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1992/93-70

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, December 7, 1992 DuVal Auditorium, College of Medicine

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 2:30 p.m. on Monday, December
7, 1992, in DuVal Auditorium. Thirty-seven members were present. Presiding
Officer of the Faculty Senate Vivian L. Cox presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Atwater, Badger, Buras, Coons, Cox, Cusanovich, Elliott,
Enos, Ewbank, Garcia, Hildebrand, Hill, Horak, Impey,
Inman, Joens, Jones, Kaczynski, Lewis, McElroy, Myers,
Najor, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien, Pitt, Reiter, Reynolds,
Roemer, Silverman, Songer, Sullivan, Troy, Warburton,
Witte, Wright, Young and Zwolinski. Dr. Robert Sankey
served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Barrett, Dahlgran, Dickinson, Dvorak, Fajardo, Hammond,
Konur, Larson, Law, MacDonell, Mautner, Mitchell,
Pacheco, Ruiz, Sergeant, Siciliano, Spera, Tomizuka,
Valenzuela, and Williams.

FACULTY SENATE TOWN HALL: Dr. Cox opened the "Town Hall" portion of the Senate
meeting by noting that it was initiated to provide an opportunity to address the
concept of bridging courses in mathematics and English. "We recognize that
twenty minutes is not a great deal of time, ... [but) we are trying to initiate
a dialogue which hopefully will establish some direction for the Senate in terms
of where we should go and what we should do in relationship to this topic."

Dr. Cox read an excerpt from a letter submitted by Roger Dahood, Professor of
English, formerly Acting Director of Composition, who had a prior engagement this
afternoon, but who wished to contribute a few ideas regarding English 100 and
Math 116. "(1) English composition and mathematics require rather different
skills and probably ought to be kept separate in our thinking about curriculum.
(2) The discussion concerning English 100 has been influenced by a variety of
concerns, some of which are directly pertinent and others not. I am aware of
at least four such concerns: current admission standards; the need to improve
retention and graduation rates, especially but not exclusively among designated
minorities; significant numbers of undergraduates enrolled in upper-division
courses are unable to write at the college level; and the fact that significant
numbers of UA graduates may not be writing at a satisfactory level of competence.
This discussion has so far been framed in terms of whether the University of
Arizona should teach remedial courses. English 100, however, is only a response
to the larger problems of retention and ultimately of how best to serve the
educational needs of our undergraduates. Even this response does not address
the preparation of transfer students. There is evidence that the several bridge
and outreach programs long in place have had only limited impact on overall
retention and graduation rates. If the current level of efforts in bridge and
outreach programs is not enough, and if English lOO is deemed an inappropriate
response, what ought we to do instead?" Dr. Cox said she believed the last
question was particularly appropriate to introduce discussion.

Professor Tilly Warnock, Director of Composition, referring to a recent article
in the Wildcat regarding the English Department's position statement concerning
the future of English 100, said she would like to make three points: (1) The
composition program has, over the years, developed its curriculum to work with
new students; freshman placement exams are an attempt to identify students so
that all students admitted can be provided with the best course structure--
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English 100, 101, etc. are all an attempt by the program to work with students
admitted to the University. English 100 is not seen as a high school or remedial
course, but as an intensive reading and writing course. (2) The composition
program as a whole, including the upper-level exam, emphasizes writing as related
to both learning and thinking, and as a means of evaluating proficiencies before
graduation. (3) Information is available about the population profile of
students who take English 100 and about the retention rate over the years. They
believe the course has been successful in meeting one aspect of the obligations
of a land grant university.

Dr. Alan C. Newell, Head, Mathematics Department, distributed and read from a
departmental position paper on lower-level Mathematics courses: "At the outset,
let us make it very clear that the Mathematics Department supports tougher
entrance standards for students and welcomes the day, the sooner the better, when
it will no longer be necessary to teach those levels of mathematics best handled
in the high schools. However, in the case of Math 116, Introduction to College
Algebra, the sad fact is that more than 40 percent of new freshmen, approximately
2500 per year, who have satisfied all present requirements for admission to the
University, do not qualify, according to the readiness test designed by the
department eight years ago to ensure proper placement of entering freshmen, for
Math 117 or higher. Surely, if we admit a student as a bona f ide undergraduate,
without prior qualification, then it is our job to teach him/her. If the Univer-
sity wishes to demand higher entrance standards, it must do so by making very
clear to all what those requirements are. It should not be the function of
individual departments to serve as ad hoc instruments of undeclared University
policy.

"The main job of departments is to enable students, to provide an environment
in which they can learn and mature. Mathematics is a subject with a vertical
structure. A weak foundation leads to weak performance in subsequent studies
which depend on that foundation. Our primary goal has been and will continue
to be to maintain quality control on the pipeline. It is widely agreed by stu-
dents, peer disciplines, administration, parents, Regents, Legislators and in
particular by those who remember the disastrous days prior to 1984, before our
current entry-level format was put into place, that we have done our job
extraordinarily well."

He reported that the department had suggested a detailed plan for restructuring
entry-level offerings consistent with the statements of President Pacheco that
entrance to the University of Arizona will become more competitive and that,
therefore, admission standards will rise. "It is our suggestion that the lowest
level courses be phased out on a timetable commensurate with the anticipated and
demonstrated improvement in the quality of our entering freshmen. It is not
really a moral question. It is a question of what is fair and practical. Let
there be no doubt in your mind, however, that the current efforts by some in the
administration to 'remove' or 'charge' for English 100 or Mathematics 116 are
very much driven by practical (read 'economic') considerations. There was no
effort to 'restructure' these courses until these people were looking for places
to save money and, the cynic might argue, in ways that are calculated to deliver
clear political messages."

Dr. Newell reported that the department provides for 2,500 students in Math 116
each year, at a cost of $180-200,000, approximately the cost associated with the
annual budgets of many vice-Presidential and ex-Presidential offices. "This rate
is roughly $25 per student credit hour, a bargain, surely, by any measure. Let
us emphasize that the Mathematics Department derives no special benefit, wields
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no special privilege or power by providing service courses at this level. In
fact, our creative energies are focused on many other things, and in particular
on the restructuring of the undergraduate curriculum at all levels, in which
venture we are widely regarded as a national leader. We are simply offering our
best judgment, based on many years' experience, that the best route to a higher
quality and better trained student body is via (1) a clear declaration of Univer-
sity policy, (2) a timetable for change that is clearly advertised to all
prospective freshmen, and (3) a clear message to high school administrators and
students as to what our expectations are. We eagerly look forward to the day
of the better prepared student."

Ms. Socorro Vasquez, Minority Student Retention, who works with the New Start
Summer Program for incoming freshmen, said she wanted to make several points:
(1) What message does the University wish to send to the community? Because
she works closely with high school counselors, she learned that already some
schools were advising students not to go to the University of Arizona because
their needs would not be served. (2) Is the University willing to set up a
disenfranchised constituency, admitting students but requiring them to enroll
in Extended University or community college classes? She said such action would
result in increased tuition for students, and financial hardship. (3) While this
did not appear to be a minority issue, she believed that minority students would
be disproportionately affected by this decision, possibly as many as three-
quarters of the students of Nogales, Pueblo and Salpointe High Schools.

Chris Scileppi, an undergraduate student at the University, thought that if
underprepared students were turned away, the vacuum would be filled by students
who saw the University as more prestigious. He did not think that the univer-
sity's land grant status obligated it to be the caretaker for students who
reflected problems of the system of higher education in the country. He noted
his own support for Interim Provost Cusanovich's suggestions.

