initiative is shown, along with some of its milestones, but in fact it is
closely tied to all the other initiatives. The Student Recruitment initiative is shown, but
without milestones as the direction has not yet been determined. The
Middleware/Integration initiative is not shown - it represents the technical foundations,
such as electronic Workflow, that support the identified business initiatives.
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Costs
ENTERPRISE SYSTEMS REPLACEMENT PROJECT - ESTIMATED BUDGET
HARDWARE AND
PERSONNEL SUPPORT
SOFTWARE LICENSING

1,340,000

$ 2,430,000

$ 2,430,000

$ 2430,000

$ 2,430,000

$ 1,860,000

5

1,790,000

$ 637,000

5

637,000

40,000

5

40,000

$

156,000

5

56,000

$

56,000

$

782,000

5

1,302,000

5

1,302,000

$ 1,302,000

5

1,300,000

$ 1,500,000

5 1,500,000

$1,500,000

PEOPLESOFT

$

2,000,000

$ 2,000,000

$

500,000

-

PEOPLESOFT

5 4,832,000

$ 7,181,000

-

$ 12,425 000

$16,329 000

$ 2,408,000
$9 986,000

$

PEOPLESOFT
PEOPLESOFT

CONSULTING

PEOPLESOFT TOTAL
KUALI

$

SOFTWARE LICENSING
TRAVELAND TRAINING
NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF

KUALI
KUALI

$

KUALI

NEWTECHNICAL STAFFING

KUALI

TEMPORARY BACK-FILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS
UNITS

CONSULTING

SOFTWARE LICENSING

TRAVELAND TRAINING
NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF

NEWTECHNICAL STAFFING
TEMPORARY BACK-FILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS

Year5Ongoing

5 2,015,000

PEOPLESOFT

KUALI TOTAL
HARDWARE AND
PERSONNEL SUPPORT

Year4Ongoing

PEOPLESOFT
PEOPLESOFT

TRAVELAND TRAINING
NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF
NEW TECHNICAL STAFFING
TEMPORARY BACK-FILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS
UNITS

HARDWARE AND
PERSONNEL SUPPORT

Year 3

Year 2

Year I

Initiative

Category

495,000

$

-

175,000

$

-

175,000

$

$5 909 000
$

-

175,000

-

$5 909 000
5

175,000

5

12000

5

12000

$

136,000

$

136,000

$

136,000

$

580,000

$ 580,000

$

$

98,000

5

580,000

KUAU

$

KUALI

5

$

2321 000

$

75,000

$

15,000

$

15,000

$

15,000

$

15,000

$

400,000

$

40,000

$

40,000

$

40,000

5

40,000

$

5,000

$

5,000

$

5,000

$

5,000

S

5,000

4I23? 4
BUDGET
MODELING
BUDGET
MODELING
BUDGET
MODELING
BUDGET
MODELING

$

136,000

5

580,000

600,000

$

200,000

$

128,000

-

500,000

$

500,000

$

250,000

-

$ 1619 000

-

BUDGET
MODELING
BUDGET
MODELING

UNITS

CONSULTING

BUDGET
MODELING

BUDGET MODELING
TOTAL

R

R'
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$ 1 288 000

-

-

$

66,000

$

66,000

$

66,000

$

100,000

$

100,000

$

100,000

$

180,000

$

20,000

$

20,000

$

826000

$

246 000

$

246,000
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$ 903,000

66,000

20,000

$ 146000

$ 7,034,000

9/

$ 1610000

2/

-

-

$ 903 000

-

5

-

$

63/

$ 580,000

-

$

$50 558 000

-

19,000

48,000

5

%

$1,302,000
$1,500,000

-

28,000

TOTALS

66,000

-

$

20,000

$ 146,000
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ENTERPRISE SYSTEMS REPLACEMENT PROJECT - ESTIMATED BUDGET (Continued)
Year5IYear4Ongoing
TOTAlS
Year2
Year3
Ongoing
Year!
Initiative

