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1993/94-168

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE FACULTY SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
Monday, March 21, 1994 Room 146, College of Law

The Faculty Senate convened in special session at 3:15 p.m. on Monday, March 21,
1994, in Room 146 of the College of Law. Twenty-nine members were present.
Presiding Officer of the Faculty Senate Malcolm J. Zwolinski presided.

SENATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Atwater, Barrett, Brichier, DaDeppo, Desai, Dickinson,
Dvorak, Enos, Fernandez, Garcia, Hammond, Hill, Huete,
Inman, Lewis, Manke, Myers, J. O'Brien, S. O'Brien,
Parsons, Reynolds, Roemer, Silverman, Sullivan, Troy,
Warburton, E. Williams, Wright, and Zwolinski. Dr.

Robert Sankey served as Parliamentarian.

SENATE MEMBERS ABSENT: Aleamoni, Anderson, Badger, Bertram, Suras, Coons,

Dahigran, Ewbank, Gruener, Hildebrand, Impey, Joens,
Jones, Larson, Lei, McElroy, Neuman, Pacheco, Pitt,
Ruiz, Shoemaker, Sjong, Songer, Sypherd, J. Williams,
W. Williams, Witte, and Zukoski.

ANNOUNCEMENTS: Dr. Zwolinski stated that this special meeting had been called
to accommodate full discussion of a number of items; because of time constraints,
he would restrict discussion time to that indicated on the agenda. If Senate
action appeared appropriate, it would be taken at the regular April 4 Senate
meeting. He requested an indication of consensus at the end of each discussion
for which action would be appropriate. He reminded Senators that on April 4,
Doug Wall and Frank Besnette, President and Executive Director, respectively,
of the Arizona Board of Regents, would address the Senate. He asked that those
who might have questions for Mr. Wall or Dr. Besnette to write them on the cards
placed on their desks today, so that he could forward them prior to the April
4 meeting.

Senator Garcia noted that the University budget is in the process of being
finalized by the Legislature. He provided Senators with a copy of the JLBC
version of the budget, which appeared to be the one that was moving towards
adoption. He said that budget would leave the University of Arizona "very short,
shorter than the other institutions." He noted that this might be a good time
for Senators to call their Legislators concerning the $2 million which had been
requested for utilities, and which had been stricken from the budget altogether.

Dr. Zwolinski announced that the Senate Executive Committee had just met to set
the agenda for the April 4 meeting. Because of the large number of agenda items,
a continuation of the meeting to April 18 almost certainly would be required.
In response to a question from Senator J. O'Brien, he said that present informa-
tion indicated that the Senate will not have to meet during the summer, though
some faculty governance groups would continue to work through that time.

INITIAL DISCUSSION ON THE REPORT OF THE CURRICULUM PROCESS COMMITTEE: Senator
Garcia said that the Curriculum Process Committee had been asked by the Senate
to structure a more orderly procedure for curriculum approval, so that the Senate
itself would not have to be involved in a course-by-course approval every month.
Committee membership included Senators Hill, Pitt and Ed Williams, Associate Dean

Susan Steele, and himself as Chair. He said the committee came up with a general
framework plus specific recommendations. The report's general framework touched
on workload distribution in global terms only; the Senate's Academic Personnel
Policy Committee had looked at workload issues and found them to be difficult
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to resolve on a global basis and perhaps best left with the college or division.
In terms of resource allocation, he said, a general guideline was presented.

Senator Garcia said that the more specific questions that the Senate wanted
addressed dealt with course proliferation. "Some course proliferation is virtual
rather than real. There are courses on the books that are never taught. They
were introduced for a particular purpose, and that purpose has disappeared
because faculty have retired or left. Current policy is that a department can
retain any course currently in their curriculum by simply asking. In Proposed
Policy #1, the committee proposed that should no longer be the case--if a course
had not been taught in two years, it would simply die. If a department wanted
it to continue, paperwork would have to be filed as if it were a brand new
course. There would be no exceptions. Proposed Policy #2 announces that
'temporary course' is a category for a short-term, ad hoc offering that could
be used as a testing ground for permanent courses. Separate filing would have
to occur to achieve permanent course status. Temporary courses should be taught
no more than twice.

