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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Monday, October 5, 1987 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in regular session at 3:05 p.m. on Monday,
October 5, 1987, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Fifty-four menbers were
present. Presiding Officer of the Senate Thomas R. Rehm presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Aleamoni, Aquilano, Atwater, Austin, Bayless, Beigel,
Brown, Butler, Cartee, Chase, Cosgrove, Dickstein,
Epstein, Ewbank, Fahey, Figler, Fleming, Ganapol,
Goetinck, Hasselmo, Hetrick, Horak, Jones, Koffler,
Krutzsch, Logan, Mautner, McConnell, McCullough,
McGraw, J. OtBrien, S. O'Brien, Parsons, Patterson,
Peterson, Phipps, Rehm, Ridge, Roemer, Rollins,
Sander, Sobelman, Stedman, Steelirik, Stender,
Streitmatter, Swaim, Tollin, Tanizuka, Watson, Weiss,
Wilkenirig, Woodard, and Woolfenden. Dr. Robert Sankey
served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Andreas, Billo, Bootman, Boynton, Carranza, Chen,
Cunningham, Cusanovich, Daly, Drake, Fenstermacher,
Flint, Irving, Kettel, Larson, Marcus, Mishel,
Paplanus, Reed, Ruiz, Sharkey, Sigelman, Silverman,
Smith, Triffet, Tuchi, and Witte.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 0F SEPTEMBER 14, 1987: It was moved and seconded (motion
87/88-14) and unanimously voted to approve the Minutes of SeptEnber 14, 1987.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: President Koffler said he would
speak briefly, because last week he had presented the State of the University
address at a meeting with the General Faculty. He said the address will be
printed in the October 12 issue of Lo Que Pasa, in a slightly longer version
than presented; he urged Senators and other faculty to read it because it
contained some important information. He said he was happy to see everyone
back, and looked forward to a good year of working together.

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST 0F THE UNIVERSITY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Dr. Rehm reported that the College of
Pharmacy had suhmitted one validated nominating petition for its vacant Senate
seat and, with only one petition, an election was not necessary. He asked for
ratification of Dr. Paul Consroe as the new College Representative from
Pharmacy, so that he could be seated at the Novber 2 Senate meeting. It was

so moved and seconded (motion 87/88-15), and unanimously approved.

Dr. Rehm then reported that two validated nominating petitions had been sub-
mitted from the College of Medicine. An election is being conducted by the
Corattittee on Elections, and results will be reported at the Novenber 2 meeting.

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: Secretary Ridge said that the
Faculty Senate Executive Coranittee, at its regular meeting on September 21,
reviewed a request from the University of Arizona Alumni Association. Their

Bylaws now require a faculty representative on their Board of Directors: "....a
current member of the faculty; the faculty representative shall serve one-year
terms and could be appointed by the University of Arizona Faculty Senate..."
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After discussion, the Senate Executive Ccmnittee recommends to the Senate that
the Chair of the Faculty be the faculty representative on the Alumni Associa-
tion Board of Directors, and Dr. Rehm had concurred with this suggestion.

Secretary Ridge then called for further suggestions or recommendations.
Hearing none, he brought to the floor a seconded motion (motion 87/88-16) from
the Senate Executive Committee. There being no discussion, he called for the
vote. That motion was then approved unanimously by voice vote.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: No report.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD FOR ABOVE REPORTS: Dr. Rehm said that for the past
few years, one question and answer period has followed the presentation of all
reports. For the purpose of continuity, the Senate Executive Committee had
suggested a question and answer period for each of the two report sections. He
called for comments or questions on the reports made thus far.

Senator Steelink said he had a question about the new student information
systa, and as a faculty advisor, he wondered to whom he should address that
question. Senator Butler said he would be glad to respond. Senator Steelink

said the syst requires all students to use social security numbers as IDs,
rather than matriculation numbers, and requires the same of faculty advisors.
He said he finds that very difficult to accept. Senator Butler said it was his
under-standing that the SIS will use this number in identifying all students in
the financial aid program, and that it is required for federal government
expendi-tures for financial aid. He said we are one of the few universities in
the world not utilizing social security numbers, and the university had made
the decision to comply with this. He was not aware of what was required of
advisors, because he was not familiar with that part of the system. Senator
Steelink said he would be unable to use a terminal, as an advisor, without
using his social security number; he said he believed that number should be
used for payroll purposes only. Senator Butler said he had been a booster of
using the matriculation number for many years, but the system that is being
adopted now almost requires the use of the social security number. He said
that for those students who refuse or don't have a social security number,
Admissions will use another identification number. He confirmed, with Mr.
Jerry Lucido, Director of Admissions, that the vast majority of students apply
for admission with their social security numbers, and it is required for f man-
cial aid appli-cations. Senator Hetrick asked what would happen if a student
or a faculty member refused to provide the social security number. Senator