Categoiy

HARDWARE AND
PERSONNELSUPPORT
SOFTWARE LICENSING

TRAVELANDTRAINING
NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF

NEW TECHNICAL STAFFING
TEMPORARY BACKFILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS
UNITS

CONSULTING

J

STUDENT
RECRUITMENT
STUDENT
RECRUITMENT
STUDENT
RECRUITMENT
STUDENT
RECRUITMENT
STUDENT
RECRUITMENT

14,000

$

29,000

$

29,000

$

29,000

$

29,000

$

346,000

$

62,000

$

62,000

S

62,000

5

62,000

5

5,000

5

5,000

5

5,000

5

5,000

5

5,000

-

STUDENT
RECRUITMENT
STU DENT
RECRUITMENT

STUDENT RECRUITMENT
TOTAL
HARDWARE AND
PERSONNELSUPPORT

$

-

-

-

-

94,000

S

53,000

5

94,000

5

94,000

5

100,000

5

100,000

5

100,000

$ 1,568,000

5

128,000

5

128000

$ 2086000

s

418000

s 418000

5 190000

5 190000

5

332,000

5

442,000

5

442,000

S 442,000

5

442,000

5

403,000

5

372,000

5

358,000

5

127,000

5

127,000

S

58,000

5

25,000

5

21,000

5

17,000

5

17,000

S

350,000

5

350,000

5

350,000

5

350,000

5 350,000

S

397,000

5

500,000

5

500,000

5

500,000

5 500,000

5

%

94,000

5

-

-

-

s 3302000

4/

5 10,856,000

14%

$ 6,240,000

8%

BUSINESS

INTELLIGENCE
BUSINESS

SOFTWARE LICENSING

INTELLIGENCE
BUSINESS

TRAVELANDTRAINING

INTELLIGENCE

NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF

BUSINESS

INTELLIGENCE
BUSINESS

NEWTECHNICAL STAFFING
TEMPORARY BACK-FILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS

INTELLIGENCE

INITS

INTELLIGENCE

BUSINESS
-

-

-

-

-

481,000

-

-

5 1,436,000

5 1,436,000

BUSINESS

,- CONSULTING

BUSINESS INTEWGENCE
TOTAL

INTELLIGENCE

1,067,000

5 1,536,000

5

S 2,607,000

8 3,225,000

s 2,152,000

S

''

HARDWARE AND
PERSONNEL SUPPORT
SOFTWARE LICENSING

MIDDLEWARE

5

300,000

5

75,000

5

75,000

MIDDLEWARE

5

781,000

5

156,000

5

156,000

TRAVELANDTRAINING

MIDDLEWARE

S

57,000

5

35,000

5

31,000

S

490,000

5

765,000

5

765,000

5

250,000

5

250,000

NEW TRAINING, BUSINESS
ANALYSIS AND
COMMUNICATIONS STAFF
NEW TECHNICAL STAFFING
TEMPORARY BACK-FILL
STAFFING FOR BUSINESS
UNITS
CONSULTING

MIDDLEWARE/INTEGEATI
ON TOTAL

MIDDLEWARE

MIDDLEWARE

4

PROJECT SPACE

PROJECT SPACE TOTAL

2.-

PROJICT FUNDIN(
10 IALS

CONTINGENCY TOTALS

CRANDTO IALS

5 1,878,000
$

300,000

$

300 000

-

5 1,281,000
$

100,000

$

100 000

5

75,000

5

156,000

31,000

5

31,000

5

765,000

5

5

-

-

-

MIDDLEWARE

ENTERPRISEWIDE

CONTINGENCY (-15%)

-

MIDDLEWARE

75,000

5 156,000

-

-

5 765,000

-

-

-

5 1,027,000

$ 1,027,000

-

-

-

-

$ 1,027,000

-

-

5

S

$

$ 15 117 000

$9 (11 000

$9611 000

5

400 000

1/

$80 000 000

100/

-'

ENTERPRISEWIDE

N*ø4I
:../:»
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522 443 000

$23 218 000

3,335,000

5 3,500,000

5 2,300,000

5 3335 000

$ 3 500000

$2300000

. $26,718,000

$17,417,000

$

.

$2,77b,000:..
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$

s 9 135 000
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$89,I35,Q00

2/20/2008

Organizational Impact
The successful implementation of new core administrative systems will have an enormous impact
on The University of Arizona. The period of implementation, including the first year or so after
each "go live" event, will be both exciting and difficult. And afterwards, when things have settled
down, we will note that our processes and organizational structures have changed and adapted
around the maintenance and support of these new systems.
Durinq Implementation

The size of these projects is daunting, and we do not have the experience of having done similar
projects. On the other hand there is a wealth of experience from other institutions from which we
can draw. This especially includes the very recent experience of ASU and, prior to that, NAU. We
also have the experience of Indiana University to draw on, as they have implemented PeopleSoft
and will be integrating it with Kuali. Also, Michigan State University is embarking on a course very
similar to ours, and we will be able to benefit from their experiences.