Joann Little, chair of the writing department at the downtown campus of Pima
Community College and adjunct lecturer in the English Department at the
University of Arizona for the past five years, spoke on the basis of her exper-
ience in teaching English 100 and 101 at both institutions. She noted that in
terms of head count, Pima College is nearly as large as the University of Arizona
and that more students are enrolled currently in English 100 than in any other
course at Pima. Now and for the foreseeable future, Pima would not be prepared
to accept thousands more students, particularly if they were seeking basic
courses in math as well as in English. Administrators at Pima have expressed
great interest in collaborating with the University to develop a good pipeline.
But time is needed to see how best to serve the interests of students at the two
institutions. A lot of emphasis has been placed on the role of the high schools
in preparing students, but Pima College had been left out of the loop. Through
her own efforts, and those of her administration, working with the English
department in particular, a closer cooperation has now been opened. But, as
Chancellor Hockaday has stated, a bureaucracy the size of Pima College cannot
turn itself around in the time frame currently under discussion. "We welcome
students to Pima with open arms and try to support all of their learning in the
best way that we can, but if the community colleges throughout the state are
expected to do this without resources, then that's going to be impossible."

Provost Cusanovich sought to put the discussion in context by explaining the
status of activities in his office. In the middle of the budget crisis last
spring the math department raised the possibility of getting out of the remedial
business. Later he had asked Vice President Fernandez to explore the matter and
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carry on some discussions with the math and English departments. There are no
formal proposals yet. "The question is, should the University of Arizona be
teaching remedial courses? And they are remedial courses because you have to
pass them before you can take the required courses." Time frames along the lines
of Dr. Newell's suggestion are being considered, and some conversations have been
held with the administration at Pima College. ASU does not enter into this
business but, instead, has junior colleges from the area come in to teach the
courses on campus. He wondered at the perception that the University of Arizona,
but not ASU, would be making a statement by not teaching remedial courses. He
thought the issue was a legitimate one to explore. Though he did not want to
speculate on the outcome, he expressed the conviction that if the resources were
reinvested in teaching higher level math and English, some of the issues raised
earlier about the quality of our graduates would be addressed. The logistics
are complex, and changes could not be made in a short period of time. Though
no decision has been made in his office on whether to pursue the question, he
indicated that the Faculty Senate would be welcome to explore the question
independently if they wished.

Dr. Alan Newell repeated the view of the math department that these were not
remedial courses, and noted that Math 116 had been put on the chopping block by
the Dean.

J. D. Garcia, speaking as Chairman of the Faculty, stated that by reasonable
projections of student population growth, the demands on this campus would
increase by 20,000 new students by the year 2010. The demands on Pima Community
College could be expected to increase by 30,000 additional students in the same
time frame. If we maintain our capped enrollment, some people will not be
admitted to this University. In his view, the time had come for more careful
efforts on the part of the University to "bridge" with Pima College to reinforce
those classes and concerns that are held in common so as best to serve the popu-
lation of southern Arizona through a seamless higher education system.

Josh Grabel, an undergraduate student at the University, expressed the view that
the basic courses are necessary to ensure access to higher education in the
state. A lot of schools do not offer the math courses under discussion. Nogales
High School was mentioned. He had attended Bisbee High School. He believed it
was the mission of the University to provide opportunity for an education and
for economic development of the people of the state. The University must provide
either these courses or a bridge so that people can obtain the necessary basic
skills. He did not think that any plan yet proposed provided an adequate
solution. Yet to refuse admission on the basis of failure to pass placement
exams was totally unacceptable.

Greg Glau, an English graduate student, spoke as one of the few people present
who was teaching English 100. He stated that the students in his classes were
not remedial students with a deficit. They were bright, but perhaps less
experienced. He invited anyone who thought that these were remedial high school
classes to visit and to do the assignments. He noted that similar invitations
had been ignored by Dr. Cusanovich, Dr. Pacheco, and Dr. Fernandez.

Faculty Senator Lori Kaczynski wondered whether the English department had
formulated any specific plan for cutting or combining the basic English courses.
She also wondered what the reaction of the administration had been to the plan
presented by the math department.

Faculty Senator Marlys Witte, noting that she had been at elite, exclusive
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schools as well as at schools with open admissions, expressed the view that we
have a problem, but that minority students should not be called a problem. She
did not think the problem would be solved by closing gates or minds--either those
of administrators or of students who might be denied access to education here.
She further expressed concern over the way the problem was being handled--that
it had become a public issue before it was discussed in the Faculty Senate.
"Only now. . . are we told that the faculty governance mechanism is going to be
used."

Alicia Prior, an undergraduate student, commented that she thought it was unfair
for the University to admit a student and then say that student could not
actually take classes at the University. It would be a burden on students to
have to take a course such as English 100 at Pima Community College--to be
accepted as a University student, but not really accepted.

Faculty Senator Derek Lewis thought that the higher question of state-wide
articulation needed to be resolved before the local questions concerning basic
courses are addressed. He noted the projected enrollment figures that showed
a huge increase in need for positions for students in higher education in the
state and expressed the view that the current system would not be able adequately
to meet the need. The Enrollment Commission is charged by the Board of Regents
to look into that question. It would be premature to make decisions at the local
level that inadvertently affected admissions and enrollment standards. Students
deciding which school or university to attend after high school graduation will
ask what courses they would be able to take and whether additional fees would
be involved. A student facing difficulty in paying for higher education is going
to consider seriously potential additional fees of a couple of hundred dollars
to take Math 116 or English 100. A serious review of what can be provided in
the state for students in general is needed before these local decisions are
made. Direction is needed from a higher level. Otherwise, students coming out
of high school will face a widening gap rather than the educational continuum
that we keep talking about.

Dr. Cox thanked those who participated in the Senate Town Hall.

3. OPEN SESSION: Senator Hildebrand said he would like to raise two issues, the
first "a proposal, which could be acted upon later, that faculty voluntarily
forego the privilege of bookstore discounts in deference to graduate students,
so that all graduate students, not just TA5--beleaguered increasingly by
inadequate support--can benefit from that bookstore discount." Secondly, he
referred to "a growing number of faculty and staff in the University who are
deeply disaffected with the health options that were offered to us by the State
last summer. Some of you may feel that we were not treated well by the State,
and if you have had a health problem since this was put in place and happen to
have the Interflex Plan, portrayed to be a reasonable substitute for the indem-
nity plan we've had in the past, you would have discovered, as I have, that it
is no such thing." He said a group of faculty and staff are preparing a letter
to the Governor and other officials of the State responsible for this set of
decisions. Those interested in sharing their experiences and signing the letter
should contact the coordinator, Professor Jacqueline Sharkey, at 885-9333.

Darci Thompson reported on the Employee Assistance Service, which is sponsored
by the Employee Weilness Program. The Service was implemented one year ago to

- help employees stay on the job and do well on the job, and provides free,
confidential, and voluntary services like consultation with supervisors or co-
workers that may have concern about a troubled colleague, short-term counseling,
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information and referral about community resources, an on-campus noon-time
lecture series, on-site departmental training on emotional or mental health
topics, support groups, and supervisor training. Located in the Student Health
Center, in Room 131, the Employee Assistance Service provides services that will
help individuals explore options and resolve problems. She said the staff
welcomes inquiries, and can be reached at 621-2493.

