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1992/93-193

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, February 1, 1993 Room 146, College of Law

1. The Faculty Senate conven
1, 1993, in Room 146 of
Presiding Officer of the

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT:

ed in regular session at 3:00 p.m. on Monday, February
the College of Law. Forty-six members were present.
Faculty Senate Vivian L. Cox presided.

Atwater, Barrett, Buras, Coons, Cox, Dickinson, Elliott,
Enos, Ewbank, Fernandez, Garcia, Hammond, Hildebrand,
Hill, Horak, Impey, Inman, Kaczynski, Larson, Lewis,
MacDonell, Mautner, McElroy, Myers, Najor, J. O'Brien,
S. O'Brien, Pacheco, Pitt, Reiter, Reynolds, Roemer,
Ruiz, Sergeant, Silverman, Songer, Spera, Sullivan,
Sypherd, Valenzuela, Warburton, Williams, Witte, Wright,
Young and Zwolinski. Dr. Robert Sankey served as
Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Badger, Dahigran, Dvorak, Fajardo, Joens, Jones, Konur,
Law, Mitchell, Siciliano, Tomizuka, and Troy.

OPEN SESSION: Senator Pitt addressed her fellow Senators concerning "Tomorrow:
the famous 21st day of school. Tonight, after our Senate meeting, students who
have not paid all their tuition, lab, studio and late fees in full will be
dropped from all their classes. This computer exercise was also performed the
night before the first day of classes. I would like the Senate to be aware of
the mass confusion it has created. If a student who had paid all their tuition
and registration fees got into a course which had a lab or studio fee the day
before classes started, that student was dropped from all his classes if he could
not get in to pay the lab fees by 5:00 p.m. that same day. In addition, the
student received only eighty percent refund credit on the amount already paid.
The student had to get reinstated into all his classes, had to pay a late fee
of $25, and was told that he lost 20 percent of the funds he already paid. There
appears to be confusion and a rigid attitude in the Bursar's Office, with no
consideration for the student. In addition, faculty and staff have had to work
many long and unnecessary hours to correct this mess. I would like the Senate
to be aware of this apparently university-wide problem and ask the question 'What

is going on?'"

REPORTS

3A. REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY: President Pacheco reported that
last Friday, he and Provost Sypherd "met with faculty leaders and a number of
other cabinet members to discuss how faculty and administration together can
make a better job of our joint responsibilities for shared governance. I shall
leave it to Professor Garcia to spell out any details that he thinks are appro-
priate. Let me say only that we found a broad measure of agreement that I found
to be most encouraging. We agreed to appoint a small group to develop suitable
language that can make our agreement effective as soon as practicable.

"Second, in the same area of governance, let me say something about faculty
members on the assessment teams in our Program for the Assessment of Institu-
tional Priorities, now known as the PAIP process. These members were to be
partly elected and partly appointed. I am pleased to report to you that the
elected proportion now seems to be greater than what we had expected. After the
recent elections, some deans gave up appointed slots in order to resolve tied
votes in their colleges. As a result, at least 60 of the 85 faculty repre-
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sentatives will be elected members. I say 'at least' because, when some deans
made their appointments, they selected faculty members who were large vote
getters in their college elections.

"Let me now turn to the budget. The University budgets recommended for the 1993-
94 year by the Governor and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) differ
in detail but they both make for somber reading. Neither recommendation includes
funds for salary increases. In addition, the Governor recommends cuts of $5.2
million for the main campus, and $1.5 million for the College of Medicine. The
JLBC recommends cuts of $5.8 million for the main campus, and $1.3 million for
the College of Medicine. Overall, these recommendations represent an apparent
total cut of $6.7 to $7.2 million.

"I say an 'apparent' cut because the damage, in fact, would be larger than that.
This is because these budget recommendations do not cover substantial unavoidable

costs. For example, last year the Legislature approved a salary increase of
$1,000 per employee to take effect this April. But the recommendations do not
include the $5.0 million that this increase will cost in 1993-94. Again, no
provision is made for the cost of opening and maintaining nine new buildings for
the full 1993-94 year. Even if we provide only 65 percent of the services that
these buildings will require, this will cost us $3.9 million.

"To understand the full impact of these budget recommendations, we have to take
into account both the absolute cuts below last year's appropriation and also
these unavoidable costs that the proposals choose to ignore. The true impact
of the recommendations, by our estimate, amounts to something over $40 million
for the three universities combined, including approximately $19 million for the
University of Arizona. Coming on top of the blows we have suffered in the past
three years, cuts on this scale would be devastating.

"The three university presidents have conferred on this problem, and we have
resolved to seek to restore part of this shortfall. Our aim is to obtain an
additional $20 million for the three universities over and above the JLBC
recommendations, and we do believe this is possible. The JLBC's proposal is
based, in our opinion, on unduly cautious estimates of state revenues. In

addition, both the Governor and the JLBC have set aside large reserves for
contingencies, for rollovers, and for tax cuts. Some of you may have read that
the tax cuts would amount to about $22 per person. Current estimates of these
set-aside funds range between $60 and $111 million. In other words, we believe
that the resources are there even in these hard times to provide the universities
with more reasonable budgets.

"In the coming weeks, the presidents and the Regents will be working with alumni,
with business leaders, and with others in the community in order to influence
the budgetary outcome. To anticipate one question, perhaps, let me say how the
faculty might best contribute to this effort. Under the new lobbying law, of
course, you cannot involve yourselves on behalf of the University without being
registered as a lobbyist. As private citizens, however, you are free to speak
or write to your legislators on your own time or to speak to friends who know
legislators. Your help in these ways would be most appreciated. This is the
year in which we need to stop the vicious downward spiral that is progressively
eroding the quality in the Arizona universities. This erosion is damaging not
only to the universities, it is damaging to Arizona's long term economic
prospects.

"Perhaps I should make it plain that I see no way in which we can avoid extensive
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budgetary reallocations next year. The JLBC recommendations make a tuition
increase virtually certain, but no conceivable increase can solve our financial
problems. Again, while we are likely to see tuition revenues decoupled from our
General Fund appropriation, and this may make budget management a little easier,
it is not going to answer the fundamental resources question. The budget recom-
mendations coming from the Governor and from the JLBC make our PAIP process, our
CORe program, and our planning activities all the more essential.