"Proposed Policy #3 deals with that which the Senate is most interested in--the
process by which curriculum would be controlled in the future. This policy has
three major features. Primary control of the curriculum is best left to those
who know something about that curriculum, and so that should be done at the
department and collegiate level. The University Curriculum Office would offer
assistance and staffing for this process. We are calling for elected college
curriculum review committees and for University-level controls by the Graduate
and Undergraduate Council. The Councils are in the process of being turned over
to faculty governance, so they will essentially become committees of the Senate.
They would report annually, then, to the Senate on how they oversee this process
and what the results are. The Senate will set, and these committees will
administer, the policy. In that way, the Senate would no longer have to
scrutinize the Curriculum Bulletin. The Bulletin would still be sent to everyone
for notification purposes so that everybody could see what is going on. If
Senators felt something was amiss, they could refer the topic to the appropriate
Graduate or Undergraduate Council. These proposals would provide the University
with its first uniform curriculum process. One does not exist now.

Senator Inman moved (consensus position #1) that Policy #3 be forwarded to the
April 4 Senate agenda for a formal vote. A second was heard.

Senator Desai said that the report was a very good step, and suggested that it
would be useful if the issue of duplication of courses was investigated at both
the departmental and college levels, perhaps by discussion among individual
faculty members.

Senator DaDeppo said he was very impressed by the report. He noted that #3(e)
indicated that "if mediation did not resolve the dispute, the dean would make
a decision with input from the college curriculum committee and the dispute would
not be carried to the next stage." Thus the dean would have the power to make
decisions that would end it all. He wondered whether that could be modified.
Senator Garcia asked if he had a suggestion. Senator DaDeppo said he had not
been able to come up with anything better at this point.

Senator J. O'Brien requested clarification on the notion of temporary courses,
which he viewed as 'a good way to test the waters.' He added, "It makes it sound
like these are only vanity courses, and I don't think that's true at all."
Senator Wright said he was concerned about the same matter, but he thought that
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Senator Garcia had clarified the issue. He said he thought the existence of
temporary courses was critical for getting things started quickly. Senator Troy

said he was concerned with the loss of "experimental" courses: "While we're

working towards a leaner, meaner curriculum, I think we shouldn't be targeting

the creative aspect of the University. 'Temporary' somehow doesn't retain the

creative, experimental aspect."

Dr. Zwolinski recognized Dr. Susan Steele, member of the Curriculum Process

Committee. Dr. Steele said, "What was driving this proposed policy related to

temporary courses was not the curtailment of anybody's creativity, but rather

the current practice of late submission of temporary courses that don't get into

the schedule of hours and, because of that, they don't get adequate enrollments.

It's a tremendous waste. If people are going to create, we want other people

to be able to appreciate their creation. We want to reduce the number of courses

that come forward at the last minute."

Senator Atwater said she had the impression, too, that temporary and experimental

courses were cast in a negative, almost punitive, light, and she believed that

they have been one of the strengths of this University. She said she suspected

that perhaps only 10 percent of such courses might constitute an abuse, and that

the policy has been made very narrow because of that limited number. Further-

more, she said she was not convinced that adding a legitimate class for a defined

group of students three weeks prior to the next semester was all bad. Senator

Atwater said that Proposed Policy #2 does not describe the approval process for

temporary courses. Dr. Steele said that the only difference in the approval

process for temporary courses is that they do not have to go to the Board of

Regents. Dr. Sankey noted that they are not listed in the Curriculum Bulletin.

Dr. Steele added that no one denied the goodness of the temporary courses--the

question is, can you get adequate enrollment three weeks before classes start?

She said her experience has been, in monitoring the Arts and Sciences temporary

courses, that they do not achieve adequate enrollment. She said that was an

important issue.

Senator Myers said that one of the issues that had been raised before in connec-

tion with the curriculum process concerned the budgetary consequences of approv-

ing courses. He noted that the recommendations did not call for interaction with

the Faculty Budget and Strategic Planning Committee and, while the checklist

indicates that questions are to be asked, the consequences of the answers are

not indicated. "If a new course is added, it is generally going to require

resources. It either takes additional resources, or it takes the resources away

from someplace else. The recommendations do not deal with that question. And

another aspect is that we will be passing off to a committee the Senate's

responsibility. We do not give any other Senate committee the prerogative to

act on behalf of the Senate--they bring recommendations to the Senate, and the

Senate then acts. Finally, we will never be able to look at the entire
curriculum of the University--only small pieces. This is the objectionable part

of the present practice, bringing in new course changes every month but never

seeing the big picture. And this does not address the question of how often

new courses could be proposed."