Senator Inman, referring to an article in the Wildcat concerning the procedures
followed by the Affizmative Action Office to discover sexual harassment in the
Creative Writing Program, distributed a copy of a paper written by Dr. Jonathan
Penner, Professor of English, to express his concern with the sexual harassment
problem. She said this issue raised several questions: (1) What is the current
working definition of sexual harassment, and how does it compare with the Uni-
versity's sexual harassment policy? (2) By what right is the Affirmative Action
Office and the Provost's Office investigating sexual harassment in the program
without a complaint having been filed, damaging the reputation of one of the most
highly rated programs of its kind in the country. (3) Can this kind of adminis-
trative review occur again, in other programs? She said two faculty members in
Creative Writing believed their rights were being violated, and their case was
accepted by the State Attorney General's Office.

Senator Silverman said he had some concerns about media reporta pertaining to
infiltration of a campus organization by undercover police officers and campus
police demands made to the Wildcat in connection with the Columbus Day demonstra-

tions. He hoped he would have the support of his colleagues in the Senate to
ask the Senate Executive Committee at some point to review this issue on behalf
of the Senate, with a view that perhaps some ground rules could be developed.

4. REPORTS

4A REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: No report.

4B REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: Dr. Cusanovich said that, in his last
meeting with the Senate in his role as Interim Provost, he wanted to make a few

observations. "I want to thank the faculty, deans, department heads, and staff
for their efforts over the last eight months. It has been a very difficult
period, and most people have worked extremely hard to keep the University
functioning optimally. And they've done this by maintaining high standards of

excellence.

"Secondly, I want to address a philosophical view that hasn't been articulated
in this body for some time and which in my view explains some of our difficul-
ties. I am basically a half-filled glass person, and we have an awful lot of
half-empty glasses around the University. I think it's really important to get
a handle on this issue, because an organization with 35,000 students and 10,000
employees, the main currency of which is creativity and excellence, will always
have challenges and conflicts. They will vary from year to year, and will change

in nature over time, but it's a dynamic process. I think it is important to deal
with conflicts in a positive vein, and try to frame them in the context of the
successes of the University as well as its shortcomings.

"This University has gone through a period of tremendous growth and large budget
cuts, yet remains a strong and vibrant University. One example will fit in with

something I'm going to talk about at the end of my remarks. In the last five

years, with its tremendous growth and budget reallocations, our graduation rates
have increased from 1987 to 1992 from 34 percent to 41.5 percent, or about 25
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percent. So, in a time of considerable distress in many ways, we've had some
real progress in a very important element.

"Should we view our present state as half-empty? I do not believe we should.
The reality is that our problems are not much different from moat of our peers.
In fact, we are somewhere in the middle on moat every issue I've been able to
get any assessment on. Yet we still continue to make progress and to provide
quality education. I'd like to illustrate with some examples of where we are
doing quite well. (1) We have a world-class faculty and an exceptional but
underpaid staff. (2) We have in place a wide variety of outreach programa which
are making tremendous impacts on K-12 and ultimately contributing to our gradua-
tion rates. (3) We've had excellent success over the last five years in
recruitment and retention of minorities at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels, greatly exceeding the goals set by the Task Force of the Board of Regents
of ten percent per year in both categories for the last five years. (4) Our
undergraduate programs are absolutely first-rate in a large majority of depart-
ments, producing graduates that compete among the beat nationally. That doesn't
mean to say that we don't have problems in certain places. But if you look care-
fully, department by department, you will find a vast majority are doing a very
good job. Yet they seem to get lost in the concerns where we have difficulties.
(5) In addition, we have instituted a large number of innovative instructional
programs, ranging from the teaching of foreign language to undergraduate biology.
These are but a few examples.

"It is true that we face many challenges. The world is complex and constantly
changing. However, in the half-full glass model, we are making a lot of progress
and I have no doubt we will solve the current problems facing the University.
Why, then, doesn't Faculty Senate governance celebrate our successes from time
to time, and acknowledge and reward with praise those faculty, departments, and
colleges which are achieving so much? In this context, would it not be more
appropriate to build on the strengths and localize and focus our challenges?
I suggest the Faculty Senate could easily adopt a positive and constructive
approach which would be far more successful and honest than utilizing the half-
empty glass approach that appears to be in vogue.

"I want to turn to the "R" word for a minute, since it is a source of a great
deal of rhetoric and considerable dispute from time to time, and I will be
returning to the world at large in January. First, I'm pleased to announce,
and some of you may have seen it in the paper, that the new NSF rankings are out;
we have moved to 13th public and 18th of all universities. I am extremely proud
of that and of the faculty, students and staff that have made that possible.
Second, I have been unable to find any objective evidence over the last twenty-
three years I've been here that research has any negative impact on the quality
of undergraduate education. Third, what little data exists suggests that
research has a positive impact on undergraduate education, and I cite for example
the recent VPI study and the successes in the undergraduate biology program at
the University of Arizona. Given that no evidence exists that research has a
negative impact on instruction, maybe it is time to focus on the real problems.
Fourth, one particular issue has been causing me heartburn for a long time, and
that is the image projected by some inside and many outside the University that
because of our success in competing for external research dollars, faculty are
unavailable for students. Yet, if one looks closely at those departments and
colleges that are generating the vast majority of the external research dollars,
we find productive undergraduate programs where classes are available and stu-
dents graduate in a timely fashion. These data suggest strongly that the focus
on research dollars is the wrong target.
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"I want to suggest that the Faculty Senate should be taking a leadership role
in supporting our research activities and most importantly, focussing on where
specific problems exist in our instructional activities. This would present a
very different perspective on where we are to both the students and the public.

"Let me close by covering one issue that is causing me some concern: graduation
rates. Representations were made to the public by the AAUP about graduation
rates in the three universities, including the University of Arizona. The
consequence of this was a Citizen editorial with representations based upon, in
my opinion, incorrect data. Subsequent to that, we published the facts in
Oue Pasa, which I can back up, that there is a direct relationship between
entering SAT scores and graduation rate. This is not surprising. Student
preparation is a critical element. A consequence for being an open access
University is that you have, on average, low SAT scores. We are well below our
peer group. As a consequence, we will have lower graduation rates. We have a
challenge, but it doesn't mean that research or some other activity is detracting
from the effort. After we published our facts, AAUP took it upon itself to write
a letter to every legislator in the state, disputing those data; they did not
take on the data presented, but rather referred to a group of data which did not
bear on student preparation, and they continued to persist in the argument. I

do not find this kind of endeavor particularly productive in solving the problem
or addressing the issue, and I can guarantee you the ramifications of this kind
of exercise will be seen in next year's budget process. It seems to me there
are a lot better ways to do business than make unsupportable charges to legisla-
tors. I think the Senate should look into this matter and take appropriate
action, and I would hope that the Senate would review the graduation rate and
the elements that go into making it what it is, and make recommendations on how
to deal with it in the appropriate context.

"I want to wish everybody the best for the holiday season. I look forward to
continuing to work with you in addressing the challenges that face us."

4C REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Garcia, responding to comments
made by Dr. Cusanovich, said he believed the Senate's Instruction and Curriculum
Policy Committee will address the issue of graduation rates, and will report back
to the Senate on that subject.

Senator Garcia reported that when the Board of Regents met here two weeks ago,
it took formal action on some issues of concern to this campus: (1) It asked
the Council of Presidents to report back to the Board in December on how they
will implement an increase in faculty contact time in classroom teaching at all
three institutions. (2) The Board is planning to send a letter to every faculty
member in the entire system which indicates that the rearrangements and unit
changes which are occurring are as a result of the Board's instructions to the
campuses, rather than the volition of each President. He added that the exact
nature of that letter has yet to be formulated, but his view was that it would
not have a positive effect on our campuses.