The proposed approach is a "fast track" one compared to most institutions. We will leverage ASU's
experience and approach wherever possible and practical. Project organization will be very similar
but with stronger UA technical staff participation due to prior experience with Oracle database and
other key technologies and more planned training time. Our biggest constraint will be relatively
lower staffing levels to start with. We will follow the same "regents vanilla" approach which is
strongly biased toward using the software as provided.
Based on ASU's experience, and that of other institutions, there is a set of critical success factors
(ASU's "sweet sixteen") that will guide us in planning and executing the overall project. Some of
these will challenge past practices and attitudes.
Executive management endorses and visibly supports the project.
lt is not a technology project; it is a university project.
In the functional vs. technical balance, functional weighs more than technicalfunctional
processes and needs are the core.
Significant attention is paid to the organization's need and readiness to adapt.
The project management team is assigned full-time.
The project team composition represents all functional areas.
Core team members are assigned full-time on the project, and normal job responsibilities
are reassigned.
The project team is empowered to make decisions. A process to elevate decisions is in
place.

The ability to track and reallocate budget in a timely manner within the overall project
budget is critical.
There is a separate dedicated work environment created specifically for the project team.
Actions are taken to reward, praise, and celebrate the success of all who contribute to the
project success.
Milestones drive the implementation schedule.
Reengineering of business processes is strongly preferable to customizing the software.
Experienced consultants facilitate implementation efforts and provide knowledge transfer.
Core functional teams have full-time consultant support for the duration of the initial
implementation project.
Implementation information is continuously communicated to the campus community.
Data conversion and reporting are addressed early, not late, in the life cycle.

Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal
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A key lesson from ASU is that the project needs to be conducted in an open fashion. This is not
just a matter of communication, but a matter of protecting the decision-making process, in which
input is obtained, necessary information, ideas and concerns weighed, decisions made, and the
rationale communicated and documented.
The formation of the project team, the execution of the project, the pressures on units to support
existing systems while the new systems are implemented, the changes in business processes, the
inevitability of problems, and the uncertainty of future roles for those affected by the
implementationall of these will create a great deal of individual stress within the larger context of
organizational change. In fact there is a very predictable pattern, a "slough of despond" that must
be traversed before reaching the solid ground on the other side. Notably, the "go live" date does
not signal the end of the difficult time. Knowing all of this, we must view "change management" as
a central theme of the project. According to the ECAR Research Bulletin Vol 2002, Issue 22 (Nov
12, 2002):
"Respondents were asked to rate the difficulty of installing ERP systems compared to other
large technology projects. Although the technical difficulty was judged to be greater than
other IT projects, managing process and organizational change were rated as more difficult
than the technology."
The greatest direct impact will be on the central administrative units aligned with the administrative
systems. Staffing levels are already thin. Selected key staff will be asked to leave their regular
responsibilities to become part of the project team. Functional staff "backfill" will be provided, but
inevitably there will be a very significant impact on ongoing operations. In some cases we may find
ourselves critically dependent on specific individuals to see us through.
There will also be a great impact on colleges/departments due to changes in business processes,
including shifts in responsibility for data entry and the forms and formats of the information
available. Based on ASU's experience this is best addressed by overall project communications,
appropriate involvement in the project, and in particular by adequate training provided by
knowledgeable trainers.
After Implementation

The difficulties of these projects may cause us to say "tell me again why we're doing this!"
According to the ECAR Research Bulletin Vol 2002, Issue 22 (Nov 12, 2002):
"54 percent of the respondents said productivity declined immediately after the
implementation, yet 70 percent believe that productivity is improved today.
"Workload and costs are widely perceived to have increased as a result of ERP
implementations. While the costs of inputs rose, 87 percent of respondents reported
significant benefits for staff. Seventy-eight percent reported that students received
significant benefits.
"In fact, 85 percent indicated that implementing ERP was worth the effort expended."
One characteristic of enterprise solutions, including PeopleSoft and Kuali, is the degree to which
system administration responsibility migrates to the business units that "own" the systems. This
will cause us to rethink our organizational responsibilities, with appropriate attention to separation
of duties.