Butler said he didntt know what would happen if the faculty member refused, but
students are now being instructed on use of proper numbers, i.e., social
security numbers or the "dumrrny" number to access the phone-in registration
which will begin this month. Senator Steelink asked, if the student refuses to
provide a social security number, would that student be denied financial aid.
Senator Butler said he didn't believe he/she would be denied financial aid.
Senator Fleming asked Senator Steelink if he would explain his reason for
objection. Senator Steelink said he believed it is a violation of privacy.
Senator Mautner said the original Social Security Act specifically stated that
this number is to be used only for purposes listed in the Act itself.

Senator Goetinck asked Provost Hasselmo about an article in the October 1

Wildcat about the Oriental Studies Department facing closure. The article
supposedly quoted Dean Sigelman, and he wondered what the status of this issue
is; he believed closure would be unthinkable. He noted that the review
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carnittee has no representative from a faculty which teaches languages. Dr.
Hasselmo said the administration has every intention to find ways to strengthen
Oriental Studies in its various manifestations. "We did have a departmental
review a couple of years ago, and in response to their reccrrnendations, we did
some reorganization. However, there has been continuing concern that the
department is too large in its responsibilities, and that we ought to find a
better mode of organization in order to be able to focus interest more specif i-
cally on the areas that are covered. If you reflect for a moment about the
enormity of the area covered, from the Mideast to South Asia up to East Asia, I
think this becomes rather clear. So we are looking at this for different
models for orga-nization. Dean Sigelman has appointed a coninittee to review
options for orga-nization with the intent of consulting extensively with
members of the depart-ment concérning the organization to be chosen. I've
asked that the Dean forward a recaìiendation concerning the organization of the
department by Janüthy 1. I can assure you that this is for the purpose of
trying to strengthen the department; there is no intention to curtail those
activities. I certainly wholly agree that the major languages covered by that
department are of vital concern to this university."

REPORT FPOM THE ACADEMIC PERSONNEL POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT FROM THE BUDGET POLICY COMMITTEE: Dr. Rehm reported that because the
Budget Policy Corrrnittee is being formed now, no report is aváilablé.

REPORT FROM THE INSTRUCTION & CURRICULUM POLICY COMMITTEE: Senator Atwater
said that the corimittee is in a good position to serve as a meeting ground and
a focal point for discussion of many of the efforts by faculty and administra-
tors regarding changes in curriculum policy and instruction. Comnittee members
feel one important function is to serve on various university cormìittees, and
currently four members serve on the following: Undergraduate Council; the
Corrniittee for the Year of the Undergraduate; the Assessment Transition Team for
the Task Force on Assessment of Quality and Outcomes of Undergraduate
Education; and the Comnittee on Instructional Support Services and Teaching
Facilities. The latter corrniittee, she said, is dealing with the functions of
and changes in IRAD, and the Senate conrnittee will continue to provide faculty
input with regard to the maintenance and expansion of IRAD services. She
reported that the coirruittee's major project this year will be that of teaching
and its role in the reward structure; the corrrnittee will examine the policy
statements that have been prepared by various departments that guide the annual
performance evaluation of teaching, focusing on the good ideas that have been
developed in several departments to assess the multiple aspects of teaching,
more than just the standard CIEQ and limited peer review. Early in the spring,
the conTnittee plans to survey faculty perceptions regarding the effectiveness
of annual teaching evaluation. A symposium which will be held in the spring,
cosponsored by the coninittee and hopefully Provost Hasselmo, will be directed
to the topic of teaching and its role in the reward structure. The coirrnitteé
is scheduled to meet monthly, and she will report to the Senate when
significant progress has been made.

REPORT FROM THE RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

REPORT FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS POLICY COMMITTEE: No report.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD ON STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: Senator Fahey asked
Senator Atwater to describe the composition of the Coninittee on Instructional
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Support Services and Teaching Facilities. Senator Atwater said this coirinittee
was formed by Dr. Celestino Fernandez in February 1987 to examine teaching
facilities; that corrrnittee's report influenced the allocation of over half a
million dollars to upgrade teaching facilities. This year, she said, the title
and function were been expanded to include instructional support services.
Membership includes representation as follows: at least one student, five
faculty nnbers, two representative f r Physical Resources, and four other
administrators.