"As matters proceed, of course, I shall keep the Senate informed of developments
and hopefully in this process we'll find additional ways in which we can
collaborate together to make sure that this travesty does not continue."

REPORT FROM THE PROVOST OF THE UNIVERSITY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE FACULTY: Senator Garcia reported that the
Provost has indicated that the Plus/Minus Grading proposal, approved by the
Senate for the Graduate College and the College of Law, would cost approximately

$54,000. Because of that, there is no possibility of implementation in the
current budget, although the Provost indicated he will place the, proposal on
the reallocation list to be considered this spring.

Senator Garcia commended Vice President Fernandez on the Undergraduate Education
awards that he recently initiated, both for departments and students' senior
projects. "That's an idea whose time definitely has come. I am glad that he
has initiated it at this time. I'm sorry that we have no university-wide
encouragement for good teaching. We used to have Outstanding Teacher awards of
various kinds, but they seem to have slipped between the cracks. I hope that
we can find a way to resuscitate some of them so that we can show our concern
for the delivery of education."

Senator Garcia commented on a January 21 memo from the Provost to the campus
community, encouraging everyone to work as a team during the difficult times we
are collectively facing. He urged a careful reading because "it is a very good

message. I think it is important that we think about this subject and actually
do something about it."

Senator Garcia reported that dialogue with the President is occurring concerning
the revised policy for review of deans and department heads which the Senate
adopted last April. He said he hopes the issue will be resolved in the very near

future.

Concerning the reorganization of Chemical Engineering, Senator Garcia stated that
the reorganization review committee had completed its deliberations and submitted
its report to the President, who is considering the committee's recommendations.
A final resolution is anticipated in the near future, and will be reported to
the Senate. The committee's report is available for review by Senators at the
Faculty Center.

Senator Garcia then commented on the meeting mentioned by President Pacheco of
elected members of faculty governance with the President and members of his
cabinet concerning the concept of shared governance and the meaning of SBÎ1O6.
"The meeting was focused on ways in which we could work together--on ways in
which the committee structure as appointed by the President and his cabinet and
the committee structure as currently fashioned by faculty governance could be
made more congruent so that we could work together with less need for ad hoc task
forces and committees and more of the business channeled through standing
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committees and existing structures, in acknowledgment of the way in which we
actually work." He said the meeting was characterized by a cooperative spirit,
and agreement was reached to form a five-member subcommittee to draft some
principles and a framework for further review. Discussion at the meeting
indicated that everyone present wanted a draft document produced during the next
few weeks. Senator Garcia indicated something could be placed in Senators' hands
for comment as early as the March 1 Senate meeting.

In conclusion, Senator Garcia called for a volunteer from Science, Humanities
or Fine Arts to assist the Graduate and Professional Student Association (GPSA)
on a steering committee for an event which will occur in the spring, and which
will focus on displays of graduate and undergraduate student work. Nominations
can be submitted directly to Senator Garcia or to the Faculty Center (1-1342).

REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE FACULTY: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDING OFFICER OF THE FACULTY SENATE: No report.

REPORT FROM THE PRESIDENT OF ASUA: On behalf of Senator Siciliano, who was
attending a legislative function in Phoenix, Senator Lewis stated that there
was no report.

4. QUESTION AND ANSWER PE1IQD: Senator Young, referring to President Pacheco's
January report to the Senate, askød him whether the employees displaced as a
result of CORe had been terminated or remained on the payroll. He said he had
heard seven people were laid off. President Pacheco responded that the intent
was to refer those individuals for retraining. To the best of his knowledge,
two had been placed and nobody had been terminated.

Senator Williams asked President Pacheco if, following the meeting on shared
governance, the small group to develop suitable language had been selected.
President Pacheco responded that his two appointees will be Provost Sypherd and
Dean Sander. Senator Garcia added that he and Dr. Cox would serve, and a third
member was to be selected.

Dr. Cox turned the chair over to Secretary Roemer in order to address a ques-
tion to President Pacheco concerning the issue of faculty salaries. "I recognize
that these are, indeed, difficult times, but we are getting into a very long
drought period as far as any specific action directed toward salary increases
for faculty. I would like to ask you if anything is being done at this time to
give faculty some idea what will be pursued, so that we do not continue to ask
faculty to work year after year without any type of salary increase." President
Pacheco: "I can assure you that issue is still at the top of the Council of
Presidents' list. We met with Governor Symington about three or four weeks ago,
and again reiterated that notion." While funding for faculty salary increases
was not contained in any of the proposals submitted by either the Governor or
the JLBC, President Pacheco believes the Governor knows of the unhappiness of
all state employees, and he would not be surprised if a proposal did come forward
concerning increased salaries. "I'm only speculating, but you can be assured
that we will be advocating for that."

Senator Mautner, commenting on the point raised by Senator Pitt in Open Session,
asked President Pacheco if "good judgment and humanity can conquer the system?"
Senator Pacheco responded that he hoped so, and "one of the advantages of the
CORe process lies, in fact, in looking at issues such as that. The question of
data gathering by various operational units of the University is going to be a
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part of the CORe process, and I would be surprised if issues such as that do not
come to the fore in a reasonably short period of time." Senator Garcia, speaking
to the same point, noted that a substantial number of students is affected, and
the computer program needs to be fixed. That takes time, however, and a rapid
response way to fix things by hand is needed so that students don't have to go
through undue agony.