The profile of our technical staff will be notably different. Many of the technical skills necessary for
maintenance of our legacy systems will no longer be required, and in their place different skills will
Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal
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emerge as critical, including specialized skills related to PeopleSoft. These skills are highly-valued
in the marketplace, and their availability in Tucson will be limited compared to Phoenix. This will
have a great impact on our administrative IT units with respect to hiring, training, and
compensation.
Vendors of enterprise products issue maintenance updates and releases of their software at
various intervals. Maintenance updates occur very regularly, and we will generally need to install
them. This will require an ongoing maintenance and support organization around each major
product. In addition, we can expect major software releases every few years or so. Support for
past releases diminishes and disappears overtime, so we can anticipate the need to implement
these major releases. These projects will not be as large as the initial implementation projects, but
they will be significant, and will be treated as big projects when they occur.
Along with addressing the functional and technical limitations of our existing core administrative
systems, the joint deployment of Business Intelligence capabilities will put better information more
directly in the hands of people who can and will use that information to make operating and
business decisions. Our attitude toward information and its availability will change. There will be
more of it; it will be more accessible, frequent and timely; and its usage will greatly increase, along
with the demand for still more.

Enterprise Systems Replacement Proposal

Page 15 of 15

A

2/20/2008

For Faculty Senate 3-3-08
Agenda Item 12

REORGANIZATION PROCEDURES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Approved by Faculty Senate September 9, 2002
DRAFT revision 2/25/08 CLEAN COPY

The University of Arizona strives to achieve the highest quality programs in a highly
dynamic environment. The institution must be able to move expeditiously to take
advantage of new opportunities and maximize efficiency. In this context, it may be
useful for academic units within the University to re-examine their organizational
structure and consider whether changes may be appropriate.

The following procedures pertain to reorganizations that would include the transfer of
members of the general faculty from one academic unit to another. They do not pertain
to reorganizations that would involve the release of general faculty prior to the end of an
appointment period. The procedure for reorganizations that involve the release of
general faculty prior to the end of an appointment period is governed by ABOR policy 6201 K, "Release of Faculty for Reorganization Caused by Budgetary Reasons or
Programmatic Changes," and ABOR Policy 6-301J, "Release of Professional
Employees and Continuing Eligible Professionals."
The following assumptions and clarifications are an integral part of these procedures:
They do not pertain to reorganizations within a department.

When faculty members are to be transferred from one unit to another, the
designation "affected faculty" will include those in the receiving unit(s) and those
in the sending unit(s), as well as those to be transferred.
They shall not affect negative decisions made by mandated reviews.
They do not preclude access to any applicable grievance mechanism in ABOR
policy, U HAP, or the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws.

A proposal for academic reorganization can originate from diverse levels; however the
faculty and academic administrators in the units to be affected must be involved in the
development of a proposal. The proposer(s) will submit a proposal to the President with
copies to the Provost and Chair of the Faculty. The proposal will include:
A background statement establishing the basis for the proposal, including a
description of the preliminary discussions held thus far, and an assessment of
possible alternatives;
The requested action, including:
a timetable for the action, including an implementation date;
an assessment of the impact of the proposed change on affected
research, instructional and outreach programs;
a list of the potentially affected faculty members and an assessment
of the impact on affected faculty members, staff, and appointed
professionals;

a review of the types of course and curriculum changes that might be
necessary; and
a preliminary analysis of the costs and of the benefits of the proposed
reorganization.

If the President believes the proposed reorganization is of value and the majority of the
affected general faculty agree, then implementation can proceed in accordance with
University processes and ABOR policies, as appropriate. If a majority of the affected

general faculty oppose the proposed reorganization, then the following steps are
expected:

The President (or his designee) and the Chair of the Faculty will immediately:

Constitute an advisory committee charged to evaluate the proposal with a
special emphasis on enhancing the mission-related activities of the affected
units. The Chair of the Faculty (or designee) will chair the committee. The
committee will be comprised as follows:

Three faculty members, to include one member elected by the faculty in
the sending unit(s), one member elected by the faculty in the receiving
unit(s), and one member elected by those whose transfer is proposed.
The Chair of the Faculty will conduct nomination meetings with each of the

three groupings and will arrange for mail ballots to select the three
me m bers.

Three members appointed by the President.
One member of the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee
(SPBAC), selected by members of SPBAC.
The President of ASUA or a designee.
The President of GPSC or a designee.
The President of the Staff Advisory Council or a designee.
The President of APAC or a designee.

Forty-five (45) days will be allocated to completing this review. The report of this
advisory committee will be widely distributed to the University community and
presented to the Faculty Senate for comment within thirty (30) days of receipt of

the report. The report may support, oppose, or suggest modification of the
proposal.

Following appropriate consultation the President (or his designee) will reach a
decision on the proposal and if appropriate forward to ABOR's appropriate
committee for recommendation and ABOR action.