Senator Peterson said he was surprised by the Wildcat's IRAD article today,
because initial reports had indicated the reorganization was a minor matter.
He said he was particularly disturbed, if the Wildcat report is correct, that
the IRAD Advisory Cournittee was not even consulted in this matter, suggesting
unilateral administrative action in an area of vital concern to faculty. He
urged that the Instruction and Curriculum Policy ConTnittee look into the matter
actively and report back to the Senate as soon as possible.

Senator Fahey said that in considering the information provided by Senator
Atwater about the composition of the corrniittee, it seemed inappropriate for a
conmittee with only two faculty to review a faculty-related function; she
believed it should be composed primarily of faculty and students. Dr. Hasseimo
said "I would strongly endorse the involvement of the Instruction and
Curriculum Policy Conmittee. I believe Dr. Fernandez has been working with
that coimìittee as well, and I know he is as eager as I am to try to remove any
misunderstandings concerning the intentions behind this reorganization, which
is in the interest of trying to strengthen instructional support services in
all of their manifestations. In order to avoid any further misunderstandings
it will be important for Dr. Fernandez to work with the Senate conmittee, and a
report can be brought forward concerning these particular plans. I am sure
that Dr. Fernandez would be happy to review the membership of the camdttee
which was put together to review both the improvements in ciassroan facilities
which we started implementing this year, and also the developaent of further
instructional support services. I welcome this suggestion."

Senator Dickstein asked Senator Jones whether he has any idea when faculty
might see a printed Chapter 3 and 4 of UHAP. Senator Jones said this was the
first Senate meeting where he had had no conmittee report, and the conmittee
has been continuing to pick up loose ends and work out inconsistencies in the
two chapters. He said he had with him a near-final version, and that when he
had reviewed it, it would be forwarded through Dr. Rehm's office to the Univer-
sity administration for their final review. He was not sure when actual dis-
tribution to General Faculty would occur. Senator Dickstein said that many
faculty are unaware of changes to the material contained in these chapters, and
that a need exists for faculty to have access to it and to be aware of what
policies we are operating under. Dr. Rehm said we are operating under the May
15, 1986 version of Chapters 3 and 4 distributed by President Kof fier to
Academic Deans, to be used until final copy was ready. Changes made by the
Senate in 1986-87 were not major, he added. Senator Hetrick asked if a faculty
member needed to see a copy, how this could be acccttpiished. Dr. Rehm said
that had been distributed to Deans, and a copy is available in the Faculty
Center. Senator Fahey asked if the administration must refer those chapters to
the Board of Regents. Dr. Rehm referred this question to Dr. Terence Burke,
who responded yes, if the Senate has reconmended changes that are in conflict
with Board of Regents policy. Dr. Rehm noted that there are a few items in the
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current wording which are in conflict with Regents policy, but that ABOR-PM
Section 6 has been undergoing revision itself. Senator Fahey asked Senator
Jones when the documents would be ready to go to the President's Office. He

responded that transmittal should occur within a week.

APPROVAL OF CURRICULAR MATERIAL: It was moved, seconded, and unanimously voted
(motion 87/88-17) to approve Section I, Curriculum Bulletin Vol. 12, No. 2, as
corrected: Page 1, A. Proposed major in computer science, ADD: Approved by the
Undergraduate Council on September 29, 1987. And Page 2, delete the entire
section on Agricultural Education.

DISCUSSION ON PROPOSED CHANGES IN ADMISSION PROCEDURES: Vice President for
Student Affairs Dudley Woodard introduced Mr. Jerry Lucido, Director of
Admissions, who was present to assist with questions. Dr. Rehm ascertained
there was no Senate objection to Mr. Lucido's being called upon. Dr. Woodard
said he was pleased to have the opportunity to discuss with the Senate two
proposals which had been distributed to Senators with their meeting call. The
first proposal, he said, is a change of admission practices for non-resident or
out-of-state students; it is currently before the Board of Regents, and will be
acted upon at their C)ctober meeting. The second proposal, in draft forni, is

for in-state students, and will require much discussion before it evolves in
final form.

Dr. Woodard said there has been some confusion: the administration has not
proposed a change in admission requirements. They remain a Board of Regents
policy: if the in-state student has achieved a high school average of 2.5 or
is in the upper 50 percentile or has a 21 ACT or a 930 on the SAT, that student
is admissible to the University. The change being proposed now is: if the
out-of-state student is between a 2.5 and a 2.9 or in the second quartile, he/
she may be admitted to the University with conditions, or he/she may be denied
admission. With in-state students, there would be no denial of admission but
rather conditional admission would be offered, such as admission with required
enrollment in specified courses, or completion of a sumner bridge program, or
deferral until completion of specified developmental course work in a comnunity
college.