Senator Impey asked President Pacheco for his opinion on why "we are apparently
failing to make a case with the Legislature for higher education. Occasional
conversations with legislators indicate that they do not have much understanding
of what the balance between teaching and research involves, or much of an idea
what a university professor does. That's very disturbing." He added that
students are fully aware of the increments provided the universities, and the
increased allocations for prisons. President Pacheco responded that he thought
part of the explanation lay within the nature of higher education, which, though
never treated really well in this state, had historically been treated better
than at the present time. At a time when revenues are lower, other programs are
more appealing from a human point of view and are able to bring forward their
needs more effectively. Legislators simply are influenced by misery. He noted
from a conversation with a legislator that whenever a proposal affects negatively
a health or other human services area, the Legislature hears from the affected
constituencies very loudly and very forcefully. But for any proposal that
involves higher education, they often don't hear anything. He thought that if
legislators heard from educators affected by the budget cuts they would be likely
at least to think about what was happening. It was his observation in the year
and a half of his experience here that there has not been in this state an
organized attempt to inform the citizens of Arizona of the benefits that come
from higher education. "We're trying to correct that. The presidents together
have been to twelve or so different communities in Arizona, and I have been to
many additional ones to talk about the University of Arizona. It's an education

process. And that education process includes not only addressing the very
obvious questions of undergraduate education but also how the state in general
benefits from the presence of an institution such as this in all of economic
development."

Senator Lewis, noting that the $54,000 cost estimate to initiate Plus/Minus
Grading seemed high, said he wondered what the basic components of that cost
might be. Provost Sypherd said it was his understanding that the majority was
designated for the purchase of scanning equipment, with a smaller amount set
aside for writing the necessary program. There had been some debate, though,
concerning the accuracy of the figure. He added that we are certainly not in
a position to move the priority of that effort ahead of other things, in view
of budgetary constraints.

Senator Pitt, adding to Senator Garcia's remarks, said she believes it is very
important that not only administrators tackle problems comparable to those she
mentioned in Open Session, but that "faculty who are in the trenches, who are
dealing with these problems, are also consulted about how these things are to
be solved, because we're the ones who see the problems directly and talk with
the students."

Senator Silverman, commenting on President Pacheco's remarks concerning legis-
lative action, said he believes the faculty have been remiss in making their
views known to our legislators. Although he was unsure what rules might apply,
he recommended that either the Faculty Senate Executive Committee or a specially
constituted committee detail to faculty the effort that must be undertaken, so
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that they could be on the phone during the next month or two. If the Legislature
has the perception that it hears only from other constituencies, action should
be taken as a body. He said he believed the Faculty Senate is the perfect body
to galvanize action. President Pacheco: "Anticipating that there would be
tremendous interest in this issue, the February 1 issue of Lo Que Pasa has a
short article on the front page, with key phone numbers, addresses, and some
advice on how you might proceed in this matter."

Senator Valenzuela asked President Pacheco if one problem might be the failure
of the Legislature to perceive consequences from cuts to the universities'
budgets, and until there are perceived consequences, the cuts will continue.
"They don't see us leaving, so they ignore the salary issue, and they don't see
us significantly changing instructional programs. Were I a an economically
rational legislator, I would think the universities haven't hit bottom yet. I

think that's our problem: we're being punished for our success in protecting
the institution and the students from the consequences of the cuts. I don't
think we can afford to do that anymore." President Pacheco responded that "there
have been a number of people who have, in fact, said that we cried wolf a number
of times. Consequently, we have tried to be careful about stating the conse-
quences of cutting back unless we are absolutely sure that there are visible
consequences... .We are trying to indicate to the legislators and the citizenry
the actions we have had to take. We are aleo attempting to cooperate with the
governor's efforts at slimming down the government by showing that, in fact, we
have already reviewed our processes in a way that has been, perhaps, more effec-
tive than in any other agency. We are trying to resist being included in any
kind of new initiative, a new project Slim, if you like, so that we can gain
the credibility that, in fact, we have for the last few years been doing things
at the University which needed to be done, but, secondly the fact that much more
of this kind of activity will.. .have the consequence of diminishing excellence."

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF JANUARY 11, 1993: The minutes of the meeting of January
11, 1993, were approved as distributed.

APPROVAL OF CURRICULUM BULLETIN: Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No.
1, Section I, was moved (motion 1992/93-36) and seconded. Senator Garcia asked
if approval would include typographical errors such as that on page 3, Mathe-
matics 554. Senator Songer also noted errors on page 10, under Veterinary
Science. Dr. Cox stated that those errors would be corrected. A voice vote
indicated approval with the appropriate corrections.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSALS CONCERNING ENTRY-LEVEL ENGLISH AND MATHEMATICS
'BRIDGING' COURSES: Dr. Cox noted that representatives from Mathematics and
English were present and prepared to participate in the discussion if desired.
Senator Kenneth Young, Chair, Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, and
Senator Jeffrey Warburton, Chair, Student Affairs Policy Committee, introduced
four proposals for Senate consideration:

1. The Faculty Senate endorses raising admission requirements and standards to
a level significantly higher than present levels, including a standard of
four years of mathematics in high school. An ad hoc group should be formed
to study raising admissions requirements. A suitable phase-in period must
be allowed for; outreach programs to secondary schools should be enhanced.
Efforts to recruit and retain minority students should be enhanced.

2. The Faculty Senate does not endorse a transfer of English 100 and Math 116
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to the Extended University.

The Faculty Senate endorses a proposal advanced by the Mathematics Department
to restructure the college algebra sequence by combining Math 116 and Math
117 into a four-unit course entitled "University Algebra."

The Faculty Senate endorses maintaining the present English 100, 101, and
102 sequence but allowing students receiving an "A" in English loo to advance
directly to English 102. Students receiving an "A" in english 100 would be
given credit for English 101.

Senator Young said he would begin with the first proposal (seconded motion
1992/93-37). He reported that the committees held a joint meeting on January
12 to which many principals had been invited, and a highly fruitful discussion
had taken place. The committees then reviewed at length the results of the joint
meeting, and drafted the four proposals listed above.

Referring to the first proposal, Senator Young said it deals with upgrading the
admission requirements and standards, and the committee's findings are summarized
on the report provided to Senators. He said he would like to emphasize a few
points. "(1) If 40-50 percent of incoming freshmen are now placed in the bridg-
ing courses, either our expectations are too high or our entrance standards and
requirements are too low. A comparison of our entrance requirements with those
of our peer institutions suggests the latter is the case. (2) Raising admissions
requirements and standards will send a message to the state's high schools that
we expect better prepared students. It is important to maintain the integrity
of the pipeline through which students are prepared and admitted to the Univer-
sity. Maintaining and even extending outreach programs is a highly important
component of this process. Proper phasing in of changed admission requirements/
standards is mandatory. (3) A disproportionate number of minority students are
placed in bridging courses. In order to maintain a diverse student body,
minority student recruitment efforts need to be enhanced."

