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The University of Arizona

Office of the President
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 621-5511 985

1885

A Proud Beginning

May 10, 1985

Professor Thomas Rehm
Presiding Faculty Officer
Geology 108C
CAMPUS

Dear Professor Rehm:

As you may already know, I flew to Tucson this week with the hope
of being permitted to address the Senate on the reorganization of the
College of Education. The item was postponed until next week, and
unfortunately I am unable to return to Tucson at that time. Because

several of the recent reports emphasize the new dean's position on the
reorganization, I am writing to convey my views to you, and through you

to the Senate in general.

I support the reorganization of the College, for many of the reasons
set forth in President Koffler's memorandum to Dean Altman. I was

attracted to the Dean's position here because of the opportunities for
growth. and change that are inherent in the reorganization plan. If the

reorganization is not put into effect as soon as possible, many of these
opportunities will be lost. Furthermore, I believe that there has been
more than enough debate and discussion on whether and how to reorganize.

It is time to put this matter behind us, and get on with the more exciting
and intellectually demanding tasks of making this College of Education

one of the best in the country.

The point that I frequently hear raised is why not delay the whole

matter until I am on board to work with the faculty. This point misses,

I believe, the troubled and sometimes bitter history of this reorganiza-
tion. I do not wish to be saddled with this history in my first year as

Dean. I am reluctant to debate again a whole series of issues already
debated, and on which the feelings of many are on "automatic." I would

rather have a new format in place. I have already assured the faculty

that we would open a full review of the new structure beginning March
15, 1986.

I specifically support the establishment of three divisions, rather
than departments. In my view, the division structure offers the College
more flexibility in determining our ultimate programmatic character.
The divisions can be considered placeholders for departments, which I
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expect will emerge within a few years. Because there are no bureaucratic
trappings and history attached to the notion of divisions, our freedom
to revise and innovate is greater than is the case with departments. I

understand that there are larger university issues contained within the
debate over divisions and departments. In supporting the division
structure it is not my intention to ride rough shod over this larger
issue. I will adjust to whatever resolution is eventually effected.
However, it is my hope that the College would operate along division
lines for a few years -- however long it takes the faculty to determine
what curricula and programs are best for the College and then to examine
what organizational structure facilitates these programs.

I believe the transfer of the Graduate Library School, Rehabilitation,
and many of the current Counseling and Guidance specialities to other
colleges is in the best interests of these programs and the College of
Education. As I reviewed the transfer plans for these units, it is my
sense that these moves will, within a short period, work to the benefit
of the faculty members and students who will be switching to other
units. I know that we will work together to protect the programs of
study of the students, and the welfare, and professional integrity of the
faculty during the transition. The College of Education that remains
after these changes will be a much more unified and programmatically
effective unit.

I believe I have covered the major aspects of the reorganization.
If I fail to make anything else clear, please understand my strong
desire to have the reorganization implemented by July 1, 1985. To
continue to debate these same issues would not be productive for the
College. Within the structure proposed in the reorganization, we will
be able to debate, plan, and venture into a different and far more
exciting future than can be visualized from the perspective, of the
present departmental, structure.

Cordially,

1 1. 11t1J
r-Gary D. Fenstermacher
Dean-desi gnate

GF:lc



RECC1MEWDATIONS OF THE
C(YIMITTEE OW UNIVERSITY PLANNING

concern i ng

The Reorganization of the College of Education

May 6, 1985

The Faculty Senate Ccmnittee on University Planning has reviewed the reorgani-
zation proposal for the College of Education suiitted by the President and the
report of the Advisory Committee. The Committee ori University Planning
recommends that the report of the Advisory Committee be transmitted to the
President with the following recommendations:

The Senate recognizes the importance of a reorganization of the
College of Education and recommends that this reorganization be
carried out in a timely manner, subject to the constraints set forth
below.

The Senate believes that it would be inappropriate to proceed with a
specific plan of reorganization without providing an opportunity for
the new Dean of the College to participate in the planning for such
reorganization. The Senate recommends that implementation of the
reorganization be delayed until such time as the Dean and his faculty
reach consensus on the reorganization plan.

The Senate agrees with the Advisory Committee in seeing no need to
reorganize the College into divisions rather than departments. While
recognizing that some consolidation of present departments is appro-
priate, it sees no advantage to departing from the traditional
Col lege/t)epartment structure. It therefore recommends that, whatever
reorganization may be found to be appropriate, the College continue
to be organized along departmental lines, with departments retaining
the traditional roles in curriculum and program planning and faculty
governance, including promotion and tenure.

The Senate recognizes that the proposed dissolution of the Department
of Counseling and ]idance is probably the most controversial aspect
of the reorganization proposal. It also recognizes the importance of
settling this matter as soon as possible, as the present uncertainty
is a source of many problems for all concerned. Nevertheless, the
Senate recommends that a final decision on the future of this depart-
ment be delayed until the new Dean has the opportunity to study the
problem and make his recommendations.

COMMITTEE OW UNIVERSITY PLANNING:

crald Bierweg, Thomas Burks, Ignatius DeGennaro,
Leslie Flemming, Roger Fox, Mike Kelly, Shirley O'Brien,
Gerald Fterson, and Stephen Shanfield



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

FACULTY SENATE

April 25, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO: Members of the Faculty Senate

FROM: Sarah M. Dinham, Presiding Officer

REGARDING: College of Education Reorganization Report
for May 6 Senate Discussion

Attached to this memo is material for item 9 of the Faculty Senate
agenda for May 6, 1985.