The rationale for this is clear, he said, and was discovered while doing work
for another proposal: any student who has between a 2.5 and a 2.9 and is in
the second quartile is at a much higher risk than students with a 3.0 or the
upper quartile. He said this would appear to be obvious, but the difference
was striking. Almost half of these students would, at the end of their
freshman year, have grade points of less than 2.0. He said that if you have
this kind of information about your entering class, the responsible thing to do
is to ask what the university could do in terms of intervention strategy to
help these students be more successful. The proposal is seen as a prescription

for success. "We also want to say to those students that we want to help you,
and the way we would help is to recomnend that a number of you come through an
expanded sunnier bridge program. Those of you who are familiar with our sumner
bridge programs know that we've had very good success in bringing students in
during the sumner and helping them prepare for the school year. The chances
are that student will have a greater chance of success than those who don't
participate in the sumner program. We are trying to design this to increase
the success of those students we have determined are at risk, based on data
we've gathered over six years and what happens to that incoming student at the
end of his/her freshman year. The other point that is important to underscore
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is that we will take some of those helping resources that we have focused on
some of those at-risk out-of-state students and really focus then on the at
risk in-state students. That's why I said some out-of-state students will be
denied admission to the university under the current requirents. So we are
recorrniending a change in requirnents for out-of-state but not for in-state."
Dr. Woodard called for questions, noting that this will be discussed at the
next Board of Regents Students and Acada'nic Affairs Conanittee meeting and
today's discussion will be very helpful to him.

Senator McGraw said that discussion on admission to the University had referred
to high school GPA; he wondered whether this was overall or core GPA. Mr.

Lucido responded that this is overall GPA. Senator J. O'Brien asked if the
standardized tests support the GPA notion, and if so, why can't just the ACT or
SAT scores be used as a determiner of success. Dr. Woodard, responding to the
first question, said the standardized tests do support the result, although the
projected GPAs are a little high. But he thought that the Regents, in making
that decision several years ago, wanted to be sure that no one was dis-
advantaged through standardized testing. He said that all the evidence he has
suggests that GPA is a better predictor of academic performance than stan-
dardized tests. Senator Dickstein agreed with this conclusion; she said she
has followed this in the literature, and it clearly shows that ranking in class
in high school is a much better guide than the SAT. She added that there is
another economic aspect entering the field: the "crash" courses which prepare
students to take these tests, which are quite expensive, and which put at a
disadvantage those who cannot afford to be trained to take tests. If the
Senate was interested, she said, she could locate articles which illustrate how
high school performance is a better indicator of success in college than the
SATs.

Senator Patterson said that as he read the proposed policy (executive sunanary),
it appeared to him that a student had to have all of the three options listed
under (a), and he suggested it be rewritten with "or" between each segment.

Senator Ganapol asked how many applicants this would affect. Mr. Lucido said
the proposed policy will affect approximately 2,000 students who applied in
1986-87 and who met the 2.5 minimum admission requirement but who fell below
the 3.0. Approximately 70 percent of non-resident and 85 percent of in-state
applicants already meet the proposed new criteria.

Senator Tomizuka wondered if the order of presentation represented a strategy
designed to eventually change requirements for in-state students. Dr. Woodard
said the reason it was done in this order is because they want to take the
helping resources that are now directed at high-risk students and focus then
entirely on in-state students to better prepare them and increase their chances
of success. Senator Tomizuka asked what the input would be on minority
students. Dr. Woodard said that the University is taking the necessary steps
to increase the chances of success for those who may not be as well prepared as
they should be; secondly, he believes implementation of this proposal will
increase the graduation rate, particularly for students from under-represented
groups. Thirdly, he said, the University reports each year to the Board of
Regents information on recruitment and retention of minority students, and
implementation of these new procedures is expected to minimize downward trends.
Mr. Lucido said he has some statistics that would indicate the effect of the
proposed policy if the university used strictly the 3.0, upper-quarter predic-
tors for in-state students, and he was assuming this is the primary concern
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because the number of non-resident minority students enrolled is much lower
than the number of resident minority students. He said that in either case, he
wanted to assure the Senate that there will be spaces provided in the surrier
programs for minority students. Dr. Woodard said that another coninent that was
made is when we looked at our enrollment for the university of first-time,
full-time new students to the University of Arizona this fall, we were
impressed by the gains we made in in-state students: a 6 percent increase over

last year.

Senator Sobelman wondered, now that some high schools have honors classes which
can produce GPAs in excess of 4.0, whether this variation could affect the
admissibility of some students. Mr. Lucido said that very few students
involved in honors course work will be hovering around the 3.0 average.