As reported previously, the reorganization of Chemical Engineering is underway,
and the committee will report to the President near the middle of this month.
The Senate's Budget and Strategic Planning Committee will receive a copy of that
report, and will transmit the contents to the Faculty Senate.

Senator Garcia reported that, early in the Spring semester, a progress report
for the Senate will be requested of the committee appointed to review the
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structure of the College of Arts and Sciences.

The Arizona Faculties Council (AFC), for which the Senate elects representatives,
has heard a concern, expressed on all three campuses, regarding health benefits
and Interflex problems. AFC has been attempting to get a faculty representative
on the State Personnel Benefits Committee, but has learned that committee is at
the moment moribund because its terms expired a couple of years ago and it has
not been reconstituted since then. AFC will continue to pursue this issue.

Senator Garcia said he was informed that the University Handbook for Aointed
Personnel is in need of revision; a committee will be appointed later this spring
to work on the revisions and will report to the Academic Personnel Policy
Committee. He asked Senators to contact him if they were willing to volunteer
for this project.

Senator Garcia reported that the Continuous Organizational Renewal (CORe) forum,
to which Senators and other faculty governance members were invited, elicited
a productive discussion, including the opening of the CORe process to faculty
governance. He said that will be a continuing subject.

4D REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY SENATE: No report.

4E REPORT OF THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE: Dr. Cox welcomed newly
elected Senators (Dr. Roger A. Dahlgran, Agriculture; Dr. Nathan Buras, Engineer-
ing and Mines; Dr. Donald Myers and Dr. Joaquin Ruiz, Science]. She reported
the Faculty Center had scheduled an Open House on December 10, 3:00 p.m., and
encouraged Senators to attend. She said she and others would be available to
answer questions, respond to concerns, and begin to incorporate ideas for further
services that can be rendered by the Faculty Center.

4F REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: Senator Lewis, speaking on behalf of Senator
Siciliano, reported that ASUA is working, in conjunction with the College of Law,
to regenerate its legal services for students. In addition, the Student Senate
approved a resolution supporting provisions of the Violence Against Women Act,
which is at the federal level at this point, and has been bringing in guest
speakers. Also, ASUA, working with students with disabilities, has successfully
secured some priority registration for students with disabilities. ASUA Presi-
dent Siciliano and the Arizona Students Association Task Force will present to
the Enrollment Commission this week the findings of a variety of focus groups
on campus concerning student enrollments in the State of Arizona.

5. OUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD: Senator Young commented that graduation rate is
difficult to calculate, can be misleading, and fails to consider factors like
transfer students, student ability, students who enroll here as freshmen but
transfer to continue their studies elsewhere, and enrollment figures. He said
he believes full-time student enrollment should be the reference population.
The number earning Bachelor's degrees, in relation to undergraduate enrollment,
is quite high: 68 percent after four years, and 80 percent after five years.

Dr. Cusanovich, responding to comments made by Senator Garcia, said the President
will have until December 17 to respond on the process that will be used concern-
ing faculty workload, and the process will involve faculty governance and appro-
priate committees and departments. Concerning the health benefits issue, last
summer all three universities (1) formally protested the process to the Depart-
ment of Administration, (2) worked with the Board of Regents staff to obtain some
University representation in the process, and (3) began to explore the concept
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of a separate health benefits plan for the universities. Far from being ignored,
the administration has been working to address this problem since July.

APPROVAL OF NOTES OF OCTOBER 26 AND MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 2, 1992: Secretary
Roemer reported a correction requested to the Notes of October 26, page 43,
second line from the top, changing the sentence to read: "Looking at the key
processes would pick up the shadow bookkeeping problem", deleting the word "not".
Motion 1992/93-31, calling for approval of the amended Notes of October 26 and
the Minutes of November 2, was seconded and apprbvd on a voice vote. (Note:

Subsequent to Senate approval, a needed correction has been reported to the
Minutes of November 2, page 63, line 9, change "cap" to "cut."]

APPROVAL OF CURRICULUM BULLETIN: Dr. Cox report.d that (1) "ECE should be
deleted on page 7, following the Electrical and Computer Engineering heading;
and (2) courses withdrawn from consideration at this time ars 27th, 275 and 369,
in the same section. Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 14, No. 12, Sec-
tion I was moved and seconded (motion 1992/93-32A). Senator Myers requested
withdrawal of item E in this section. The motion was then amended to encompass
approval of items A through D, and was approved on a voice vote. Approval of
Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 14, No. 12, Section I, part E, was then moved and
seconded (motion 1992/93-32B). Senator Myers said he believed a number of
questions should be asked concerning part E, a proposal from the College Academic
Administrators Council for revision of the University's change of grade policy.
Current policy reads: "Final grades may be changed by the instructor on a change
of grade form only if there has been an error in computation. The grade change
must be approved by the head of the instructor's department and the Registrar,
or by the Dean's Council if the Registrar deems it necessary. Requests for
changes of grade for reasons other than errors in computation must be submitted
by the student on a general petition." Proposed revision: "Final grades may
be changed by the instructor on a change of grade form except when a withdrawal
(W) is involved. These grade changes involving a withdrawal must be submitted
by the student on a general petition. The change of grade form must be approved
by the head of the instructor's department and submitted to the Registrar for
processing." He said the proposed change was essentially frivolous, allowing
an individual to make a change years after the course had been completed;
furthermore, reasons for the change were not stipulated. He said that approval
would be most unfortunate, and he wondered at what point grades would be
considered final, in view of the fact that no time limits are specified, and what
would happen if a faculty member disliked a student, and later submitted a change
of grade to failing. Senator Jones asked if representatives to the Undergraduate
or Graduate Council were present to speak concerning their approval of the
proposal.

Senator Hill said he was a member of and present when the Undergraduate Council
considered the issue, and he supported it. He said he believed the proposal is
actually being utilized informally now. "People find many needs to change
grades, and they simply write in 'instructor error', no matter what their reason
is for changing the grade. I think that we are trying to make legal what is
actually happening. . . .1 would have never anticipated a faculty member submitting

a change of grade at a much later time to reduce a grade rather than increase
it. These requests are usually initiated by students."

Former Registrar David Butler, after recognition by the Presiding Officer, said
that currently the change of grade form comes to the Registrar's Office after
having been signed by the Department Head concerned. "The Registrar's Office
serves as a filter, to create equality throughout the system. If the reason for
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filing the form is not in accordance with Faculty Senate policies, then it is
referred back to the individual department for discussion. With the proposed
wording, the Registrar could even refer it to the Dean's Council if in his or
her opinion it needed assistance. I think what the Assistant Deans were trying
to do was speed up the process, but I'm sort of neutral on it. There's no
problem for us, but if it does serve as a safety valve, then perhaps it should
be reconsidered."

Dr. Martha Gilliland noted that the proposal had been transmitted to the Graduate
Council from the Undergraduate Council. The Graduate Council initially thought
it not to be a good idea, but further review indicated that, in fact, grades do
get changed for reasons other than instructor's computational error and further,
that the authority to change grades should rest with the faculty, with no ques-
tions asked, and that the reason should not be restricted to only instructor
error.

Senator Ewbank, responding to Senator Myers' observation that there is no time
limitation in the proposal, noted that there is also none in the current policy.
Senator Witte similarly expressed her concern with the lack of limitation on the
time factor, and stated her rejection of the argument that, with everybody break-
ing the law, the law should be changed so there are no lawbreakers.