Dr. Cox reported that a copy of a December 22 memorandum from Interim Provost
Cusanovich to the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee, including a report
entitled "A Proposal Concerning Basic Courses in English Composition and
Mathematics" was being distributed to each member of the Senate. She explained
that she received these copies from Associate Dean Susan Steele at the beginning
of this meeting, and she believed it was important for Senators to have a moment
or two to scan the material, which was related to this discussion. She then
suspended discussion for a few minutes.

When discussion resumed, Senator Garcia noted that many documents exist on this
topic. He wondered why Senators have not received all that are relevant to this
subject, and why this single document was distributed today. Dr. Cox said she
was trying to accommodate this particular request, but she reminded everyone that
as a matter of policy, material requiring action must be distributed to Senators
in advance of meetings, with exceptions only in the most unusual circumstances.

Dr. Cox asked Senator Young to comment on the report just distributed, and how
it differs from the committees' report. Senator Young said that it appeared to
be a reiteration of the administration's stand on transfer of these courses to
Extended University, and it differs markedly from the second proposal. Dr. Cox
asked Senator Young to proceed with his report and discussion. He indicated he
had concluded his opening remarks. Dr. Cox opened the floor for discussion.
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Senator Pitt asked to hear the report of the Student Affairs Policy Committee
on this issue.

Senator Warburton reported that the committee endorses proposals 2, 3 and 4, but
recommends a change on the first proposal concerning math requirements. He added
that during committee deliberations, there was considerable discussion on the
amount of money that could be saved by deleting English 100 and Math 116.
Although. Interim Provost Cusanovich indicated $500,000 could be saved, committee
members reviewed the matter carefully, and could find only minimal savings. In
addition, Senator Warburton reported that the committee views the large popula-
tion of students taking English 100 and/or Math 116 as a significant factor.

Senator Silverman stated that he has concerns about the impact on minority
recruitment. He also wondered about the impact on an individual who had
completed high school in Arizona with two years of math, who had been working
for a few years, and who then decided to go to college. With a new requirement
of four years of high school math, would that student be excluded from attending
the University, or be required to go elsewhere to complete two years of more
math? If General Education requirements include Math 117, what would the impact
be on students who are in programa in which math is not particularly needed?
Many programs may not need math skills corresponding to four years of high school
mathematics. Because so many of our students are in-state, Senator Silverman
wondered what the impact would be on secondary education in the state if math
requirements were increased from two or three to four years? He said that when
he attended high school, a very small fraction of students took four years of
math, but a very high percentage took three years. He said that while he was
not familiar with current entrance requirements, perhaps the third proposal was
designed to resolve the issue through combining Math 116 and 117, in conjunction
with a new requirement of four years of high school mathematics. He said he
was not convinced the problem could be resolved by requiring four years of high
school mathematics.

Senator Hill stated that reference to four years of high school math appeared
to be vague: for some, it would get them through Geometry, while others might
complete Advanced Placement Calculus. He proposed more specificity.

Senator Young asked Senator Fernandez to comment on Senator Silverman's concerns.
Senator Fernandez agreed that the issue is of much concern to everyone, and any
change would have to be phased in over a period of time. "This issue about
raising the University's admission standards has to be placed in the context of
the larger statewide discussion about additional four-year institutions that
would provide alternative avenues for all students. The issue of raising
admission standards would not be something that I, personally, would support if
it were going to be done tomorrow. . . . The University, of course, is not going to
be able to handle the additional 10-30,000 additional students that are projected
for our area, so some additional institutions will be needed."

Senator Buras asked how many students take English 100 and Math 116 to make up
for admission deficiencies. Senator Young: "Approximately 4,000 per year."
Senator Buras wondered whether courses designed to remove deficiencies should
be counted as credits toward graduation. Senator Young; "No. The problem here
is, if we have 40-50 percent of our incoming students with deficiencies...,
something is wrong. Twenty percent would probably be reasonable. Either our
expectations of students are too high or the entrance requirements are too low.

One way that we could save money on these bridging courses is to cut down the
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number of students who need them by raising the entrance requirements."

Dr. John Kihistrom, Chair of the Arts and Sciences General Education Committee,
noted that the number of students who are actually making up deficiencies
associated with admission is more of the order of 400-500 students. Senator
Young indicated the statistics he referred to were related to placement exams,
there being a substantial difference between students admitted with deficiencies
and those entering English 100 and Math 116 through placement exams.

Senator Williams said he was comforted by Senator Fernandez's observations but
was still troubled by minority student concerns. He asked if there was a sense
of what the greater efforts toward recruitment and retention of minority students
might be, and if they are planned for and budgeted. Senator Young: "No,
approval by the Senate would be just an endorsement of the proposal." Senator
Williams said he believed the sentence was really quite nebulous, and it appeared
to him that greater effort would certainly be required. Senator Witte said she
was troubled by the same issue, and that perhaps the first proposal was incon-
sistent and not feasible. "Why should we endorse the raising of admission
requirements before committees are in place to study the consequences and to
submit specific proposals? Why don't we instead form a committee that will look
into the ways that admission requirements might be raised, what those changes
might be, and how to minimize the impact on minority recruitment?" She added
that the proposal appears to be premature and vague. Dr. Kihlstrom noted that
there is already a small group working on the problem of admissions requirements-
-the campus representatives to the Regents Task Force on University Admission
Requirements. "We would be happy to join any other group that's working on this
problem." He also suggested that the Senate consider, if they wish to endorse
the raising of admission requirements, eliminating phrases referencing specific
kinds of admission requirements.