First you will find the report of the Advisory Committee on the
College of Education.

Following the Committee's report is a copy of the original Presi-
dent's proposal for the reorganization.

This packet does not contain the Planning Committee's recommenda-
tions to the Faculty Senate for transmission to the President.
The Committee deliberated through April 29 to formulate a recom-
mendation, and will present this to you at the May 6 meeting.
Following our discussion, we will vote.

SMD/ek
Attachments



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY

April 29, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

REGARDING:

Faculty Members of the College of Education

Sarah M. Dinham

Reorganization Report for May 6 Faculty Senate
Discussion

Attached is the final report of the Advisory Committee on the
Reorganization of the College of Education, whose composition arid
activities have taken place as prescribed by the Faculty Senate
Policy on Reorganization Procedures.

This report will be discussed at the Faculty Senate meeting of
May 6, 1985, which will be held at 3:15 p.m. in Room 146, College
of Law. It is anticipated that, following the Planning Committee's
recommendations and Faculty Senate discussion, this report will be
transmitted to President Kof fier for implementation.

If you have observations about this report or connuents on the reor-
ganization process, please let your Faculty Senate representatives
know your views. The College of Education faculty are represented in
the Senate by Professor Mike Sacken and Professor Paul Robinson.

SHD/ek
Attachment



April 9, 1985

ME1ORANDUM TO: The Faculty Senate Executive Cotitnittee and the University
Planning Comnittee

FROM: President's Advisory Ccznnittee on the Reorganization of the
College of ucation

REG1RDING: Final Report on the Reorganization Plan for the College of
Ekiucati on

As mandated by Faculty Senate Reorganization procedures, we hereby
transmit to you our final report concerning the proposed reaxnization of the
College of Education.

This report remains essentially unchanged fr the draft report which was
circulated as a 3-D memo on March 15. Faculty affected by the proposed
reorganization expressed almost unanimous approval of the recommendations
contained in that report, and we ourselves saw little reason to alter that
report.

Fbver, would like to draw your attention to the concern expressed by
members of the Counseling and Giidan Department. Wh i le essential i y agreeing

with our reservations regarding the transfer of that prograi out of the Col lege
of Education, they particularly urged a speedy resolution of their status so
that they may begin admitting graduate students. That concern has been
incorporated into this docunent.

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

PRESIDENT'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE
REORGANIZATION OF THE COLLEGE OF EDUCATION



April 9, 1985

'IO: The Faculty Senate Executive Ccninittee and the University Planning Cczmittee

FROM: President's Advisory Comnittee on the Reorganization of the College
of Education

RE: Final Report on the Reorganization Plan for the College of Fdtration

I NTRODUCT ION

The Committee met eight times between December, 1984 and March, 1985.
During that period, as mandated by Phase I of the Senate Guidelines, three open
hearings with affected faculty re held. Subsequent to the distribution of
the Committee's draft report on Marth 15, an additional open hearing was held
on April 2. A final meeting to prepare and approve this final document was
held on April 9. The Committee has attenpted not only to implement the
"Reorganization Procedures at the University of Arizona" (approved by Faculty
Senate, Decanber 5, 1983), but to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness
of those procedures as well. That assessment is contained in a separate
document. This document will focus on the Committee's reaction to the
Reorganization Proposal, based on its review of previous documents, the
statenents received in the open hearings, and its internal deliberations.

OVERALL REACTION '10 ThE PROPOSAL FOR REORGANIZATION

The Committee finds no rationale for a particular type of reorganization.
Until the scope of the mission of the College has been clarified, the
imposition of a particular type of organizational structure on the College is
prenature. The proposed reorganization of the Col lege seens to arise from the
three evaluations of the College. }bwever, the comnittee believes that in
these studies the mission of the College has not been adequately specified to
substantiate the proposed reorganization. It seens to the committee,
therefore, that in the absence of a full articulation of the mission of the
col lege and the scope of that mission, the proposed reorgani zational structure
Will Impede rather than stimulate an orderly reorganizational process.

The possibility for such an orderly reorganization is further hanpered by
the arrival of a new Dean at the same time that the proposed reorganization is
to be implemented. Logically, the new Dean should have a major voice in the
direction of the College and how it should be organized.

1



The committee agrees with sorne parts of the proposal and reccmends their
imp lernen tati on by Jul y 1, 1985. However, the Committee bel ieves that much of
the reorganization proposed should be postponed unti 1 a permanent Dean is hi red
and the mission of the College is clearly delineated.