Senator J. O'Brien asked if the proposal would include a choice of justifica-
tion for the grade change. Mr. Butler said it was his understanding that there
will no longer be any necessity to justify a grade change.

Senator Myers said it seemed to him that "we ought to be asking the question,
what is the magnitude of the problem? How many grade changes are being
processed, and why are we processing that number? Are faculty using the rubric
of 'instructor error' when there really is another reason? " He said the Senate
should consider if the proposal represents what it really wants to see done.

Senator Garcia asked if it would be appropriate to table the motion, in view of
the abundant substantive discussion on the floor of the Senate, and to refer the
matter to the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee for their review and
eventual report back to the Senate. He then so moved (1992/93-32C). The motion
was seconded and approved on a voice vote. Approval of Curriculum Bulletin,
Volume 14, No. 12, Section II was then moved (motion 1992/93-32D), seconded, and
passed on a voice vote.

8. APPROVAL OF PRELIMINARY LIST OF DEGREE RECIPIENTS FOR DECEMBER, 1992: Approval
of the preliminary list of degree recipients for December, 1992 Commencement was
moved (motion 1992/93-33). Senator Ewbank seconded the motion, subject to af fir-
mation by the Registrar that those on the list completed their requirements.
Senator Hildebrand asked for clarification about the source of the list. After
reviewing the list of Ph.D. candidates in two departments in which he partici-
pates, he said he knew that several were nowhere near receiving the Ph.D., and
if these errors were typical of the document, then he wondered "what we're
approving, and why we've wasted all the paper that it's printed on." Senator
Atwater added that she had found four students listed in the wrong undergraduate
major, and she requested the source of the information. Senator Impey stated
that he had found a 50 percent error rate in his departmental list. Senator Pitt
said she had found some names missing from the list, and Senator McElroy reported
errors as well. Senator Ewbank stated that the list is issued by the Registrar's
Office, and the comments concerning accuracy of the list represent the reason
he appended "what has been a traditional, conditional phrase that approval is
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he appended "what has been a traditional, conditional phrase that approval is
subject to affirmation by the Registrar's Office that the students have met the
necessary qualifications for the degree." He said addition of the phrase main-
tains a form of control by the Senate, and also acknowledges that mere listing
of a naine on the list does not guarantee receipt of a diploma.

Dr. Cusanovich noted that graduate students self-report and file a form indicat-
ing when they believe they will graduate, but if they don't complete require-
ments, they don't receive the degree. He said it has not been policy, over the
years, to argue with the student concerning projected completion date.

Senator Enos recalled that, when she chaired the Student Affairs Policy Committee
two years ago, the committee had submitted to the Senate a recommendation to do
away with the list. Senator Pitt said she was one of the Senators who spoke in
favor of retaining the list, but she went on the assumption that it was accurate.
"If it's not an accurate list, I don't need this list." Senator McElroy said
the most important issue is that we should keep better tabs on students so that
an accurate list could be generated.

Dr. Cox called for action on motion 1992/93-33, to approve the list with the
qualification stated by Senator Ewbank. A voice vote indicated approval,
although some dissent was heard. Dr. Cox stated that, although the motion had
been approved, she heard some concern expressed during the discussion period,
and she will follow up the question of whether or not it is fruitful and valid
for the Senate to continue to approve the list in thi, manner if the material
is not of a kind that is helpful to the Senate in making a determination.

9. REPORTS FROM FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES

9A REPORT FROM THE ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICY COMMITTEE: Dr. Dipankar Chakravarti
reported that at the committee's next meeting, the agenda will include reports
from the Peer Review and Shared Appointments Subcommittees and the proposal for
a University Copyright Clearance Center. He said that discussion on faculty
teaching load will be held in abeyance, following an article in the Wildcat about
revisions which the committee has not yet received.

9B REPORT FROM THE BUDGET AND STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE: No report.

9C REPORT FROM THE INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Young
reported that the committee has drafted a seconded motion, for Senate considera-
tion in January, concerning course information sheets which would include grading
policies and which would be required for all University courses. He said the
committee wishes to focus attention on the role of bridge courses through dis-
cussions similar to that which it requested on today's agenda, and to provide
the Senate with feedback from the various affected parties. He said the com-
mittee is working to collect feedback from all groups to assist it in drafting
a recommendation for the Senate concerning Math 116 and English 100, and he
invited written comments directed to any member of the committee concerning this
topic, to be received prior to January 12, the committee's next meeting date.

9D REPORT FROM THE RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Witte, reporting in Dr.
Ganapol's absence, said the committee is currently working on the Conflict of
Interest document and will prepare a short summary of principals and examples,
probably by February.

9E STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Warburton reported the committee had
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been meeting regularly with the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee on
the course information sheet. The committee is also examining standardized
syllabi, discussing the definition of General Education courses, working on the
charge to review On-Course and RSVP, and reviewing some matters referred to it
concerning Commencement degree lists, and the faculty vs. graduate student
bookstore discount.

10. DISCUSSION ON THE REPORT OF THE TASK FORCES ON INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING: Dr. Cox
noted that Senators had been asked to bring to the meeting their copies of the
November 16 draft of the report of the Task Forces, revised to reflect earlier
discussion. She then asked Dr. Allan Beigel, Vice President for Institutional
Planning, to open the discussion.

Dr. Beigel first thanked the members of the Faculty Senate for the very produc-
tive discussion on October 26. He noted that many Senators had followed up with
individual comments to the Task Force chairs as well as to himself, and he
thought that many of the comments were reflected in the redrafted document that
was mailed in mid-November. Since then, further comments had been received from
Senators as well as from members of the faculty at large. Many of those comments
were being incorporated into the final report. "The next step in the process
following the discussion today is to finalize the reports and to give them to
the President so that the assessment itself may begin." He noted that further
suggestions could be incorporated as the process proceeds. Once the President
has approved the report, letters will go to the Deans with instructions for the
election and appointment of members of the faculty to the Academic Assessment
Teams. The process proposed for adoption calls for roughly two-thirds of the
members of these Assessment Teams to be elected from within the colleges, and
one-third to be appointed by the Deans. Then letters describing the process to
be followed in the collection of the data for the data portfolios will go to the
heads of each of the academic units. The data portfolios will be the core docu-
ments that will be assessed by the Assessment Teams.

Dr. Beigel stated that the Task Force views the preparation of these data port-
folios as the beginning of an ongoing process aimed at stabilizing a procedure
for collecting data about programs in the University. While the suggestion to
pare down the list of data that are required for the initial assessment has been
accepted, they hope that over time the portfolios could be expanded to include
data that are responsive to the total list of criteria that are contained in the
report. There have been ongoing discussions with the committee that is studying
the academic program review process in the hope that a fit can be found between
this approach to data collection and whatever procedures that committee ulti-
mately recommends for ongoing academic program reviews. In particular, they did
not want to encourage collection of conflicting multiple data bases.

Dr. Beigel stated that after the final report is approved by the President,copies
in a compact form would be available from his office. He hoped that would occur
prior to the conclusion of the semester on December 18, so that copies would be
available before people left for the semester break. He then thanked all the
members of the Faculty Senate. "By thanking you, I thank the members of the
faculty for what has been a truly very dynamic process, one in which we have
benefited a great deal from the input that we have received. ." With the per-
mission of the Presiding Officer, he then asked Dr. Betsy Hoffman to speak about
some of the changes that have been incorporated in the current version of the
document.