Senator Garcia responded that the issue of cost was addressed on the sheet

entitled "College Curriculum Committee Level," in item #10. The issue of not

bringing individual items to the Senate was part of the Senate's charge to the

Curriculum Process Committee. So the committee devised a process to get the

Senate out of the business of approving every course.
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Senator Silverman recommended that, in Proposed Policy #3, (1) the departmental
and college committees should be chaired by a faculty member, other than an
administrator, within those units; and (2) those committees, or at least the
college committee, should include at least one student. He said he believed the
committee's recommendations represented an improvement, and he supported them
in principle. Following up on Senator Myers' comments, he said he did not
believe that the Senate should have to approve each new course as long as there
was access to information. He said he hoped Curriculum Bulletins will still be
issued to members of the Senate; he thought the Senate should continue to approve
or disapprove them, because the revised process did not appear to govern such
situations.

Senator Atwater asked about Proposed Policy #3(b), which indicated
college curriculum review committee actions would carry the dean's s
She asked why review should not also occur at the departmental level.
to know better for that department if the resources are available?
the department head sign off with permission?" Senator Garcia
affirmatively.

that the
ignature.

"Who is
Shouldn't
responded

In response to a question from Senator Wright, Senator Garcia said that the
proposals were developed to serve as a guideline; they are not enforceable.

Senator J. O'Brien asked if there appeared to be any pattern to the kinds of
courses that die. Senator Garcia said he was not aware of any pattern.

Senator Lewis said he was very pleased with the report, but wondered if any
thought had been given to University-wide curricular review of overlap and
duplication, as referenced under #3(c), and how it actually worked in practice.

Dr. Sankey said that if the Curriculum Office encounters descriptive material
that they recognize as of interest to another department, an inquiry and a copy
of the course proposal is sent, asking whether that department has a concern in
the course. If no concern is expressed, then the course will be included in the
Curriculum Bulletin. If the department believes overlap or duplication exists,
the Curriculum Office holds the course until resolution can be reached. A second
possibility, he said, could occur if the Curriculum Office did not detect overlap
or duplication and listed the course in the Curriculum Bulletin. Upon reading
the entry, another department then might discover overlap or duplication of one
of its courses. Senator Garcia said he believed that is how it would work in
the future, too, although with different personnel involved. Dr. Steele noted
that currently, the new curriculum form contains a section for listing the
courses that most closely relate to the course being proposed. "At least at the

college curriculum review level, units are contacted to determine overlap or
duplication."

Dr. Zwolinski reminded Senators that a motion was on the floor. In response to
a question from Senator Myers, he said that the meaning of the vote would be to
include this item in the April 4 Senate agenda for action. Senator Silverman
asked if the motion could be expanded to include Proposed Policies #1 and #2.
Senator minan and the seconder agreed. A voice vote on consensus position #1
indicated approval. Dr. Zwolinski added that if the proposals are approved on
April 4, and if they turn out not to work well, the Senate can always come back
and change them.

4. FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THE UNDERGRADUATE WRITING PROFICIENCY EXAMINATION: Dr.

Ed Sheehan said he had recently been asked to serve as Interim Chair of the
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Intercollegiate Writing Committee (IWC) while Dr. Kirby was on sabbatical. Last
year, IWC worked on some of the many problems associated with writing, as Dr.
Kirby had explained when he presented the committee's annual report to the Senate

in December 1993. Dr. Sheehan said IWC was interested in moving towards a more
formal association with the Faculty Senate, and he encouraged anyone who might
want to understand the depth of the problem to volunteer to be a reader for the
Writing Proficiency Exam. "Then you will see what we are talking about. When
we see only our own students, we see the issue of writing proficiency in a narrow
focus; when you consent to read campus-wide, you wonder if these students went
to high school. A lot of work is being done to evaluate the Exam as an assess-
ment tool, and the IWC hopes to develop some proposals that can be supported by
the Faculty Senate and which will receive better faculty support. Also, the
Writing Skills Center needs recognition from within each college; we are trying
to get some support at the college level to have Writing Skills Centers in
college facilities. The people that run the Writing Skills Center perform a
tremendous service, and they are experiencing a very heavy demand."