REACTION TO ThE RATIONALE

The proposal as reported in the Deans, Directors, and Department Heads
memo of 1/21/85, a summary of which was published in Lo Que Pasa on 1/28/85,
listed four specific reasons for the proposed reorganization:

'11 purpose of the reorganization of the Col lege of ucation is

to erure that the three missions of teathing, research, and service are
properly performed;

The ccrtnittee found no evidence that the presently proposed reorganization
of the College will facilitate acccxnplis1-ment of any of these 'issions", more
properly termed "activities." There is little evidence that the proposed
organizational structure will ensure the accomplishment of these 9nissions."
In fact, our findings convince us that such an organizational structure might
be counterproductive to the carrying out of these general activities. For
example, if a newly articulated mission of the College were to focus on an
enhanced research effort, it would be crucial to delineate the directions of
such an effort. By directions the committee means the general outlines and
foci of such effort in such areas as cross-cultural cognition, bicultural
learning, assessment and evaluation, and many others. In turn, the directions
of such an effort directly affect both the content and nphasis of the
curriculum of the Col lege and its staffing patterns. At present, it is not
clear how the proposed reorganization would facilitate unspecified research
activities, determine the instructional audience or identify the constituency
for service activities.

to focus the resources of the Col lege on the training of teachers and
other education professionals;

The College of Education cannot be ranked among those colleges of
education considered best in the nation unless the concept of the training of
educational professionals, including both school teachers and those in other
settings, is defined very broadly. However, in contrast to current thinking on
the subject, the reorganization proposed here seens to reflect a very narrow
definition of educational professionals as those engaged only in primary and
secondary school settings. In particular, we believe that such a narrow
definition underlies the proposed transfer of the Department of Counseling and
Qiidance out of the College of Education. Many other units of the College are
now greatly concerned that this narrow definition will curtail their activities
and lessen their impact.

to ire flexibility in the allocation of resources within the College;

The Committee finds no evidence that the proposed reorganization will
increase the flexibility of allocation of resources. Testimony of current and
former department heads indicates that the allocation of operations funds is
the only resource allocation under their jurisdiction. Allocation of positions
has been under the control of the Dean and central administration for some
time. Travel funds have been al located from the Dean's office. Hence, we see
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nothing to indicate that the proposed reorganization will enhance suchflexibility.

to erire sufficitly broad participation by faculty (a critil mass of
faculty) in prograimatic and personnel decisions."
The committee finds the phrase "sufficiently broad participation by a

critical mass of faculty" vague. Moreover, the programmatic and personnel
decisions to be made by such faculty are not specified in the proposal.

RESPONSE TO SPEXIFIC POINTS IN THE PROPOSAL

"The specific rationale for each of the points in the proposal snimry
are: L single budgetary unit...

The proposed organization does not, in fact, seem to create a single
budgetary unit. The proposed divisions appear to be separate units, each of
which must have operational support independent of a Dean's oversight. We
cannot imagine a Dean making operational decisions for the number of faculty
presently in the College.

2. three prograuinatic units...

The committee sympathizes with the desire to promote organizational
efficiency in the College by decreasing the number of existing units. Fbwever,
we wonder if combining existing departments is the best approach and if the
specific combinations of departments proposed will be the most fruitful.
Rather, we propose that considerable thought be given to the analysis of the
mission of the College and the acadenic disciplines represented by its Faculty.
kadnic disciplines are particularly important, as the disciplines with which
faculty identify thamselves substantially affect the recruitment of students,
the pursuit of funding, and the credibility of particular units. For example,
while the title "Psychoeducational Studies" has little extramural recognition,
a "Department (or Division) of Educational Psychology, Special Education, and
Counseling and Guidance" maintains the critical identification of the
disciplines within the administrative structure.

We find neither cc1Tpelling evidence that three units is the optimum number
for the College, nor support for the suggestion that any other specific number
is preferable. The Committee strongly urges that this crucial step in the
reorganization process not proceed without the leadership of the new Dean.

We also urge reconsideration of the use of the designation "division."
Faculty outside the College of Education testified that "a division head is
permanently acting" and that "a division is just like a department except in
important matters". Rather than limiting the organizational possibilities to
the term "division," which is perhaps intended to facilitate the nvenent of
faculty during reorganization efforts, we recommend that the new Dean be given
a deadline for organizing the mnbers of the College into units that would meet
the goals of both a newly articulated mission and a definition of its
directions. For example, a dictum that all menbers will be associated with one
of the new units designated by the new Dean by July 1, 1986, seems feasible,
with the new Dean cognizant of the wishes of the President that the number of
units not be greater than five (or four, if a rationale exists for such alimitation). We strongly recommend that, as departments are recognized
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entities within the University strcture, these units be designated
departments.

3. transfer of cosponents...

The Committee heard no opposition to the proposed transfers of the
Graduate Library School and the Department of Rehabilitation. MOEnbers of other
departments of the College do not view either of these units as critical to the
operation of the College. In contrast, many College faculty regard the Depart-
ment of Counseling and Qiidance as vital to the functioning of the College.

Members of the Counseling and Guidance Department play a particularly
vital role in the training of teachers and other ediration professionals. The
departure of the Department would severely limit that role. Moreover, the
program for training school counselors and the opportunity to include school
counselors in a planned multi-disciplinary clinic would be totally lost. These
losses would not be substantial enough to justify the creation of a separate
school counseling department, because the certification standards for school
counseling programs require the additional staff members that only a more
diversified mission would support. Hosver, the absence of school counseling
personnel would adversely affect the training of school psychologists, reading
specialists, and special educational diagnosticians.

Expanding the role of the Department of Counseling and Guidance within the
College of Education can also be justified on other grounds. Clinical
psychology is receiving decreasing emphasis within other academic units on
campus. Consequently, the Department of Counseling and Guidance (perhaps in
consort with the Department of Educational Psychology) will be in a position to
expand this area which is also vital to the School Psychology Program. More
importantly, greater efforts in retention and recruitment of students at post
secondary public and private institutions require personnel skilled in career
counseling, the retraining of persons changing careers, and the training of
acadenic and peer counselors. As the University of Arizona is currently quite
concerned with the recruitment and retention of minority students, a multi-
cultural counseling and guidance program is an obvious area for growth and
developnent.