Dr. Hoffman prefaced her remarks by also expressing her appreciation for comments
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received. She noted that the November 16 draft had been superseded by a December

4 draft. The Task Force would be meeting on the following day to develop what
they hoped would be the final draft. She then reviewed changes that had been
made in response to comments received since the November 16 draft. The current
draft has an assignment of units to Assessment Teams and includes a listing of
academic units assigned to each of four Assessment Teams. In response to a
number of comments that they had not taken seriously enough the important role
of interdisciplinary centers in the criteria, they had addressed interdiscip-
linary centers, bureaus, and laboratorieB specifically in the new draft, recog-
nized their importance, and tried to deal specifically with criteria for
evaluating them separate from disciplines.

Another comment assessed that the document was too conservative and did not
recognize and promote intellectual diversity. They were particularly concerned
about that comment because the Task Force thought that it was writing quite a
bold document. They were very concerned if it did not come through that way.
The current draft, thus, has a lot more specific language with regard to the
importance of intellectual, cultural, gender, and ethnic diversity, going beyond
the specific mandates of satisfying the law, but really recognizing that a
University is a place that should foster intellectual diversity and should foster
the pursuit of different approaches to scholarship. Those were the main changes

concerning criteria.

With regard to process, a number of people said that all the specific eligibility
requirements for service on Assessment Teams were actually restrictions rather
than attempts to get people who had some experience. They had effectively
eliminated all eligibility requirements by stipulating only that a person has
to be a member of the General Faculty as defined by the Faculty Constitution of
the University of Arizona. Assessment teams are now instructed to determine
either that a unit meets the criteria, exceeds the criteria or does not meet the

criteria. They had talked about different scales but had decided that what
they were really being asked to do was to determine which units are excellent,
which units are adequate, and which units do not meet the standards. Given the

time frame, the Assessment Teams should not be asked to do anything more
complicated than that. Thus on each criteria point, the unit is to be rated as
exceeds, meets or does not meet the criteria. Then an assessment based on the
across-the-board analysis will be made: Is a unit excellent? Does the unit
exceed criteria on all counts? Does it meet criteria on all counts? Does it

not meet criteria on some counts?

It was pointed out that the reporting was to the President, and the Provost was

left out. The Provost is now specifically mentioned. There is also a larger

role for students. The students suggested that, with only one student on an
Assessment Team, some review panels would not have any student members. They

had wrestled with the idea of expanding student voting membership, but decided
instead to expand student participation on the review panels while maintaining
the two students per Assessment Team as voting members. Responding to a number
of requests, they had tried to extend the time for each stage of the process.
Deans are now invited to submit additional statements, if they wish, with regard
to attempts they've made to balance resources, set priorities, or do other things
that might not come through in the reports of the units. Finally, they have
added some specific portfolio criteria for centrality to mission, for example,
contributions to BookLink courses, contributions to accreditation requirements
in professional schools, etc.

Dr. Beigel then amplified on two points made by Dr. Hoffman. First, the time
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line has been lengthened by approximately a month at each of the critical points.
Completion of the nomination and election process for members of the Academic
Assessment Teams has been put back until January 20. The completion date for
the preparation of portfolios is put back to February 19, and the conclusion of
the assessment process is put back to the very end of April. That still places
enormous time constraints on people trying to do the best job they can. That
goal has to be balanced against obviously the desirability of having the report
concluded in time for the Provost and the President to give feedback to the
General Faculty before the conclusion of the second semester.

In a second point Dr. Beigel noted that the basic purpose of the process that
had evolved over the last several months was to construct a prototype for the
assessment for long-range planning. Obviously there is a utility, depending on
how the Provost and the President wish to use the results, in budget planning
for 1993-94. But the assessment teams are not being asked to make any budgetary

recommendations. They are making qualitative assessments, based upon mission
and criteria, which will then be available to the President and the Provost as
well as to the long-range planning process.

At the suggestion of the Presiding Officer, Dr. Beigel then asked Dr. Murray
DeArmond to comment on the report of the Non-Academic Task Forces, now renamed
the Review of Support, Service, and Administration.

Dr. DeArmond noted that there had been fewer changes on the non-academic or
support services and administrative side since the discussion on October 26.
One change responded to comments relating to composition of the Coordinating
Team, the key oversight team for the review process. In the draft of November
16, they call for nominations from the Faculty Senate, from ASUA, and from the
Staff Advisory Council to form the pooi from which members of the Coordinating
Team will be selected. A second change responds to repeated comments about the
overall burden of the review process. They have elaborated the language so as
to reassure colleagues that if there has been a fairly recent internal or
external review of a portion of the service or of the non-academic unit, the
resulting material and report will suffice for present purposes. The final point
concerns the criticism that language relating to diversity was weak in the non-
academic portion of the report as well as on the academic side. They have
responded by sharpening their language as well, as it relates to that important
institutional priority.

With respect to the burden on unite, Dr. Beigel emphasized that they had done
their best to evolve a strategy to assist programs in the preparation of their
portfolios. First, the Office of Institutional Research would take the lead in
preparing sample portfolios that could be distributed to academic and non-
academic units. Secondly, briefing and training sessions would be provided for
unit heads before Christmas as well as after people return in early January.
And third, a process for interaction with the Office of Institutional Research
regarding questions about portfolio preparation has been set up. The reports
both state that it will not be the job of the Assessment Teams or the Coordi-
nating Team to resolve disputes about the integrity of data. Those will be
worked out between the units and the Office of Institutional Research. "If

there is a substantive disagreement about whether a piece of data is correct or
incorrect, then I assume it will be set aside during the assessment process."
Dr. Hoffman joined Drs. Beigel and DeArmond at the podium, and Dr. Cox opened
the floor for discussion, deliberations, questions, comments, and suggestions.

Senator Silverman commended the Academic Task Forces for presenting a review
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procedure, which had not been included in their earlier report. He then
addressed the question of the selection of members of the various assessment and
coordinating committeeà that had concerned him earlier. Though he probably would
have opted for even more, he commended the Task Force for developing a plan that
provided for peer election of some fifty out of 80-odd members of Academic
Assessment Teams. Still the vast majority of the Assessment Review Committee
would be appointed by President Pacheco from among nominees. He recommended that
part of the Review Committee be elected by the Assessment Teams. He had even
greater problems with the Coordinating Committee on the Non-Academic side, which
seemed to be entirely appointed by President Pacheco from nominations by the
Faculty Senate, Staff Advisory Council, etc. He thought that at least a portion
of the committee, if not a majority, should be appointed by faculty governance,
by the Faculty Senate, and by the Staff Advisory Council. President Pacheco then
might be allowed to add some members from names suggested to him. In his view,
faculty governance, staff governance, student governance should mean the power
to appoint people to these important committees, and not just the right to make
nominations.

Senator Young said he had concern that the election is placed in the hands of
the Dean. He thought the election process should be handled by the Faculty
Senate. He also expressed concern about the non-specificity of the nomination
process. How were names to be placed in nomination? Were the Deans going to
make up a list of people? Were there going to be nominating petitions? Would
the Faculty Senate submit names? Since this is obviously an ongoing process,
would the election of teams be only for this year? He thought that it was very
important to have elected faculty representatives and faculty governance control
the elections. He did not think control should be put in the hands of the Dean.