Senator Garcia noted that the Provost had suggested that IWC should be a faculty
concern, and become an arm of the Senate. He said that he has countersuggested
that it should be a University concern, and that everyone--administrators and
faculty alike--needs to pay attention to the issue of writing proficiency because
of its impact on the students who graduate, and on their ability to go forth in
the world and be effective. He said he thought it would be fine for IWC to
become a Senate committee, but he didn't think the Provost's Office should be
completely "let off the hook."

Senator Silverman said he also agreed that IWC should be a Senate committee.
He added that the committee's membership would not have to be limited to Senators

because of this change in status. He said that he hoped a review of the exam
would occur, to determine whether the exam is still needed, and if it is to be
continued, then the exam itself should be reviewed to determine if it is
providing the kind of data desired. Secondly, and maybe even more importantly,
what are we doing within departments and colleges for those students who have
not done well on this exam? He said it was his understanding that some colleges
and departments are doing a very good job, and others are doing nothing to help

those students. Senator Silverman said that he didn't know if this came down
to a resource problem, but if we are serious about the writing proficiency
problem, then we should start to do something about it.

Dr. Sheehan commented that there has been good feedback on the workshops that
the English Department provides for the students.

Senator Hammond said he believed the Senate should get involved with this matter.
As a member of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC), although
not speaking for the committee, he said he believed that the writing proficiency
exam is "massively inappropriate and really an unfortunate thing. ." He said
students are petrified to take it, and it's not necessarily the smart people who
pass, but rather some weird cross-section of those who take the exam. "It's not

the students who should be failing it who are failing it.... It's a nightmare,
and I think we're really going to have to get in there and work with it. My
hypothesis is they can write well, but the exam is not testing that. The exam

is testing some other thing."

Senator Troy said he partially agreed with Senator Hammond, but believed that
very bright students who couldn't write presented a real problem. He said he
did agree with the Provost's suggestion that IWC become a Senate committee, and
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asked if it would be appropriate to so move; he also wondered if it would become
a standing committee.

Dr. Zwolinski said he would prefer to continue the discussion before developing
a motion, but that perhaps the Senate Executive Committee could provide some
suggestions concerning the status of IWC were it to become an arm of the Senate.

Senator E. Williams said he certainly favored IWC becoming a committee of the
Senate, but he thought Senator Garcia's observations were well taken regarding
the issue of writing proficiency remaining a University undertaking, and not
letting the Provost "off the hook." When the structure is established, he
believed that the Provost and the University should continue to have
responsibility, as well.

Senator Inman said that, "by far, the most important thing that we can do to
encourage writing proficiency is to offer the right emphasis courses. We ought
to know what is being taught in those courses, how the students are doing, and
what happens if the students don't do well in the upper-division writing emphasis
courses. Let's put our time and attention more on the writing emphasis courses
than on the examination, and we would be doing students a real favor."

Dr. Sheehan: "The writing emphasis courses are not equally observed; some
departments take a very serious look at it and really force it. Others have 400
students in a senior-level course that is listed as a writing emphasis course.
How can the instructor read even 50 percent of the papers?" He said the
Composition Board had prepared some material, which he would have distributed
now, in case the Senate did not complete its discussion today.

Senator Myers said that faculty and students have to be convinced that writing
is an important skill, to which attention has to be paid over a whole college
career. One motivation might be that it is a very important skill to have when
trying to get a job. Dr. Sheehan agreed.

Senator Silverman moved (consensus position #2) that an action item be placed
on the April 4 Senate agenda, to make the Intercollegiate Writing Committee a
committee of the Faculty Senate. The consensus position was seconded. A voice
vote indicated approval. Dr. Zwolinski thanked Dr. Sheehan for meeting with the
Senate.