Senator Garcia, noting that the University has already stated that it will cap
enrollment at 35,000 students, said that as the pressure of more students becomes
evident in the next few years, the question of minorities is already before us.
"In order to enforce that cap, some students that we want to come here are not
going to be able to come. That's what it means to cap. The issue becomes one
of how we implement the policy that is already in place. It seems to me that
other institutions, particularly the California system, but other institutions
as well, have already faced and addressed this problem and found a solution to
it. Stanford does extremely well at recruiting minorities. The University of
Arizona does less well at recruiting the top minority students from within the
State of Arizona. At the moment, top minority students go out of state. That
could and should be remedied with more aggressive recruiting. I agree that
the sense of the first proposal is vague, but whether or not we pass this motion,
I believe it is necessary for the University to be more aggressive in the way
it addresses minority recruitment by virtue of the fact that it has already
capped its enrollment. I support the notion of increased admission requirements
coupled with an appropriate recruitment policy. The University of Arizona has
something very special to offer which other places do not. The people who can
benefit from the training which we have to offer and the special nature of our
institution will be better served by having higher admission requirements. I

think that that can be done without changing the ratio of minority students."

Senator Witte, noting that the implication appeared to be that by adding a year
of math, admission requirements will have been raised, wondered about the effect
on performing arts students. "What you really want to say is we want a better
applicant. The definition of that may not be as simple as four years of math."
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Senator Inman moved (motion 1992/93-37A) to amend the first proposal, (1) chang-
ing "should" to "must," to read "Efforts to recruit and retain minority students
must be enhanced." And (2), deleting "including a standard of four years of
mathematics in high school." She added that a Faculty Senate committee should
be assigned to work with the group Dr. Kihlstrom mentioned. The motion was
seconded.

Senator Witte said she wanted to speak in support of Senator Inman's amendment,
but proposed it be strengthened by adding "evidence of effectiveness and a
monitoring of the effectiveness". Senator Inman accepted addition of the words
"and monitored." to her amendment.

Senator Valenzuela stated that he has enjoyed working with the Flinn Foundation
Scholar Program, which has been successful in recruiting outstanding Arizona
students for Arizona's universities. He said he believes that success is due
to attractive financial incentives. Families that in previous years would have
sent their children to the "Ivies" are making decisions based solely on financial
concerns. "It's not hard to recruit and retain minority students, but there's
a bidding war for the best students. The reason we lose is because Stanford,
Harvard, and Chicago put money into it. We don't have the money to put into it.
So, merely saying we will be more aggressive in recruitment ventures may not
suffice."

Senator Reynolds said he wanted to offer two comments: (1) The "standard of four
years of mathematics in high school" might not achieve the math background level
that is desired. (2) He expressed concern that the discussion appeared to
presume that minorities will fail if higher standards are set. He said he did
not believe it to be necessarily true, and concurred with Senator Garcia's
remarks concerning the institution's ability to recruit minorities.

Senator Wright, noting that raising the standards will impact all students, and
citing Senator Garcia's point on de facto increase in standards due to enrollment
caps, stressed that it is important to prepare for change over a period of time,
as Senator Fernandez stated, working with secondary schools to improve the
quality of the applicants through published knowledge of the University's revised
requirements. He said he agreed this issue needs to be very carefully thought
out, and the Senate should embrace the opportunity to support a proposal that
increases the standards at the University of Arizona.

Senator Inman: "At the time we were considering this in committee, we did have
data showing that minority students would be disproportionately affected, and
it was a real problem. The numbers show that it would hurt minority students
more than others."

Senator Hill said that in view of the concern for minority enrollments, perhaps
it would be best to separate the issues of raising standards and recruiting
minorities into two different motions.

Senator Fernandez: "We have some historical experience here at the University
in terms of the impact of raising admission standards on minority and disadvan-
taged students. You might recall that in 1987, when admission standards were
raised, they included more math and English. With adequate lead time to the high
schools, our experience has been that the number of entering minority students
has increased. The University has been very aggressive in its recruitment of
minorities. A combination of two factors--giving high schools the necessary lead
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time to set their programs in place to better prepare the students and our
efforts to recruit minority students--is required. Based on current demographics
of the state, the minority population that we will be recruiting from will be
larger. In terms of admissions standards, it would be better to plan for those
changes, rather than ask the admissions office to make decisions for the faculty
in terms of the composition and the quality of the student body." He said it
is important for the faculty to be involved in discussions concerning admissions

standards. He said he would also support deleting the statements that say
specifically four years of this, or three years of that, because admiBsions
standards could mean SATs or ACTs, since there are different ways to be admitted

to the University.

Socorro Vasquez, Assistant Director of Minority Student Retention: "There are

two issues being discussed, and they are easy to confuse. The issue of English

100 and Math 116 is a placement issue. Freshmen have already met all admission

requirements. The majority come in with a 3.0 GPA or better; all have completed
four years of English and up to second-year algebra in high school. The second
issue is the admission standard question, which is unrelated to the placement
issue. It is easy to confuse these two issues."

Senator Hildebrand: "To me, the issue before us is not one of changing the
admission standards, but of acting seriously on the basis of the admiBsion
standards that already exist. I'd like to read a short quotation from the
Mathematics Department self-study, as part of their recent academic program
review: 'The University's admission requirement includes two years of algebra.
Consequently, apart from those admitted with deficiency, all entering students
should be ready for Math 117 since they will have passed courses covering the
readiness test material.' What we're hearing is that the high schools of the
state have not in fact transmitted that information effectively to students who
pass those courses with good grades. I think the message has to be made very
clear to all the high schools in the state that we're not going to accept under-
prepared students any longer, or, at the very least, we're not going to make up
with our resources and teaching efforts the failure of the high schools to
fulfill their responsibility in transmitting that preparation to their students.
I think it is inappropriate for us to be teaching high school courses at the
University of Arizona."

Senator McElroy commented that he wanted to make one further point concerning
the specific minority population on our campus. While we may increase the
percentage of minority students by recruiting from other areas, he was concerned
that minorities of southern Arizona might not be the principal target popula-
tion. He hoped the impact would not be simply to increase the number of minority
students or to raise the standards of education in southern Arizona, but instead
to target minorities of southern Arizona for admission.

Senator Myers said he believed the motion and amendments being considered fail
to address the real question. "The question really is the one contained in the

letter from Vice President Cusanovich: whether or not Math 116 and English 100
will continue to be taught in the University. If, for example, you take out the

reference to four years of mathematics, then you have totally evaded the
question. You can pass a motion saying you ought to have a committee look at

admission standards, but it does not address the question of whether or not we
are going to continue to teach Math 116. If the Senate wishes to say that we
should not teach Math 116, then the Senate needs also to recognize the conse-
quences of that, namely that a very large number of students will have been
admitted to the University, and not be prepared to take Math 117. Either we can
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say we will continue to teach 116, and those students will then be prepared to
take 117, or we can say we're not going to teach 116, recognizing that we will
have a large number of students who will not be ready for 117. Unfortunately,

the motion doesn't address that question."