Senator Epstein said that in Appendix A there is some emphasis on the self-
reporting of class status, and she wondered if there is any discrepancy and if
this information is checked. Mr. Lucido said that the Student Affairs Research
and Testing Office has cross-checked self-reported data with actual data, and
results were very similar, with no statistical difference.

Senator Flening said that, returning to the matter of students who are under-
represented, she is in full accord with the intention, but she was curious as
to how this will be implemented: who decides of this pool who is to get in and
on what criteria will a decision be based? Mr. Lucido said the proposal will
be in effect for non-residents this fall, pending Regents action at their
October meeting, and admission will be determined by an Admissions Coninittee
f ormed in the Admissions Office, and there will be a University Appeals
ConiTLittee composed of faculty members who will consider any written appeals
based on admission decisions if the applicant is dissatisfied.

Senator Swaim said she had a question about in-state students who would be
deferred: would they be asked to go to a coinnunity college before enrolling at
the University? And if that was the case, would they be taking an equivalent
freshman English course, or remedial work before coming to the University? Dr.

Woodard responded affirmatively to the first question, and that it could be a
combination of both, but it would likely be a proscribed program which would
include some deve1opïental work which likely would not transfer as credit
towards graduation. Senator Swaim asked if the data available supports the
fact that transfers from coninunity colleges do succeed in the University or is
there a contrary conclusion. Dr. Woodard said that they are now looking at a
similar proposal for transfer students and, surprisingly, transfer students
coming into the University with less than a 2.5 are at the same risk. Senator
Swaim said her only concern for the issue of deferment is that in her many
years of teaching undergraduates, she sometimes feels that a marginal student
sometimes makes a mistake going to a coximunity college first, because their
basic education is more modest than that at the university; such students come
in at the sophomore or junior level at a greater disadvantage than they would
have been if they had entered the university as a freshman. Dr. Woodard said
the number of students in this category is very small, and the evidence would
probably be pretty clear that those students would be seriously at risk here;
he felt we would not be doing that student a favor to admit then to a full
program at the university.

Senator Figler said that in view of the responses earlier to the questions
concerning safeguards for minority students, he wondered if equal thought had
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been given in terms of safeguards to those students who are economically
disadvantaged. Dr. Woodard said he hoped they had thought it through as
carefully. Senator Figler asked, once a student has been denied admission to
the university, with their deferment materials will they be given a specific
list of grounds for appeal, and once they go through the appeal process and if
they were accepted, what is the relation then with financial aid if they were
initially denied? Dr. Woodard: "We need to be careful to point out that there
are two policies. An out-of-state student who is denied can go to the Appeals
Conirtittee which will make a judgment on a timely basis so that a student is not
disadvantaged. We will not deny admission to in-state students. If we defer
an in-state student, that student will receive a letter from the Admissions
Office that says we think it best you go to a cOErinunity college and participate
in the following. Here is your certificate of admission to the University of
Arizona; upon successful completion of the reconinended requirements, you may
use this certificate to be admitted to the university and it entitles you to
any other rights in terms of financial aid, housing, etc."

Senator Figler asked what the projected impact is on University admissions,
perhaps over the next ten years. Dr. Woodard said he thought this policy, as
well as some of the other changes made, will help the university as it moves
through managed growth.

The meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m.

87/88-28

George W. Ridge, Jr., Secretary

MOTIONS PASSED AT THE MEETING OF OCTOBER 5, 1987
87/88-14 Approval of Minutes of September 14, 1987
87/88-15 Ratification of new College Representative from Pharmacy: Dr. Paul

Consroe
87/88-16 Approval of motion to appoint Chair of Faculty to the University of

Arizona Alumni Association Board of Directors as the faculty repre-
sentative

87/88-17 Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 12, No. 2, Section I, as
corrected.

MATTERS PENDING
Academic Personnel Policy Corrrnittee: Promotion/Tenure and Promotion/Continuing

Status Report
Research Policy coninittee: (1) Policy on Fraud in Research; (2) Conflict of

Coirrnitment Policy; (3) Facilities Misuse Policy; (4) University Committee
on Ethics and Coninitment

Student Affairs Policy Coninittee: Proposal for the Recognition of Student/
Faculty Interaction as an Integral Component of Effective Teaching

DOCUMENTS ATTACHED TO THESE MINUTES
Academic Personnel Policy Coitrnittee membership roster
Instruction & Curriculum Policy Committee membership roster
Research Policy Coninittee membership roster
Student Affairs Policy Coinnittee membership roster