Menbers of the College of Education also expressed grave concern that the
proposed transfer of the Counseling and Guidance Department reflects a narrow
view of the mission of the College. This narrow view is seen as a death knell
for the aims of the College for greatness. While forward-looking colleges of
education are expanding their focus to meet the demands for educational
personnel in new positions in industry and government, the University of
Arizona, at least as reflected in this proposed transfer, seems content to
return to the "normal" school of the earlier part of the century. The job
market for teachers in the public schools is certainly expanding, and there
will undoubtedly be positions for teachers from "normal't schools. However,
there is no indication that any of these schools will be considered among the
first ranks of colleges of education in the nation. Unless the College as a
whole accepts the challenge of providing educational leadership not only for
the public schools but also for industry, government and the home, it is
accepting an obsolete definition of education. The Department of Counseling
and Guidance has already accepted this broader definition of education, which
includes the education of parents regarding counseling practices with their
children, managers with their enployees, and teachers with their students. The
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Ccxnittee does not view this broader definition as outside the mission of the
College. The final decision on this matter should be made speedily by the new
Dean after his arrival, so as to facilitate the admission of new graduate
students to the Counseling and Gidan program.

NTjmetable

The Ccmnittee believes that, given the absence of a permanent Dean at this
time, implementation of the proposed reorganization by July 1, 1985 is
unrealistic. However, if the receiving units have agreed, the Graduate Library
School and the Department of Rehabi 1 i tation can be transferred by that date.
The proposed transitional period for programs to allow students to complete
their degrees is necessary. Further programmatic decisions must follow the
formation of new units which must await the arrival of a permanent Dean.

There is no obvious reason why the present departments can not continue to
exist through 1985 or as long as the permanent Dean needs their assistance in
course scheduling, routine paper work, and student advising. However, this
Committee is not the proper body to decide which functions the departments
should have or the duration of their existence.

NExpected Inçt"

The promise here of broader participation in programnatic and personnel
decisions raises more concerns than optimism; nunerous comments were made at
the hearings urging that peer evaluation and disciplinary integrity be
safeguarded. Combined with the designation of "divisions" rather than "depart-
ments", the broader participation in personnel decisions is interpreted very
negatively by members of the College.

The clarification of the mission should result in a clarification of the
criteria used in hiring, promoticn, tenure, and salary setting. However, the
concerns regarding the narrowness of this mission are recurrent.

"Types of Course and Curriculun thanges ContaTplated"

The Committee agrees that any proposed changes be implemented after
consideration by the new units under the new leadership.

NCLtJS ION

This Cciinittee's draft repart was unanimously approved on March 14, 1985
and this final report was unanimously approved on April 9, 1985. It is
respectfully suLxnitted to the University community as per Senate guidelines for
reorganization procedures.

President's Advisory Carinittee on the Reorganization
of the College of Ek1ucation:

Leslie Flemming, Chair; Peter Attarian; Adrienne
Lehrer; Glen Nicholson; Paul Robinson; Darrell
Sabers; and Carlos Velez-Ibanez.
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Submitted to the
Reorganization Advisory Committe

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA January 1985

TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

January 21, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO: Deans, Directors, and Department Heads

FROM: The President's Advisory Committee on the
Reorganization of the College of Education
(Members: Peter Attarian, Leslie Flemming,
Adrienne Lehrer, Glen Nicholson, Paul Robinson,
Darrel Sabers - Chair, and Carlos Velez)

REGARDING: Summary Proposal for Reorganizing the College
of Education

The following summary is being distributed according to the Faculty
Senate's "Reorganization Procedures at the University of Arizona"
to allow campus-wide input by the faculty in the evaluation of the
proposal.

Summary of the Proposal

The College of Education would be reorganized by abolishing the present
departmental organization and becoming a single budgetary unit. The
College would be organized into three programmatic divisions: Adminis-
tration, Foundations, and Higher Education; Psychoeducational Studies;
and Curriculum and Instruction. Certain programmatic components and
individual faculty members would be transferred to other units, including
the Graduate Library School, the faculty of the Department of Counseling
and Guidance, and the Department of Rehabilitation.

Rationale for the Proposed Reorganization

The purpose of the reorganization of the College of Education is

To ensure that the three missions of teaching, research, and
service are properly performed;

To focus the resources of the College on the training of teachers
and other education professionals;

To ensure flexibility in the allocation of resources within the
College;

To ensure sufficiently broad participation by faculty (a critical
mass of faculty) in programmatic and personnel decisions.
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The specific rationale for each of the points in the proposal summary
are:

single budgetary unit--Priorities for resource allocations need
to be developed at the college level. It should be as easy as
possible to move positions and other resources according to
changing priorities.

three programmatic units--The divisions have been organized to
meet two basic criteria: They are large enough to provide a
critical mass of faculty to handle personnel and program issues,
on the basis of the goals established for the college, and they
are small enough to provide programmatic coherence within the
divisions. For programmatic purposes, each division may be f ur-
ther organized into programs, centers, institutes, etc. as justi-
fied by programmatic needs.

transfer of components--It is specifically proposed that the
Graduate Library School be transferred to the Faculty of Social
and Behavioral Sciences; the faculty of the Department of Guidance
and Counseling be reassigned to the Departments of Psychology and
Psychiatry and the School of Family and Consumer Resources; and
the Department of Rehabilitation be transferred to the School of
Health Related Professions. It has been determined that the pro-
grams involved are not critical to the mission of the college,
and that they relate more closely to those of the units identified
above. Final decisions concerning the transfers would be made
after the consultation with the receiving units now underway has
been completed.