Senator Spera said he thought the Senate was considering the first proposal,
about raising admission requirements, and the amendment, about raising the
standards in high schools, not about English 100 and Math 116 and 117, which are

the subjects of the third proposal. He suggested that discussion be directed
to the matters immediately before the Senate.

Senator Fernandez said he did not believe changes for Math 116 and English 100
could or should be in place for Fall 1993. High schools should be provided with
at least a one-year notice if the decision is made not to teach these courses
at the University beginning with the Fall of 1994 or 1995 so that they can better

prepare their students. "I would recommend that in this case we could do it in

one year if we got the information out, two at the most."

Senator Songer asked how many students who are placed below Math 117 by the
placement test could in fact go to Math 117 and pass that course.

Dan Madden, Department of Mathematics, responded that this was a very difficult

question. "Our placement test scores were developed on our best data to give
students the best opportunity to test at the 117 level. No doubt there are
students who take 116 who could successfully complete 117. Still, half of the

students admitted to 117 do not finish it with a passing grade. The evidence
is then the opposite--that the 117 placement scores are too low, rather than too

high."

Dr. Cox, on advice from the Parliamentarian, divided the motion to amend into
two parts, and called for a vote on motion 1992/93-37A, deleting the phrase
"including a standard of four years of mathematics in high school". A show of

hands indicated approval to delete the phrase. She then called for a vote on
motion 1992/93-37B, amending the last statement to read "Efforts to recruit and

retain minority students must be enhanced and monitored." A show of hands
indicated approval.

When Dr. Cox called for a vote on the amended motion 1992/93-37, Senator Lewis,
on a point of order, moved one further change (1992/93-37C), an insert at the

beginning of the first sentence: "On the condition that current enrollment
projections are being met and present enrollment policies remain the same,".
The motion was seconded. Senator Lewis noted that discussion of this proposal
assumed the enrollment cap, which would force some changes anyway. Senator

Myers: "If we're going to write conditions in, I think we should be more precise

about what those conditions are. Which policies are being referred to, which
projections are being referred to, and who verifies that they are being
satisfied?" Senator Lewis said he submitted this amendment because the issue
is unclear to him, and he could not justify a vote in favor of the entire motion
unless he understood clearly the issues involved in his amendment.' Dr. Cox

called for a vote on the amendment proposed by Senator Lewis. A vote by hand

indicated the motion was not approved.

Dr. Cox then called for a vote on amended motion 1992/93-37. A show of hands

indicated approval. She announced that action on the second, third and fourth
proposals would be delayed until the March 1 meeting so that the Senate could
proceed to the next agenda item.
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8. DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PROPOSAL FOR UNIVERSITY COPYRIGHT CLEARANCE CENTER:
Senator Reynolds, Chair of the Budget and Strategic Planning Committee subcom-
mittee which drafted this proposal, spoke briefly on the committee's recommen-
dation, which came to the Senate as a seconded motion (1992/93-38): "The
proposed University Copyright Clearance Center does not seem to be needed at the
present time. Existing arrangements are adequate for handling copyright
clearances for printed materials. We recommend rejection of the proposed
University Copyright Clearance Center." Dr. Cox called for a vote, and a show
of hands indicated approval of the motion.

Senator Garcia asked if the Presiding Officer of the Senate would write a letter
to the appropriate vice president informing him of Senate action on this issue.
Dr. Cox responded affirmatively.

9 . COMMENTS ON DRAFT COPY OF THE FINAL REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE TO CREATE A
UNIVERSITY PLANNING ADVISORY STRUCTURE: Dr. Cox invited Dr. Michael Gottfredson,
Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee to Create a University Planning Advisory Structure,
to the podium, and added "I notice as I look around that you are not alone, that
some of the people who helped to put this report together are here and some of
them may assist you in responding, so would you be kind enough to introduce
members who are here?" Dr. Gottfredson asked the members of the committee who
were present to stand and introduce themselves. Those who introduced themselves:
Carol Elliott, Henry Ewbank, Kennith Foster, J. D. Garcia, Ralphael Gruener, Sara
Heitshu, Louis Helbig, Joaguin Ruiz, Kenneth Smith, John Taylor, and Doug
Woodard. Dr. Gottfredson: "I want to thank Professor Cox for inviting us here
and allowing us to distribute our report and get your reactions to it. Many of
the points that have been made were hotly debated within the committee. I think
that the spirit under which this committee was operating is important. There
was a conception that there is a real need for greater shared governance for
budgeting and planning. That dates back quite some time. I don't think that
was disputed by anyone on the committee. It's just a question of the correct
vehicle, the proper form, and the kind of structure that will actually effectuate
the kind of shared governance that we're all after. I think the committee dealt
with the policy of what we need here to confront the very substantial problems
that are before us in the areas of planning and budgeting in a new spirit, a
spirit of cooperation, a spirit of trust. I don't think the committee is so
naive as to believe that that spirit of cooperation and trust is going to spring
out of whole cloth. And there are some compromises that are going to have to
be made on both sides--or all sides, because there are more than two sides, as
it turns out. This problem has many dimensions to it. We have pretty good
experience at this university about what doesn't work with respect to budgeting
and planning and the sharing of power and authority in that activity. We don't
have a lot of experience what does work. The committee doesn't really have much
reason to have complete faith in this model--it's just an experiment. With
respect to the relationship between the structure that's being proposed here and
existing governance mechanisms at the University, clearly it's not this ad hoc
committee's responsibility to make suggestions to the Senate with respect to its
structure. We did consult with many members of the Senate and the Chair of the
Budget and Strategic Planning Committee. And I think frankly there's a sense
in which even though there have been a number of very important accomplishments
of the committee, there's a sense of frustration that emanates from past exper-
ience, a sense that previous models have not worked particularly well."