These modifications in the reorganizational procedures should allow decisions to be
reached in seventy-five (75) days thus allowing the University to respond to
opportunities and challenges in a reasonable period.
In 1983 the Senate adopted a set of procedures for considering and implementing such reorganizations; the procedures were
revised by the Senate in April 1992, March 1993, May 1993, and September 2002. This revision is intended to streamline those
procedures.
Reorg,/2OO8Ir,
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From time to time it is useful for academic units within the University to re examine their
e. e
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..eeee. Je

ity of Arizona strives to achieve the highest quality programs in a highly
i l
dynamic environment. The institution musi be able to move expeditiously to take
advantage of new opportunities and maximize efficiency. In this context, It may
be useful for academic units within the University to re-examine their
..........eture andconsider .whetherçt ang s. maybe .apprçprìate.

ctcrnativcs that maximize

efficiency

while

retaining

quality.

Even

in

such

planning processes within the academic units.

is understood that The following procedures pertain to reorganizations that would
include the transfer of members of the general faculty from one academic unit to
another. They do not pertain to reorganizations that would involve the release of
general faculty prior to the end of an appointment period. The procedure for
reorganizations that involve the release of general faculty prior to the end of an
appointment period is governed by ABOR policy 6-201 K, "Release of Faculty for
It

Reorganization Caused by Budgetary Reasons or Programmatic Changes," and ABOR
Policy 6-301J, "Release of Professional Employees and Continuing Eligible
Professionals."
The following assumptions and clarifications are an integral part of these procedures:

Thcsc procedures They do not pertain to reorganizations within a department
When -- e cee - -e e- - e- e ce- e -- - e faculty members
are to be transferred from one unit to another, the designation "affected faculty"
will include those in the receiving unit1 (s) and those in the sending unit(s), as

well as those to be transferred.

-- e cee -

-ee e cc ........-

group to another should be avoided.
These proccdures They shall not affect negative decisions made by mandated
sunset reviews.

The present procedures They do not preclude access to any applicable
grievance mechanism in ABOR policy, UHAP, or the Faculty Constitution and
Bylaws.

Regardlcss of the administrative level at

which a A proposal for academic

reorganization can originates- from diverse levels, however

-

-

e

-

from consultation with and participation by the faculty members and academic
administrators in the units to be affected must be involved ¡n the development of a
proposal The proposer(s) will submit a proposal to the President with copies to the
Provost and Chair of the Faculty. The proposal will include, in the following order:

4- A summary of the proposal;
2- 1. A background statement establishing the basis for the proposal

,

mc: udin.g a

description of the preliminary discussions held thus far, and an ass ess ñient of
possible al tèrñatives;
3: The alternative(s) considered;
4- 2 The proposal in dctail requested action, including
a timetable for the action, including an implementation date;
an assessment of the impact of the proposed change on affected

d.

research, ad instructional and outreach programs including
a list of the potentially affected faculty members and an assessment a
description of the impact on affected faculty members, staff, and
appointed personnel professionals,
a review of the types of course and curriculum changes wIh that might
be necessary; and
a preliminary analysis of the costs and of the benefits of the proposed
reorganization, including projections for the future.

If thé President believes the proposed reorganization is of väl uean:arrem:
of the affected general faculty agree,
action is ncccssary then implementation can proceed in....accordance with

University processes and ABOR policies, as appropriate. If there is disagreement
oppose the
amor a majority of the affected general faculty
.

proposed reorganization, then the following steps must be followed are expected:

The President (or his designee) and the Chair of the Faculty will immediately:

Constitute an advisory committee charged to evaluate the proposal with a

special emphasis on enhancing the mission-related activities of the
affected units. The Chair of the Faculty (or designee) will chair the
cömmitteeTheommitteGwi!lbecornpr..ea
PHASE I
14 the-P-resident

receiving the proposal, the President will ensure that:

2

will be determined as follows:

Three faculty members, to include one member elected by the facuRy in
the sending unit(s), one member elected by the faculty in the receiving
unit(s), and one member elected by those whose transfer is proposed.
The Chair of the Faculty will conduct nomination meetings with each of the

three groupings and will arrange for mail ballots to select the three
me m bers.

Three members appointed by the President.

ed
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One member of the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee
(SPBAC), selected by members of SPBAC.
The Chair of the Faculty or a dccignec.
The President of ASUA or a designee
The President of GPSC or a designee
The President of the Staff Advisory Council or a designee
The President of AP,C or a designee.

Fòfive ..4

g this review. The repo

of this advisory çomrnìttee will be widely distributed to the University
community and presented to the Facujty Senate for CÇ.1fl1fl..IEIIfltWithiflthit1

(30) days of receipt of the report. The report may support, opposes or
suggest modification of the proposal.