The Alternatives Considered

In the course of the review of the college, the following alternatives
were considered:

- The status quo;

- Abolishment of the college and assignment of selected responsi-
bilities to other units;

- The creation of a single departmental unit;

- The creation of two-to-four internal programmatic units, with
some role in personnel decisions.

Detailed Proposal for Reorganization

Timetable

It is expected that the reorganization will become effective July 1, 1985.
Programmatic decisions would follow as soon as the divisional faculties
have had an opportunity to consider and make recommendations concerning
proposed programmatic changes. For programs to be changed or eliminated,
a transitional period of from one to two years is envisioned to allow Stu-
dents now enrolled to complete their degrees.
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Expected Impact

It is intended, and expected, that the reorganization will result in a

stronger teaching, research, and service effort, focused especially on

the training of teachers and other education professionals. It is expec-

ted that better working conditions will be offered to faculty members

under the proposed reorganization, including broader participation in

programmatíc and personnel decisions. The clarification of the mission
of the college is expected to result in a clarification of the criteria
used in hiring, promotion and tenure, and salary setting; this is expec-
ted to result in better morale among faculty and staff. Some faculty

members who will be transferred to other units are expected to get more
appropriate opportunities to develop their particular specialties.

During the transitional period, there will probably be some disruption

of existing programs. It is expected that the negative effects will be
limited, since time will be allowed for students now enrolled to complete

their programs.

There will also be a certain amount of disruption in the normal activities

of the faculty members of the college. Some faculty members may find the

new context in which they have to operate less satisfying than their

current setting, at least for a period of time.

Types of Course and Curriculum Changes Contemplated

A great number of course and curriculum changes have been proposed and

are outlined in the college response to President Koffler's letter of

last summer. The changes include the possible establishment of a core
curriculum within the college as well as a number of consolidations,

deletions, and additions of courses. The final decisions concerning

course and curriculum changes will not be made until the divisional
faculties have had an opportunity to consider the changes and make

recommendations.

Faculty Members to be Affected

All faculty members of the college will in one way or another be affec-

ted by the reorganization. The strongest impact will probably be felt

by the faculty of the Department of Guidance and Counseling, since this

department is being abolished and the faculty members dispersed to sev-

eral other units. Within this departmental group, the strongest effect

may be felt by those individuals who are being transferred to departments

as individuals.



THÉ UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721

AD HOC COMMITTEE ON SALARY ADJUSTMENTS

May 6, 1985

ME1ORANDUM TO: University of Arizona Faculty Senate

FROM: Ad Hoc Cofrmittee ori Salary Determination Procedures

REGARDING: Coniriittee Report

On November 21, 1983, this Ccmnittee was charged with "developing procedures
for implementing the Board of Regents' Evaluation and Compensation Policy in a
manner reflecting the specific needs of the University and in accordance with
the expressed desires of the University of Arizona Faculty and Staff."

The activities of the 1984-85 Committee consisted of the following:

The Committee reviewed the Performance Evaluation procedures
developed by each Department/College and suhnitted a report to the
Provost's office. Suggestions for improvement of the procedures were
made in several instances.

The Ccmtiittee constructed a 20-item Performance Evaluation iestion-
flaire which was mailed to all faculty and academic professionals.
Over 4000 questionnaires were mailed, and 854 were returned.

The Committee published some of the results from the survey in Lo ie
Pasa. This included data from ten colleges, four faculties, and the
grouping of general departments.

The Committee col lapsed the responses (from the 20 questions) into
eight significant areas in order to better understand the sense of
the respondents. This was done for all departments, colleges, and
faculties. These data were forwarded to Provost Hasselmo.

Where it was possible, the Committee compared the findings from the
1985 survey to those of the 1983 survey. These findings are attached.

The Catriittee makes the fol lowing recommendations for improvement of
the procedures used in the Performance Evaluation process:

a. that Provost Hasselmo share the findings from this survey with
both Deans and Department Heads. It is further recommended that
Department Heads be encouraged to share their data with faculty
members.

L '- 'L- -(C- L. /7
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that its successor comtiittee obtain adequate financial support
for the next survey. The survey needs to utilize known popula-
tions for proper experimental control and interpretation of the
data.

that its successor committee build upon some of the ideas
generated by this Committee, e.g., target significant areas of
concern (see itens A-H, page 3) and construct the questionnaire
around these.