Senator Silverman said that he wanted, first of all, to thank Dr. Gottfredson
and his committee for their work. He then expressed concern about the creation
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of what appeared to be a permanent ad hoc committee when a Faculty Budget and
Strategic Planning Committee already existed. Where would the Budget and Stra-
tegic Planning Committee fit in the proposed structure, or would it fit at all?
He was concerned also by the proposed method of selection of members of the
University Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee in that the Staff
Advisory Council was to select its one member, and the students would select
their members, but the faculty would not select members directly. Faculty members
would be determined as a result of some kind of agreement between the President
and the Chair of the Faculty. He was not sure what would happen if the President

and the Chair disagreed. He wondered why the Chair of the Faculty and the
Faculty Senate should not choose some, if not all, of the faculty members. He

said that he understood the concern about questions of diversity in representa-
tion and the feeling that the President should have input in picking faculty to
ensure diversity. But couldn't the Chair of the Faculty also be trusted to deal
appropriately with issues of diversity? He would have complete confidence in
the Chair of the Faculty and in the Senate in dealing with issues of diversity,
including gender, ethnicity, discipline, and so on. He remarked that, according
to the proposal, the President would appoint seven of the 18 members directly,
and another seven from among a pool of names agreed to between the President and
the Chair of the Faculty. The way he saw it, the President would appoint 14 of
the 18 members, and he was opposed to that. In his view of shared governance,
the faculty should choose representatives just as the Staff Advisory Council and
ASUA do.

Dr. Gottfredson noted that the relationship between the structure that was being
proposed and the Faculty Senate committees--there are probably more than one--
would emerge over time. He guessed that it would be an unusual university-level
committee that would not look very directly to a Faculty Senate group for advice
and consultation. He said, further, that the question of the selection of
members and composition of University committees were unquestionably the issues
that had dominated the time of his committee as they worked to develop their
proposal. They went through a wide variety of models. "I think the aims that
guided the committee, the overall purpose, was to establish a structure that
people would actually use, that they'd have some confidence in, or at least
commit to. So we struggled with who should be on the committee, how many
faculty, staff and students, what their selection and representation should be.
And I think that it's fair to report that even on the committee there's still
considerable uneasiness about that matter. Although we have a consensual draft
here, there are structures that some people would oppose which are preferable
for others. The particular issue of selection of faculty is one about which
there is probably more disagreement on the committee than on others."

Senator Witte: "Yours is a model in which you have trust and confidence. But
it is a very un-American, undemocratic model because it reflects a basic lack
of belief in separation of powers and checks and balances. In these hard times,
where we want to make the wisest decision, I think we might reflect on what makes
a good debater. That debater takes the opposite viewpoint and defends it and
argues it as vigorously as possible. I think you need faculty members on the
committee who will do that, who will even get you a little annoyed at times.
I think that is what you need, undiluted, from the faculty. You need elected
representatives who will present undiluted faculty viewpoints. You need students
who will represent undiluted student viewpoints, so the President, when he makes
his final decision, has those undiluted, uncomfortable, viewpoints in mind."

Senator Sullivan asked about the structure as it was described in the draft
report on page 18 and laid out in organizational form after page 24. He wondered
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why it was proposed that the University Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory
Committee report to the President. "Under the traditional structure of this
University, it would be the Provost, the chief academic officer, who makes
recommendations to the President. I would have thought that more appropriately
this committee would make recommendations to the Provost, who would then make
final recommendations to the President."

Dr. Gottfredson said that his committee had discussed in detail to whom the
committee should report, and the initial preference had been to report to the
Provost. But in the particular administrative structure of this university there
are two senior vice presidents, both with substantial responsibilities in matters
about which the Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee makes recommen-
dations. In the model ultimately adopted, both senior vice presidents serve ex
officio on the committee and make recommendations to it, so that they are able
to weigh the possibly conflicting recommendations or advice. He pointed out
further that they were recommending that the committee report both to the
President and to the President's cabinet.

Senator Young said that he felt the idea of a budget and planning committee at
departmental levels was a very good idea. But in reading the draft report, he
felt that the vertical communication from department to college, college to
University, wasn't very strong. He said that he would like to see a very strong
two-way communication so that departments know, and have input into, what the
college is planning, and similarly all the way up and down the line. He thought
it would be useful to have representatives from the department on the next tier
committee and work upward to representation on the higher level committees. Dr.

Gottfredson said that was anticipated in the structure.

Senator Buras said that he thought the draft report was an important step forward
toward improving the operation of faculty governance. He noted that even the
language was more to his liking as compared with other similar documents. It

seemed, though, that the channel of communication went mostly in one direction.
He thought that a provision was missing, and should be added: following the
submission of a report by a committee or any subcommittee, to the Provost or
another administrator, the committee or subcommittee deserved a response explain-
ing why the decision was made this way or that way. He added that, in this way,
the communication will proceed in the other direction as well. and will improve
the overall communication between the faculty and the administrator.

Senator Myers noted that a recommendation had been made to the Senate by its
Budget Committee for the establishment of a committee very comparable to what
was recommended in the report of Dr. Gottfredson's committee and the Senate had
approved the proposal almost two years ago. The Senate Budget Committee recom-
mendation did elaborate its own relationship to the university committee and did
deal with the question of selection of the faculty members on a larger committee.
A clear relationship between the faculty at large, the Faculty Budget Committee,
and the Faculty Senate had been part of the vision that provided for direct
election of members of the Faculty Budget and Strategic Planning Committee.
Senator Myers commented further that these earlier actions were well known to
Dr. Gottfredson's committee, but were not acknowledged in the draft report.

Dr. Gottfredson said that the committee had the earlier report and thought it
and the Senate action had been acknowledged, but it was an oversight if they had

not been. He did want to comment, however, about the mode of selection of the
faculty members of the university committee. His committee thought that selec-
tion of the faculty membership by the elected Faculty Chair in consultation with
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the President from a list of naines suggested by the Committee on Committees
would be more representative.

Senator Wright said that he recognized that the document was an important step
forward, but he also recognized that it would be controversial in certain of
its elements. Because he wanted to get his ideas across clearly, he had prepared
a statement that he then read: "The Ad Hoc Committee should be commended for
their efforts. The existing document, though not without its flaws, represents
a carefully measured response to what is universally agreed to be a critical
need: the development of a University-wide planning structure that reflects the
points of view of all elements of the University community.