Dr. Beigel indicated that he wanted to hear all the comments to get a better
sense of reaction before they tried to respond, but in response to one of Senator
Young's points, he indicated that the process being recommended is for this year
only. Another committee, the Committee on Academic Program Review, is looking
at how the process of data collection over the longer term might be ultimately
integrated into program reviews.

Senator Witte thought she saw some evolution in the document toward more
representation by faculty. But she thought it was still a hybrid of what we
really want. She said that she did not see what the problem was, why we had to
engage in these very undemocratic processes. There are no checks and balances,
there is no review of the administrators who are appointing all these people.
She thought the failure to have faith in the democratic process was un-American.
She then proposed an alternate process that would have committees composed
entirely of faculty nominated and elected by the governance groups. These
committees would provide President Pacheco with a faculty assessment of what
should be done--not a hybrid assessment developed by some friends, people in high
places and people under pressure, mixed with a few people who can speak their
minds. Then President Pacheco could appoint a purely administrative committee
of all the people whose opinions he values and respects. The two groups would
have access to information. They might create a very different assessment
process and come to different conclusions.

Senator Witte said further that when she saw a half-empty cup, she was proud,
blessed and happy. But what really disappointed her was that the cup could be
full, with the resources that we have on this campus. It is not just half-empty,
but "'there really ain't a drop to drink' in a lot of areas. If faculty are
going to be fired, cut and harmed, as many of them will be, along with staff and
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prøgrams, I think they should have the right to present a one-page document that
says 'here is what I am, here is what my value is to the institution." In
connection with a distinguished lecture she had been invited to give some weeks
earlier, she had summarized her life and accomplishments in a single page. She
had not thought it could be done, but afterward she thought she had succeeded
in defining her accomplishments and philosophy. She thought that every faculty
member should have a similar opportunity before any adverse action is taken
against him or her as a result of this process.

Senator Lewis requested clarification concerning the student representation on
the Assessment Teams and the Assessment Review Committee.

Dr. Hoffman responded that there was no change in the student voting recommenda-
tions. They had expanded the number of students that ASUA and the Graduate
Student Council are to nominate to President Pacheco, but he would select a
smaller set of them to actually serve on the committee. The rest of the students
are asked to be available to assist the Review Panels. Every Review Panel should
have a student member who will not necessarily have a vote in the Assessment
Team.

Dr. Beigel remarked further that the assessments were of academic programs, and
the feeling was that the overwhelming majority of the voting members on the Teams
should be, in fact, faculty. At the same time, they wanted to give representa-
tion to other interested groups, namely students and classified staff. Hence
they were each accorded a voting representation on the committee independent of
the size of the team.

Senator Impey addressed a question to Dr. Beigel. Considering the enormous
amount of work involved, with faculty in the departments and colleges collecting
and checking the data, he wondered what would happen afterward. How would recom-
mendations be translated into practice, and what happens in the budget? He was
especially concerned, given the backdrop from the President that implies that
weak programs may be cut and strong programs may need to be strengthened, but
that the University cannot be all things to all people. How is that going to
happen?

Dr. Beigel responded that he could speak on this point only in general terms.
But what the President has said is that he intends to put in place an advisory
process regarding budget-setting for 1993-94 that will be separate from this
assessment. It will be an offshoot of either the previously existing Nadel
Committee, which he has now expanded for the purpose of getting input if there
is a recommendation for recision in this current year's budget, or it could be
whatever is ultimately recommended by the Gottfredson Committee for a permanent
University strategic planning and budget advisory committee. "Therefore, it is
my inference from my discussions with the President that when it comes time to
do that budget planning, the database that will be available will in fact be
given to that group for their utilization in making budget recommendations. Now
more specifically than that I think quite frankly Dr. Sypherd would have to be
here, and the President would have to be here. But I think that's the general
outline about how we would see this proceeding."

Senator J. O'Brien thought that even with criteria and an objective set of data
reflecting reality, there still would be different magnitudes in the answers.
He was concerned that the committees that are going to rank us 1, 2 or 3 do so
in an informed and consistent way. Dr. Hoffman responded that the Task Forces
were recommending that the members of the Assessment Teams will receive some
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training in qualitative assessment. The idea is to try to get people to see
things in a similar light, to begin to understand how to look at things in a
qualitative way. Even so, it is possible that one group might give a different
recommendation, and that's the purpose of the Assessment Review Committee, to
make sure that all the Assessment Teams fairly and consistently apply the
criteria across the units that they are to assess. Senator J. O'Brien said that
his question referred to an earlier step. What if the data presented to the
committee is not what it purports to be?

In response, Dr. Beigel acknowledged that such a problem could arise, but they
hoped that if there are disputes with regard to the quality of the data, if in
fact the data were comparing apples and apples as opposed to apples and oranges,
that such disputes could be resolved. When the Assessment Team is reviewing a
specific program, they are going to make a judgment about that program relative
to the data for that program. There are criteria that relate to how that program
then compares with its peers around the country at other peer institution. Then
when you get either the Assessment Team or the Review Committee to compare all
the programs that are being looked at in any particular assessment area, or
across the whole university, it becomes an issue of going back to mission. "That
is why mission has been at the heart of what this whole process has been about
from the beginning, why we took the time, with your assistance, to set out what
the principles were, etc. The judgments the committees will then make about how
programs across the institution or within a particular area are compared with
each other will hopefully be done in accord with mission."

Dr. Cusanovich said that he'd like to make some remarks as a Professor of
Biochemistry, a position to which he planned to return soon. He said that he
really had a problem with this process being done without people having the
qualifications to participate. He had served on numerous panels with all kinds
of agencies and peer review panels, and the one constant characteristic is that
people on the panel were qualified to speak to the subjects. He thought that
part of the solution to the problem Senator O'Brien raised was to make sure that
the people on the panels have some kind of credentials that qualify them to make
the kinds of judgments required. He said he was distressed that the qualifica-
tions were to disappear from the process document. Dr. Hoffman responded that
they had removed qualifications with respect to how many courses you taught, etc.
They had left in the request that members have previous experience with academic
review. There had been a list of committees that gave qualifying experience,
but people said that sparked inbreeding. What if somebody had just come to this
campus who had experience in peer review, what if somebody has been on their own
peer review committees, but hasn't served on one of the listed committees. She
noted that they certainly were sensitive to the points that were being raised.

Senator Garcia offered some specific suggestions on the selection of membership
of the Assessment Teams. Instead of having the Dean be in charge of the process
in the given college, the Dean plus the Faculty Senators could jointly conduct
the process. That would satisfy many of the comments that were made here with
respect to that aspect. Similarly, for the Non-Academic Coordinating Team,
instead of having just the President appoint, one might think of other mechanisms
such as the one used for the selection of Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure, in which there is a joint selection of some parts, and so on.

Dr. Beigel responded that in the last iteration of the document that he had seen,
there was a suggestion that when the President receives the entire pool of
nominees for the Coordinating Team, he consult with leadership prior to making
the appointments. He thought that the suggestion about the Deans working in
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conjunction with the Faculty Senators from the College was a valuable one that
they would consider at their meeting the following morning.

Senator Witte asked whether there would be opportunity for feedback or to provide
additional information if the Assessment Team found deficienciea. Dr. Hoffman
responded that units would be informed immediately if they were found not to meet
some criteria and given the opportunity to submit further documentation. Senator
Witte then asked whether there was provision for the vision statement to be put
together collectively rather than by one individual. The vision statement could
very much affect how something is assessed.