5. REPORT FROM THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CURRICULUM FOR THE SEQUENTIAL DEGREE PROGRAM:
Dr. John McCullen, Subcommittee member, and member of the Instruction and
Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC), said that the Sequential Degree Program is
a program between the University and Pima Community College (PCC), specifically
PCC's South Campus, to provide a degree program to be located on that campus.
Students affiliated with that campus comprise the target group. He said he
believed that it is intended eventually to be much more than the pilot program
suggests at this point. Planning was initiated jointly by Chancellor Hockaday
and President Pacheco. During the summer of 1993, a joint student committee
worked on plans, and in the fall, a joint operations committee took part in
implementing some of the suggestions. Four subcommittees were formed and met
last semester: Academic Programs, Admissions and Records, Tuition and Fees,
and Academic Support and Student Services. Dr. McCullen said he co-chaired, with
Tony Pitucco of PCC, the Academic Programs Subcommittee, the report of which had
been distributed to Senators with their meeting call. The subcommittees
consisted equally of UA and PCC personnel. The co-chairs of the Operations
Committee were Angela Zerdavis of PCC and Erlinda Torres Medina from our campus.
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He indicated Ms. Medina was present to answer questions. Dr. McCullen said the
subcommittee reports were submitted to the Joint Operations Co-Chairs around
December 7. They were forwarded to the Joint Steering Committee, which in turn
forwarded them to Chancellor Hockaday and President Pacheco. For the immediate
future, the program will encompass a small pilot group and a particular academic
program--that was the substance of the report that was forwarded to the Joint
Steering Committee. "Where it stands right now, I don't know. I am simply
reporting to the Senate what happened last semester."

Senator Myers asked if students would pay the same fees at both institutions.
Dr. McCullen said that in each of the subcommittee reports, the emphasis had been
to make these students equal, in respect and in responsibility, to the students
on the main campus. Senator Myers asked if they were, then, UofA students. Dr.

McCullen responded affirmatively, and that they were also PCC students. Senator
Myers asked if they would have main campus privileges. Dr. McCullen responded
that that was part of the proposal. Senator Myers asked if they would have
access to the Library and other UA facilities. Dr. McCullen responded affirma-

tively. Senator Myers asked if they could "mix and match" courses between the
two locations. Dr. McCullen responded that that was not the intent.

Senator E. Williams asked how this related to the new four-year college for Pima
County.

Senator Fernandez distributed to Senators copies of the Joint Operations
Committee Final Report, which included a summary of the four subcommittee
reports. In response to Senator E. Williams' question, he said that the
strategies of the Arizona Board of Regents adopted for meeting the enrollment
growth included a recommendation that the UofA and ASU work with Pima and
Maricopa County community colleges, respectively, to establish such programs.
He said this proposal is one response to the strategies adopted by the Board last
summer. He added that the new four-year campus is another strategy. The
Sequential Degree Program would serve a limited number of students, particularly
in the pilot program, and if it works, then there would be an extension. If it

doesn't, then perhaps it would be either modified or discontinued.

Senator E. Williams asked if the Sequential Degree Program and the new four-year
college would be potentially competitive. Senator Fernandez said not if one
looks at the projected growth--an additional 55,000 students at the University
level, and an additional 95,000 at the community college level, in the next 17
years. He said there would appear to be enough students for everybody.

Senator Troy asked if these students would never have come to the UofA because
it is so large, busy, and impersonal. Dr. McCullen said that the intent of the
program was to make it possible for PCC students at the Desert Vista campus to
continue work on that campus toward a baccalaureate degree from the UofA. The
potential students might otherwise be unlikely to pursue a higher degree. He
said it seemed likely to him that, whatever program gets approved, the students
will have to come to the UofA library. Senator Troy said that since the target
student population, which might include a high ratio of minority students, appear
to prefer the smaller campus to the large, busy, impersonal campus, providing
a situation where they can earn a UofA degree elsewhere may constitute a
patronizing attitude, and fails to address the issue of what's keeping those
students from coming to the UofA campus.

Dr. McCullen said that was a very complicated issue. The Academic Programs
Subcommittee wanted to emphasize that whatever the arrangements because of the
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attitudes of the students, the academic program should not be patronizing--it
should have the full course weight.