"Furthermore, it emphasizes another truth: the University can succeed only if
its diverse elements, the administration, the faculty, the students and the
staff, work with one another as partners in a common quest, and not against one
another as adversaries in an unfortunate contest of wills.

"Central to the ultimate effectiveness of this document and the planning
structure it recommends is the acceptance by all parties that the final Advisory
Committee must include both elected and appointed representatives. The faculty
must have a voice on what will become a most influential element in the Presi-
dent's planning program. Moreover, it must be an informed voice, able to reflect
experience in planning and/or budgetary matters. Failure to acknowledge the
importance of such experience in so crucial an enterprise is counterproductive.
On the other hand, the President must be able to ensure that the committee
includes expertise in areas of specific need and from an appropriately diverse
set of gender and ethnic backgrounds as defined by him. The committee recognizes
that the President of the University is the individual charged by the Arizona
Board of Regents to set the direction and tone of the institution and to manage
its resources. The presence on the Committee of both elected and appointed
members imparts to the planning process an appropriate set of checks and balances
that should prevent either group from dominating the other while fostering
development of the partnership required if the University is to prosper. The
present proposal outlines a formula for membership on the committee that reflects
the importance of the needs of these different groups, a formula that ensures
input from the entire University community.

"The Ad Hoc Committee emphasized that the proposed planning structure is a model
subject to change if it proves unworkable or inefficient. Because of its novel
approach to planning at the University of Arizona, no one can predict how well
the proposed model will work. Nevertheless, I maintain that it be given a chance
and recommend that the present proposal be accepted with only minor revision,
and that any revision simply ensure participation on the subcommittees of
faculty."

Senator Silverman asked Dr. Gottfredson to explain the meaning of the boxes at
the bottom of the chart. that followed page 24: "Strategic Planning and Assess-

ment Process from Depts & Colleges Advisory Group: CORe" and "Current Situation

Analysis, Advisory Group: CORe." If CORe was the Advisory Group in these two
areas, he wondered whether we were institutionalizing CORe. If it was to be with

us for whatever length of time, he wondered who was involved. Did the faculty
have any input as to who was on the CORe advisory groups?

Dr. Gottfredson noted that his committee was one of those appointed late in the
spring, at the same time that the PAIP process was getting going. When the group

started work, it was not clear how it all would fit together. They were intent
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on designing a structure that would integrate with the PAIP process, which is
an enormously time consuming, but important activity. It is one in which there
has been broad participation across the university, with many different groups
reviewing missions and criteria and putting together portfolios. Nobody involved
in the PAIP process was interested in doing all that work and see it have only
a minor effect on the university. When the assessment work is completed later
this year, it will be credited toward the planning and budgeting advisory
structure. At the same time, CORe is starting to get involved in the university
and its activities. Essentially every unit in the university is developing a
strategic plan that is related to the university's mission and strategic plan,
and a budget that relates to the strategic plan. The committee anticipated that
most people around the university have very little idea about how to start such
activities. They don't really know what a strategic plan is or how to create
one, or have much familiarity with budgeting. It is a difficult process for most

units. Their designation of CORe recognizes that we do now have a group of
people who have some expertise in strategic planning matters. The thought was
that the units could invite them to help in the strategic planning process.

Senator Ewbank, speaking as a member of the ad hoc committee and as a member of
the Senate, said that the point Dr. Gottfredson had just made about the reasons
for including CORe paralleled the point that Senators Myers and Silverman had
made about the role of the Faculty Senate. Both are existing organizations with
interest and expertise in the areas of planning and budgeting. He thought it
just as desirable to acknowledge and make use of the reservoir of expertise in
the Faculty Budget and Strategic Planning Committee as to make use of the
expertise of those experienced in the CORe process.

Senator Garcia said it seemed to him that if the Faculty Budget Committee and
the Senate were not included in the structure directly, they would be set up for
confrontation with whatever body was established. That would guarantee strife
instead of teamwork and cooperation. So it is much better to include than to
exclude by neglect. A little more collaborative effect could be secured by
inclusion.

Dr. Cox said that she wanted to make a comment: "For many years we had something

called slavery in this country. And during the period of slavery, as people said
'This isn't right,' there were many people who said 'Well yes, we know it isn't,
but we can't do thus-and-so because the slaves aren't ready yet.' That argument
lasted for a long, long, long, long time in this nation. And still the residue
of that argument hangs over our heads as a population. I've heard many comments
on the Senate floor, and in many of the committee meetings, about the fact that
the existing structure 'doesn't work. Well, that's sort of like saying 'That
racehorse can't win' when you never put him in the race. Perhaps the most unique
thing I see happening here is that you have the opportunity to try something that
to my knowledge has not been tried before on this campus and that is the
opportunity to utilize the structures that you have in place. I'd say if you're
talking about your model as an experiment, I'd like to suggest expanding it by
using what you have and seeing what comes out of it, because we have not done
that on this campus before."

Senator McElroy also made a general comment. He noted that there had been a very
cordial meeting the previous Friday, and he had been very pleased with the
spirit. There had been talk of the need to create things, but also of the need
to get rid of things--duplicate everything, shadow everything. He thought that
leadership and a clear vision were needed, that took advantage of the kind of
work that Dr. Gottfredson's committee had done, which seemed to present an
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organic whole and avoid duplication. That would help to avoid conflict and give

an opportunity to develop confidence.

Dr. Cox thanked Dr. Gottfredson and his committee for giving the Senate the
opportunity for the exchange of thoughts and ideas and called for a motion for

adjournment.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate

MOTIONS OF THE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 1, 1993

1992/93-36 Approval of Curriculum Bulletin, Vol. 15, No. 1, Section I, as
amended.

1992/93-37 Approval of the recommendation to raise admission requirements and
standards, as amended.

1992/93-37A Approval to amend motion 1992/93-37.

1992/93-37B Approval to amend motion 1992/93-37.

1992/93-37C Denial of motion to amend 1992/93-37.

1992/93-38 Approval of recommendation to reject proposed University Copyright
Clearance Center.