Following appropriate consultation the President (or his designee) wifi
reach a decision on the proposa) and if appropriate forward to ABORs
appropriate committee for recommendation and ABOR aetlo
ow decvsi
procedures s.
e reached in seventy4ive (5) days thus allowing the niversity to respo

opportunities and challenges in a reasonable period
s- La
will elect a chairperson.
PHASE Il
L

sa 4

a

a

Evaluate the proposal.

implementation date.
Organize discusions with affected faculty members in each unit.

SoUcit written and oral opinions from the University community outside the
affected units.

3

5.

Provide the President with its cvaluation and rccommcndations, which may
support, oppose, or suggcst modification of tho proposal. Copies of tho
evaluation and recommendation should go to SPBAC, the Faculty Senato,
ASUA, and GPSC.

PHASE Ill

PHASE IV

that of SPBAC as a whole.

PHASE V

ntrol internal arrangements for considering

2.204 and 2.301.

In 1983 the Senate adopted a set of procedures for considering and implementing such
reorganizations; the procedures were revised by the Senate in April 1992, March 1993,

and May 1 993, and September 2002 This revision is intended to streamline those
procedures
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paragraph

SPBAC revision #1,

A proposal for academic reorganization can originate from
diverse levels; however the faculty and academic
administrators (such as Deans, Heads and Directors) in
the units to be affected must be involved in the
development of a proposal. The proposer(s) will submit a
proposal to the President with copies to the Provost and
Chair of the Faculty. The proposal will include:

SPBAC revision #2,

7thi

paragraph

If the President believes the proposed reorganization is of

value and the majority of the affected general faculty
agree, then implementation can proceed in accordance
with University processes and ABOR policies, as
appropriate. If a majority of the affected general faculty

oppose the proposed reorganization, then the following
steps are expected required:

SPBAC revision #3,
L

8tIi

and 9th paragraphs

Constitute an advisory committee charged to evaluate

the proposal with a special emphasis on enhancing the
mission-related activities of the affected units. The Chair of

the Faculty (or designee) will chair the committee. The
committee will be comprised as follows:

Three faculty members, to include one member
elected by the faculty in the sending unit(s), one
member elected by the faculty in the receiving
unit(s), and one member elected by those whose
transfer is proposed. The Chair of the Faculty will
conduct nomination meetings with each of the
three groupings and will arrange for mail ballots
to select the three members.
Three members of the Faculty Senate
appointed by the President agreement of the

Prövost and Faculty Senate Executive
Committee.

d

One member of the Strategic Planning and
Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC), selected
by members of SPBAC.
The President of ASUA or a designee selected

1yASUA.

g

The President of GPSC or a designee .é.IectÉd:
by GPSC.
The President of the Staff Advisory Council or a
designee selected by SAC
The President of APAC or a designee selected
by APAC.
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MEÌWORAND UM (revisedl/8/08)
DATE:

November 2, 2007

TO:

Deans, Vice Deans, and Associate Deans for Instruction

SUBJECT:

Instructional accountability and responsibility process

Introduction:
Instruction is a central aspect of the mission of the University of Arizona (UA).
Recognizing the need for consistent instructional resources and the need to make
academically sound and efficient use of those resources, the UA has developed a set of
best practices that will provide a campus-wide system of instructional responsibility and
accountability. This process applies the principles of the "responsibility compacts", now
used in determining the central funding of General Education and Foundation courses, to
all instructional activities. This process also places the responsibility and accountability
for instructional activities across all levels of the academy: Faculty, Department Heads,
Deans, Provost.

Establishing Teaching Responsibilities:
Setting appropriate expectations is the first element of institutional accountability
and responsibility. Colleges and departments will establish, through appropriate shared
governance methods, guidelines for how the teaching responsibilities of individual
faculty members will be met. Further, baseline numbers of courses which will be taught
must be established at the college, department, and individual faculty levels. Thus, I ask
that you implement the following steps:
Clarify what constitutes a contribution to teaching:

To create a baseline from which equivalencies can be determined, each College
should determine and report to the Provost the teaching load of a faculty member
whose workload assignment is 100% teaching.
Each department should determine what types and amounts of teaching are
equivalent for fulfilling teaching assignments at various workload percentages.

Establish baseline levels of responsibility;

The Vice President for Instruction will establish with each dean the total teaching
responsibility of that college. The dean will then establish with each department a
resource-driven teaching responsibility.
Each department head will establish with each faculty member his or her normal
teaching workload.