Carni ttee rmbers:

J. Cole, Pharmacy
H. Frank, Economics
J. Pergrin, Nursing (Co-Chairperson)
G. Peterson, Electrical Engineering
F. Roby, Exercise and Sport Sciences (Co-Chairperson)
E. Sherberg, University Instruments Shop
E. Stevenson, ASUA
P. VanMetre, Fine Arts Administration



Appendix:

Report from the k Hoc Committee on Salary Determination Procedures
Submitted to the Faculty Senate

May 6, 1985

RESULTS OF ThE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SURVEY
WHEN ALLTENDENTS (N = 854) ARE CONSIDERED

The 20 questions that comprised the 1985 Performance Evaluation Survey, mailed
to all University of Arizona faculty and professionals, provided information
about how the new evaluation procedures and salary-adjustment procedures were
perceived by the respondents. Many of these questions were modifications of
those used in the Senate Survey of 1983. There was a total of 854 respondents,
representing ten colleges, four faculties, and various departments and
committees that are independent of both colleges and faculties. The number of
respondents in each subgroup ranged from a low of six (College of Law) to a
high of 123 (Faculty of Science). When these major subgroups were further sub-
divided into departments, the small number of respondents in some units preven-
ted any valid conclusion about the data. In fact, there were some departments
that had no respondents at all.

In order to better evaluate the responses from this survey, and to compare th
with the findings from the 1983 survey, the Pi1 Hoc Committee identified eight
significant areas which were encompassed by the 20 questions:

A. Faculty members were adequately involved and informed regarding
developiient of evaluation criteria (IteTis 1, 2).

13. Peer review was used in the evaluation (It 3).

Faculty meTibers were informed of their evaluation (Itens 8, 9, 10).

There was an appeals mechanism (Itert il).

The evaluation appeared to be fair (Iteis 4, 5, 6, 7).

The resultant merit award was fair (Ites 13-16, 18).

The new procedure was an improverient over the old one (Iteis 12, 17,
20).

General adjustments to salary should be higher than performance
adjustments (Iten 19).

When the data from each college, faculty, department, and committee were
collapsed into the above categories, some findings were of particular interest:

All Respondents (N = 854)

1. Sixty-one percent (61%) of the respondents reported that they were
adequately involved and informed regarding developient of the evalua-
tion criteria.

3



Sixty-one percent (61%) of the respondents had confidence in their
peer review committee as opposed to twenty-seven percent (27%) who
did not have conf iden in it. In the 1983 survey, peer review was a
strongly recommended procedure (65%) by the respondents in the 1983
survey.

Fifty-four percent (54%) of the respondents felt that their evalua-
tion appeared to be fair. Conversely, in the 1983 survey, only 25%
of the respondents perceived their salary-determination procedures to
be fair.

Forty-three percent (43%) of the respondents felt the new procedure
is an improvement over the old one as opposed to 33% who disagreed.
In the 1983 survey, only 30% of the respondents thought the salary-
determination procedures worked efficiently.

Forty-five percent (45%) of the respondents indicated that perfor-
mance adjustments (merit) to salary should be higher than general
adjustments, while 29% felt general adjustments should be higher than
performance adj ustments.

There was clearly a trend for respondents to rate the evaluation
procedures more highly than they rated the salary-adjustment
procedures.

The question that tended to receive the most negative responses,
Number 11, was concerned with whether there was an effective appeals
mechanism available. The Committee believes that this occurred
because the respondents were not told about the availability of the
appeals mechanism. In our review of the proposed departmental
procedures, we found that virtually all departments had caplied with
the Provost's 1984 directive to all departments which stated that an
appeals procedure must be developed.

While the findings from this survey are not as favorable as one would wish to
see, in our opinion they do provide evidence that improvements in the
evaluation and salary-determination procedures have been made. The effort
sens to have been worthwhile and there is a good baseline that can be used
with future surveys.
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May 13, 1985

To: University of Arizona, Faculty Senate

From: Cedric Dempsey, Director of Athletics

RE: ICA Financial Report

The attached statements reflect the financial status of Inter-
collegiate Athletics for the year ending June 30, 1984.

The University of Arizona Intercollegiate Athletics McKale Center, Tucson, Arizona 85721
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University of Arizona
Intercollegiate Athletics

1982-83

Beginning Fund Balance 7-l-83 25,471
Revenues 8,702,000
Expenditures 8,716,553
Enging Fund Balance 6-30-84 $ 10,918

Intercollegiate Athletics entered the 1983-84 fiscal year with a $25,471
surplus. Based on fiscal year revenues anad expenses of $8,702,000 and
$8,716,553 respectively, the department almost broke-even for the year posting a
positive ending fund balance of $10,918.

The attached financial information regarding sources and uses of funds for
Intercollegiate Athletics helps illustrate the need for a greater and more
stable funding base.

Most of the major sources of funding for ICA are either fixed or highly variable
depending upon attendance, won-loss records, etc. Briefly the following
describes the major sources of revenue:

-Gate receipts represent the largest funding source for ICA,
averaging between 30 and 40% of the total each year. Since
attendance can change so rapidly, a variance in funding from
30 to 40% in one year can represent a tremendous amount of dollars.

-Student fees represents an allocation ICA received from the total
student fee assessment each year. There has been a decline in
recent years due to a drop in enrollment.

-State appropriations make up a large portion of our funding base,
however, this source of funds is fairly fixed with increases only
being provided to cover annual salary adjustments.

-TV and radio represents the most volatile revenue source in ICA.
For example, in 1983-84 the revenues from TV and radio totaled
$1,543,000 (17.8% of the total revenue) versus a projected
$1,100,000 in 84-85.