Dr. Beigel returned to Senator Witte's first question and noted that there was
a specific point in the report that said that when the Assessment Teams have
completed their work and made their findings, which are then to be forwarded to
the Assessment Review Committee, they are also at the same time to be given to
the units and to the Deans so that they may make further comment back to the
Assessment Review Committee before it concludes its work. Senator Witte asked
whether information would go to members of the unit or to the unit head. Dr.

Beigel responded that Dr. Witte had made her point. If funds permitted,
everything possible would be done to make sure information reached everybody.

Senator Jones commented that as a member for several years of the Budget and
Strategic Planning Committee, he had worked to try to get a more open process
and to get people involved in strategic planning. He thought that the Task
Forces had put in a lot of thought and work, and had done a fine job. He
believed that there was a fair chance that the process that had been worked out
would get the desired results. People would have the chance for input that we've
been working for. And now those at the department level who have been thinking
about what the University should be doing could get involved. He said that he
was particularly concerned that the language with regard to diversity--ethnic,
gender, etc. --had been sharpened, because unless those words are clearly empha-
sized, people don't see them.

Senator Jones remarked further that in his service on many committees, sometimes
by appointment and sometimes by election, he never felt that he was in the
administration's pocket. He had spoken his mind and never been shafted for it.
He did not think that his experience was unique. In the spirit of Senator
Cusanovich's half-full bottle, he thought the bottle was pretty full--at least
three-quarters.

Senator Young suggested some changes in wording, noting that he tried to educate
his students rather than to train them. He thought students might be trained
for a professional career, but educated with respect to a specific discipline.
He then expressed concern how the costs of the extensive assessment process would
be met. Departments were already strapped financially, some to the extent of
forbidding long-distance phone calls and restricting photocopying. He thought
that the extra costs to departments could run to several hundred dollars, perhaps
even to thousands. Is a fund available to reimburse the departments?

Dr. Beigel responded that there is no fund. He has a planning budget from which
all the various expenses, including printing costs and supplementary resources
for the Office of Institutional Research, have been taken. He would do his best
to provide maximum assistance and alleviate burdens that departments and units
face from out-of-pocket costs. He thought it obvious that the President felt
that the assessment process was a priority and everybody should participate.
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Senator Elliott asked about the change in language concerning eligibility for
election or appointment to Assessment Teams. In response, Dr. Hoffman read the
new sentence which defined eligibility of instructional faculty and academic
professionals in terms of membership in the General Faculty as specified in the
Faculty constitution, Article 2, Section 1. Senator Elliott then inquired about
changes in criteria for the 1992-93 assessment period from the listing in
Appendix 1 of the November 16 draft. Were some criteria waived, and would there
be further guidelines about relative importance of the several criteria? Dr.
Hoffman replied that they were asking the President and Provost to make the
decisions about waiving criteria. They were asking the Assessment Teams only
to tell the President and Provost whether units meet, exceed, or do not meet
each of the criteria. The addition concerned centrality to mission, a point that
had not been addressed specifically before. They had now specified that contri-
butions to fundamental liberal arts and professional undergraduate programs could
be listed, such as student credit hours for BookLink and other service courses,
for courses essential to the accreditation requirements of professional programs,
and student credit hours for honors programs and freshman seminars. If graduate
or graduate professional programs were nationally ranked as excellent, there
should be an indication of where the ranking came from and the specific
characteristics of the program that lent it distinction. The intent was to put
more emphasis on quality. Contributions to the land-grant mission also should
be cited.

At the suggestion of Dr. Beigel, and in further response to the concerns
expressed by Dr. Cusanovich, Dr. Hoffman read the rest of the criteria for
service on the Assessment Teams: "1) be willing to accept the time commitment,
2) be sensitive to the review process, 3) have previous experience in educational
reviews, 4) have knowledge of the disciplines, functions, and interests of the
units to be reviewed, and 5) have demonstrated judgment in evaluating programs
and individuals."

Senator Pitt noted that the term BookLink' had been used and wondered whether
the reference was to General Education requirements more broadly, since
'BookLink' referred to General Education requirements in the College of Arts and
Sciences only, and that was only half the undergraduates. Dr. Hoffman said
that the Office of Institutional Research had told them that what constitutes
General Education changes every semester and was hard to track. Senator
Warburton offered to provide a substitute wording, and Dr. Hoffman asked him to
fax her a copy at 621-2606.

Senator Wright expressed concern that the discussion of graduate and graduate
professional training did not include postdoctoral fellows and medical residents.
He thought it strange that those individuals, who are at the focus of much of
the educational effort of a large percentage of faculty, were being overlooked.
Dr. Hoffman noted that the point was included in the longer list of criteria,
but was omitted from the short list. She suggested that if Senator Wright had
specific suggestions for additional short-term criteria items, he might fax them
to her at the same number, before noon the next day, if possible.

Senator Myers said that he was pleased to see the emphasis on data. That was
a point that the Budget Committee had made more than a year ago both to the
Senate and to the administration. Failure to use data had been a defect of long
standing in planning. He also wanted to add his voice to those of Senators
Silverman and Young in criticizing the process that had been proposed for
selection of members of Assessment Teams. It was not acceptable to turn the
process over to the Dean, particularly when there was no process for making
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nominations. Procedures need to be spelled out so that it is clear that faculty
make the nominations, and faculty participate in the process by which the ballot
is put together, distributed, collected and counted. Part of the process might
be taken care of by having the college's Faculty Senators collaborate with the
Dean, but that does not take care of the nomination process. Nominations should
come from the faculty in the respective units. Senator Myers stated further that
he thought the document was designed to perpetuate the status quo in that units
that have been well funded would be ranked as excellent and given more money.
Units that have been starved would be assessed as doing very poorly and their
money would be taken away. He thought the key questions concerned which units
and what disciplines were important. He emphasized that question was not the
same as inquiring as to how good a unit was. He acknowledged that centrality
was mentioned in the document, but asserted that the information to be collected
did not address that question. Admitting his bias, Senator Myers then suggested
that mathematics is fundamental. But a number of other departments could make
the same argument. He thought the point was not only not being addressed in the
document, it was being contradicted. The statement appears that remedial
courses, as in mathematics and English, are not important. But the question of
the consequences of eliminating those courses is not addressed. What are the
consequences for courses in other departments? No solution is to be found in
the document. Senator Myers noted further that Senator Cusanovich had raised
the question of qualifications and knowledge of committee members. Departments
that handle very large numbers of students, as Psychology, Mathematics,
Chemistry, are not explicitly represented. He thought that the language that
had been used in reference to evaluation of a Ph.D. program, whether it led to
a career, reflected a lack of understanding of graduate programs. In his view,
a number of the perspectives were just wrong.

Senator Witte, in a final comment concerning the centrality of mission, said that
she had attended the interactive session conducted by Roger Caldwell. She had
been surprised at the responses, which seemed to turn everything around. She
did not think that what was coming up on all the computer screens was being at
all well reflected here.

ADJOURNMENT: Dr. Cox thanked all speakers for their input, and Drs. Beigel,
Hoffman and DeArmond for bringing the latest version of the Program for
Assessment of Institutional Priorities to the Senate. The meeting adjourned at
4:58 p.m.
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Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate

MOTIONS OF THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 7, 1992

Approval of the Notes of October 26, as amended, and the Minutes of
November 2, 1992.
Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 14, No. 12, Section I, Items
A-D.
Motion for approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 14, No. 12, Section
I, Item E.
Approval of a motion to table motion 32B, and refer the issue to the
Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee.
Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Volume 14, No. 12, Section II.
Approval of preliminary list of degree recipients for December, 1992.