Ongoing Processes to Ensure Teaching Responsibility and Unit and Individual
Accountability:
While from year to year, there may be variance as to how different units within a
college will meet their teaching responsibilities, the total teaching responsibility at the
University level has not dramatically changed over the past several years. Thus, there will
an expectation that at the college level, the baselines established above may not greatly
change from year to year.
At the individual faculty member level, however, there may be appropriate
reasons see changes made annually. Consequently, it is important that, depending upon
resources, changes in teaching accountability can be accommodated. It is also important
that accountability for meeting these responsibilities become a routine part of annual
reporting at all levels. Thus I ask that the following steps be reaffirmed in our standard
practice of faculty annual performance evaluations.
Department heads working with individual faculty members must ensure that the
department's overall responsibility for teaching is met. To be more specific, each
department as a whole will decide how the unit will meet its responsibilities for
teaching. This will necessitate that departments appropriately distribute teaching
responsibilities among all members of the department, at least on an annual basis.
Each spring, during the normal faculty performance evaluation, each department
head will negotiate a written workload statement for the following academic year.
This will result in each faculty member having a specified percentage of time
assigned to instructional activities. Department heads will be expected to balance
teaching load assignments based on the curricular needs of the unit to ensure
appropriate levels of course offerings that advance our student retention and
graduation goals.
In the case of individual faculty members and departments, accountability for
meeting pre-established teaching responsibilities will occur within the normal
annual performance review process. Individual faculty workload statements will
be part of the annual performance review and will explicitly state how teaching
workload assignments were met. Likewise, each department will include in its
annual report the teaching compact established with the dean and an account of
how that responsibility was met.

College deans will be accountable to the Provost each year during the annual
performance review process for demonstrating the high quality of teaching in
their college and how the college met the terms of its "responsibility compact" for
instruction that academic year.
The Provost and the Vice President for Instruction will be accountable to the
colleges and departments for providing a negotiated amount of resources
necessary to meet the agreed-upon responsibility compacts of the colleges and its
individual departments.

Earlier drafts of this process have already been discussed at meetings of the
Dean's Council and CAAC. Based on your suggestions, the original drafting team Jerry Hogle, Wanda Howell and Miranda Joseph - have made revisions. I now ask that
each of you begin implementation using your normal shared governance process. I
would like to complete the first four bulleted items in this memo under Establishing
Teaching Responsibilities by February 1, 2008.

Sincerely yours,

Executive Vice President and Provost
attachment: Management Plan Document

xc:

Jerry Hogle
Robert Shelton
Team Provost
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Provost's Plan for a New UA Management Process
BETTER ORGANIZING PRIORITIES MAI\TAGEMENT..
How to Do More High-Quality Teaching, Research, and Service
Given a Shrinking Percentage of Discretionary Dollars

Approved by Provost George Dm'is based on a proposal by
Andrew Comrie, David Cox, Edward Frisch, Jeriy Hogle, andLeslie Tolbert,
The Academic Priorities Enterprise Team, Office of the Provost
The changes we know to be necessary at the University of Arizona depend fundamentally
on making clearer distinctions between Central Administration and College
responsibilities - and then sticking to these distinctions within compacts (formal
responsibility agreements) between the administration and each college (or college-level
entity).
Central Administration is needed to provide:
economies of scale and reasonable efficiencies across the whole institution;
the distribution and management of risk (including fundamental compliance with and
accountability to government or accrediting agencies);
(e) overall strategies for the recruitment, retention, and advising of students;
reporting to external authorities and accreditors through a "point person" and
supporting staff; and
a healthy alignment of overall mission with the distribution of resources to ensure
balanced and strategic degrees of excellence in teaching, research, creativity, outreach,
and service overall, in part through interdisciplinary activities across and within colleges.

Each Colle' e in turn often in collaboration with others has the res sonsibilit and should
be held accountable for:
the differential allocation of personnel to ensure the high-quality and accessible
fulfillment of its teaching and mentoring obligations to graduate students, majors, minors,
and General Education or Foundations students (where appropriate);
the production of cutting-edge new knowledge and creative endeavor, substantially
through grants, contracts and partnerships, with local, world-wide, and often
interdisciplinary value and relevance;
the outreach and application of research-based knowledge throughout Arizona, the
nation, and the world;
the recruitment and fruitful development of a diverse and highly-qualified faculty and
staff, each in different ways, to serve the educational, research, creative, and outreach
missions;
the strategic raising and deployment of college, central, and external resources to
promote college priorities while fulfilling public-university obligations; and
the cultivation of a diverse and welcoming community of learners at all levels so that
each individual, within his or her differentiated assignment, enhances the community and
contributes to a workable and healthy balance among mission responsibilities.