-Guarantees received represents revenues generated from away events
in football and basketball and typically average between 6 & 7% of the
total revenues. Since ICA normally receives a percentage of the gate,
the total dollars can fluctuate considerably based on away game
attendance.

-Other revenues consist of concessions (approximately $100,000 per
year), facilities rentals, medical insurance reimbursements, sales
of promotional items, banquets, golf outings, etc. Most of these
revenues represent a recovery of out-of-pocket costs related to a
specific event.
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UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
ICA

SOURCES & USES OF FUNDS
(In 000's)

83-84
Actual

2

Sources of Funds:

\ $ Of
Total

Gate receipts $2,624 30.2
Student fees 1,060 12.1
State appropriations 1,277 14.7
Gifts 1,O99.- 12.6
TV & radio 1,543 17.8
Guarantees received 585 6.7
Other 514 5.9

Total $8,702 100.0

Uses of Funds:

Payroll & ERE $3,030 34.7
Operations 2,818 32.3
Travel 1,083 12.4
Scholarships 878 10.1
Stadium Debt 546 6.3
Other 362 4.2

Total $8,717 100.0



Total Sources of funds - $8,702

Univèrsity of Arizona
ICA

Sources of Funds
(in $ 000's)

83-84

Other - $514

5.9%

Guarantees Receive
$585
6.7%

Student Fees -
$1, 060

12.1%

Gifts - $1,099

12.6%

Gate Receipts- $2,624 TV & Radio- $1,543

14.7%

State Appropriations - $1,277

3

30.2% 17.8%



University of Arizona
ICA

Uses of Funds
(in $ 000's)

83-84

Total use of funds - $8,717
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INTERCOLLEGIATH ATHLETICS
REVENUE & EXPENSE DETAIL

1983-84

WOMEN' S SPORTS REVENUE EXPENSE NET

Track -0- $172,308 $(172,308)

Basketball $ 650 127,127 (126,477)

Gymnastics 516 96,286 ( 95,770)

Gol f -0- 68,851 ( 68,851)

Hockey -0- 3,425 ( 3,425)

Softhall -0- 105,775 (105,775)

Swimming -0- 107,278 (107,278)

Synchronized Swimming -0- 84,525 ( 84,525)

Tennis -0- 86,656 (86656)

Volleyball 3,425 119,031 (115,606)

Cross Country -0- 6,400 ( 6,400)

Sub-fttal $ 4,591 $977,662 $(973,07l)

MEN'S SPORTS

Football $ 4,029,973 $2,278,693 $ 1,751,280

Basketball 724,591 780,785 ( 56,194)

Baseball 39,153 229,627 (190,474)

Track 2,765 204,629 (201,864)

Tennis -0- 71,587 ( 71,587)

Golf 1,970 60,581 ( 58,611)

Swimming -0- 124,825 (124,825)

Wrestling -0- 6,555 ( 6,555)

Gymnastics -0- -0- -0-

Cross Country 0 1,325 ( 1,325)

Sub-Total $ 4,798,452 $3,758,607 $(l,039,845)



*Student fees allocation used as follows:

**Expense includes $546,300 for stadium bond debt.

6

Revenue Expense Net

Support Services

Gen'l Admn. $1,128,379* $2,223,907** $(1,095,528)

Wildcat Club 1,114,033 285,909 828,124

Scholarship Box Club 812 -0- 812

Concessions 177,854 -0-. 177,854

McKale Pool 3,926 50,413 (46,487)

Wildcat Network 68,812 425 68,387

Academic Consultant -0- 224,406 (224,406)

Equipment Room" -0- 189,923 (189,923)

Sports Promotion -0- 77,482 (77,482)

Ticket Office 910 197,977 (197,067)

Medical Services 44,448 409,544 (365,096)

Sports Info. -0- 169,496 (169,496)

Misc. 23,734 5,556 18,178

Sub-Total $2,562,908 $3,835,038 $(1,272,130)

Intramurals $ 129,398 $ 145,693 $ (16,295)

State Appropriations $1,206,651 $ -O- $ 1,206,651

Total $8,702,000 $8,717,000 $ (15,000)

General Admn. Stadium Bond Debt $546,300
General Admn. Sports programs 393,700

Intramurals 120,000
$1,060,000



INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS
IUITION WAIVERS 1983-84

WOMEN MEN

Basketball 13 Baseball 20

Field Hockey O Basketball 12.5

Golf 8 Football 91

Gymnastics 6 Golf 11

Softball 11 Gymnastics O

Swimming/Diving 16 Swimming 14

Synchronized Swimming 12 Tennis 7

Tennis 8 Track & Field 17

Track & Field & Cross Country.. .18 Water Polo O

Volleyball 12 Wrestling O

TOTAL 104 TOTAL 172.5

WOMEN 104

MEN 172.5

TOTAL 276.5

The Board of Regents grants the following number of tuition
waivers to the three state universities for athletics:

University of Arizona 315

Arizona State University 315

Northern Arizona University 210

The Regents do not attach a dollar value to the waivers;
therefore, no dollar value is shown.