2

Given these distinct roles and the need for them to interact more effectively so that
instruction, research, creativity, outreach, and service can all be delivered to the most
optimum levels that resources permit - especially in this time of discretionary funds
becoming a shrinking percentage of the whole - we propose the following for short-term
and long-term future implementation at The University of Arizona:

1. More Provost 's Money Should Move to Colleges (to begin 'Responsibility
Compacts"): Central Temporary Instructional Funds should continue to be
allocated to colleges for university-wide requirements, needs, and functions such
as General Education (Tiers I and II), Foundations, and Basic Science. These
funds should also be complemented, as negotiations decide, by collegebased
Temporary Funds. Both Administration and the Colleges are jointly responsible
for ensuring that student demand is reasonably well met in these areas. But:
Courses for all majors and minors should come out of College budgets from now
on, as part of each college's annual instructional compact with the Provost (which
should become more formal, starting with arrangements for 2007-08).
To that end, the Provost's Office should transfer a portion of its current
Temporary Budget to a college or colleges whose instruction for majors and
minors is clearly under-funded or who offer essential Foundations courses with
steady or growing enrollments -- but only under a formal agreement about what
the college responsibility for both lower- and upper-division instruction will be
annually.
Such agreements should come as close as possible to instructional-responsibility
"compacts" between the Provost and every college, to be implemented to the full
extent they are feasible.
2.

Instructional-Responsibility Compacts Should Be Adjustable and Increasingly
Based on the Principie that "a Large Proportion of Instructional General Fund,
Net Tuition Revenue, and 22:1 Money Follows Student Credit Hours 'S'HJ" with
Some Consideration for Diering Program c'osts: Such compacts will usually be
based on enrollment estimates that may not prove completely predictive when
students actually enroll by the first day of a semester. In general, though, if actual
enrollments rise compared to the last comparable term, the Provost may retain
some of the differential of Net Tuition Revenue (NTR) and 22:1 allocations-tocome, as well as some unassigned General Fund money targeted for instruction,
and allocate it to those colleges whose enrollments have risen most both for
majors and General Ed. Hence:
If enrollments differ across colleges compared to the last comparable term, the
Provost should have the option, to a limited extent, of moving some NTR,
instructional General Fund, and/or 22:1 dollars to those colleges that are
experiencing enrollment increases. This option would mean that College base
budgets -- whose sources do include tuition, instructional General Fund, and/or
22:1 dollars -- are ¡jo longer simply sacrosanct and assumed to just carry over.
Within the same logic, too, available funds in general that come from NTR,
instructional General Fund, or 22:1 monies should henceforth follow SCH as
much as possible, provided that some consideration is still given to the differential
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NOTICE TO MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL FACULTY
You should have received the Candidates' Statements for the online Primary faculty election which

begins February 20, 2008. You can vote online through Employee Link Click "Vote Now."
https://emplink arízona.edulpls/portal3O/ELINkDYNELINK_LOGIN.show
The Committee on Elections received an inadequate number of nominating petitions for the
Primary Election for the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee (SPBAC) (three-year
term, 7/08-6/11), and for several Faculty Senate College Representative seats (two-year term,
6/08-5/10).

The Committee on Elections is .now conducting the second phase of the faculty elections, the
General Election for the 2007-2008 year in accordance with the Constitution and Bylaws.

The Chair of the Faculty, Wanda H. Howell, and the Vice Chair and Presiding Officer of the Faculty
Senate, Robert P. Mitchell, join us in asking you to step forward to fill these seats. In these times
of scarce resources and imminent administrative changes, the Senate's influential role in decisionmaking is more important than ever.

NUMBER OF COLLEGE
REPRESENTATIVE SEATS AVAILABLE

COLLEGE
AGRICULTURE
ENGINEERING
HUMANITIES
LAW
MEDICINE
NON-COLLEGE
PHARMACY
SCIENCE

i
I
I

i
2
2

I
3

NUMBER OF STRATEGIC PLANNING AND BUDGET
ADVISORY COMMITTEE SEATS AVAILABLE

SPBAC

i

Nominating petitions for the GENERAL ELECTION can be obtained by phoning the Faculty Center
(621-1342). Completed petitions must be submitted to the Faculty Center by Wednesday, March
5, 2006. Election for the above-referenced seats will occur in the second balloting phase in late
March. Please feel free to call any one of us if you have questions.
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COMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS, 2007-08
Douglas E Jones, Chair, Science-Engineering Library
Marlene Helm, Library, Arizona State Museum North
J P (Pat) Willerton, Political Science
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