The number of tuition waivers utilized each year varies,
but we cannot exceed the total granted to our university.
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University of Arizona
STUDENT-ATHLETE SERVICES

\PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS BY COLLEGE

LTe University of Arizona Intercollegiate Athletics McKaIe Center, Tucson, Arizona 85721 -

4

College Student-Athlete Population General Student P2pulation

ARTS & SCIENCES 45.31% 33.72%

BUS. & PUB. ADMIN. 31.59% 21.79%

ENGINEERING 6.75% 14.70%

FINE ARTS 7.84% 7.90%

EDUCATION 3.49% 3.60%

AGRICULTURE 2.17% 4.10%

HOHE ECONOMICS 1.75% 2.70%

ARCHITECTURE 1.53% 2.50%

MINES .80% 1.60%

NURSING .80% 1.20%

HEALTH-RELATED PROF. .22% .01%

CONTINUING EDUCATION 6.00%



dated: 11/14/84

\1he University of Arizona Intercollegiate Athletics McKale Center, Tucson, Arizona 85721

University of Arizona
STUDENT-ATHLETE SERVICES

2

SPORT

Women's Sports

]UMBER OF STUDEflTSCUM. GPA

Volleyball 2.6693 il

Tennis 2.9124 12

Swimming 2.8676 18

Basketball 2.5690 12

Syncro-Swirn 2.8527 17

Gymnastics 2.9290 lO

Softball 2.5820 13

Track 2.8658 28

Golf 2.7318 10

131

TOTAL ATHLETES 394

1983 -

SPORT

1984 Academic Year

Men's Sports

NUMBER OF STUDENTSCUM. GPA

Football 2.1479 105

Basketball 2.2806 13

Baseball 2.5234 42

Tennis 2.4613 11

Track 2.3516 42

Swimming 2.3722 28

Gol f 2.5748 22

263



UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
ZONA

Sports Information
Prepared text of Cedric Dempsey, May 1, 1985

Projecting an approximate budget deficit of almost $1.2 million between
now and June 30, 1986, the University of Arizona Athletic Department is

taking actions today that will ensure the long term growth and financial
stability of its athletics program.

Without these changes, the growing deficit might require a total change

in the direction of our program.

The instability of football and basketball television monies has
dramatically affected our present and future budgets. Although the

situation may improve, commencing in 1986-87 we cannot base responsible
planning upon expectations.

In 1984-85, we lost approximately $300,000 in budgeted television income

because of the following factors:

Football syndicated programs revenue drop;

Basketball syndicated programs bankruptcy; and
Conference litigation costing approximately &60,000 per Pac-lO

institution.

Already budgeted in 1984-85 were known losses from our NCAA football

television sanctions. This snaction continues through 1985-86.

Built in cost increments range from 400,000-500,000/year. These are

primarily due to salary, inflation and grant-in-aid increases.

The department, central administration, and the ICAC composed of faculty,
alumni and students have been evaluating these probrems for several
months. Several alternatives were explored. Our announced decisions of

today provide an approach which is: 1. The most fiscally sound; 2. Has

the least long-term impact; and 3. Greatest sharing of impact by all
constituent groups including the department, faculty, students and
supporters of the program.

1985-86 Budget changes include:

Operations, travel and administrative service budgets will be reduced

by $355,000;

Reduction of $150,000 in salaries
-5 staff will be "laid-off"
-2 positions vacated will be downgraded which will provide cost

savings

Grant-in-aids in sports other than football and men's basketball will
be reduced by $100,000. This equals 28 room and board grants. No

commitments to incoming athletes will be affected. Associate Athletic

Directors Bob Bockrath and Mary Roby will work closely with coaches to
implement procedures.

Synchronized Swimming will be eliminated as a varsity sport, a
$90,000 expenditure. This decision is a partially cost-saving decision,

SUPO BOX 21106/TUCSON, ARIZONA 85721
(602) 621.4163



but is also programatic. The NCAA does not conduct a championship in
Synchronized Swimming. Only approximately 30 schools compete in the
sport nationally and there are no intercollegiate teams in the Pac-West
Conference.

Our Women's Basketball Program has had insufficiant funds to compete
favorable. Women's Basketball is a strong sport in Pac-West and one of
three highly promoted by NCAA. A budgeted second assistant coach in
women's basketball in 1985-86 will be postponed until 1986-87. However,
in that year, a sizeable increase will take place in that sport in an
in that year, a sizeable increase will take place in that sport in an
effort to develop a nationally competitive team.

In seeking avenues for increased revenue the ICAC approved the
elimination of all Grandfather clauses related to priority seating in
basketball for 1985-86. Similar action was approved for the 1986
football season with a specific plan to be developed. For 1985-86 the
department projects an additional $75,000 in gifts received will be
generated.

A special faculty/staff seating area in basketball will be provided ma
portion of the present chairback seats allocated to students. An
additional 250 seats in bench seating will be allocated to students
raising their total allotment to approximately 2,500.

In recent days, athletic department staff, student leadership, the
incoming President of the Faculty Senate, University of Arizona
Foundation leadership, the Wildcat Club Executive Committee, and the
University President's Council were informed of the situation and the
planned actions.

Despite these changes we are confident that:
We can remain competitive and strong as a department;
We can maintain fiscal responsibility;

Faculty, staff, student and boosters will understand these steps and
will respond by showing an increase in ticket sales and gifts.

We are confident that having taken these administrative actions, we can
look forward to a healthy long-range future once the current situation
stabilizes. Until then, the deparment of athletics will work together to
keep oyur programs successful, with achievements continuing in the best
Wildcat tradition.