Senator Wright asked for clarification as to how the program would be parti-
tioned: would students attend all classes on the Desert Vista campus? Dr.

l4cCullen responded affirmatively; that would be the main campus. Senator Wright
asked if there is a program on the UofA campus equivalent to that which will be
offered at the Desert Vista campus. Dr. McCullen said yes, to a degree. Senator
Wright said he was still somewhat confused. For example, if all UofA business
students are required to take Business 100, and currently PCC business students
are taking an equivalent course at PCC, and we believe that some of those
students will not attend the UofA because it is large and impersonal, and we
still want to meet their needs, the UofA will create at PCC a second class, in
effect a parallel track of classes. He said it would take as much in resources
to teach a class of ten students, in terms of faculty time, as it would a class
of 50 or 100 students. In response to a nod from Dr. McCullen, Senator Wright
added that the UofA is, in effect, simply using a physical plant elsewhere to
run another University degree program. Dr. i4cCullen said that would be right
if the UofA and PCC were included jointly: the main weight of the lower-division
portion of the program will be on PCC faculty, and the weight of the upper-
division program will be on UofA faculty. And they will teach parallel courses.

Senator J. O'Brien noted that the last paragraph of the report submitted by the
Academic Programs Subcommittee contained a statement: "Some of the problems,
such as extra faculty for those units affected can presumably be solved by
throwing money at them, and presumably this will be done." He said previous
experience led him to believe that "We're going to be staffing (the upper-
division program] with adjunct faculty, perhaps paying them on a cost-recovery
basis, which is 2/3 of tuition generated, or 2.5 percent per credit unit. You're
not going to get full professors to go out there and teach for $2,200."

Dr. McCullen responded that it is clear there will be problems. The subcommit-
tee, in its report, wanted to lay a baseline that said "below this you shall not
go." If adjunct faculty are used, then they must be virtually approved to teach
on the University campus as well as on the PCC campus. If a parallel program
is going to be installed, then it must be truly parallel. The degree is to be
equivalent. "Exactly how that will be done was not the purview of this subcom-
mittee, nor was it the purview, I might add, of any of the other subcommittees.

Senator J. O'Brien asked if the mix of regular faculty and adjunct faculty would
be parallel to that on this campus. Dr. McCullen said the subcommittee tried
to represent that in its report.

Senator Diôkinson said that, concerning the identification of programs to be
selected, referenced on page 27, it appeared that if the subcommittee had a few
more months, it would have been able to identify the programs to be selected.
Dr. McCullen said that was very possibly true. The subcommittee had been
required to propose programs that were: a) existing at the University, b)
consistent with the South Campus' mission, c) and one maxim developed by the
subcommittee--programs that students at the South Campus would take. The subcom-
mittee prepared a questionnaire to sample the student population, and the results
came one week prior to the date the report had to be submitted. He agreed that
time was a factor.

Senator Dickinson asked if students from other campuses could take these classes,
or if they would be exclusive to the Desert Vista campus. Senator Fernandez said
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that the program itself would be located at the Desert Vista campus; a cohort
would be selected for the program from that campus, and not from any other
campus. Other students could not enter the program.

Senator E. Williams thought it might be a reasonable compromise for the Univer-
sity of Arizona to help meet the needs of this cohort in this fashion until the
new four-year institution in Pima County could assume responsibility for the
program, which might better fit with the purpose of the new institution. Senator
Enos asked if Dr. McCullen could project the anticipated proportion of minority
students. Dr. McCullen said that the cohort will be hand-picked, and he would
suspect that the percentage might be high. Senator Enos said she was concerned
that if students enrolled in this program were predominantly minority, and they
would not feel comfortable attending the UofA, there might within a year or two
be a complete separation of minorities who were following this track. She asked
if that was conceivable. Dr. McCullen: "Certainly. You can put all sorts of
different predictions on the future of this program." Senator Enos: "In other
words, if minorities prefer that track, in some ways it would go against the
mission of this University." Dr. McCullen responded affirmatively. "The target

group for this cohort has not been projected into the University's projected
admission group because they are not going to be enrolled here. The point of
the program, as I understand it, is to make available a degree program to
individuals who are so intimidated by the educational process as it stands that
they are not going to seek a degree otherwise." Senator Enos: "It seems that,

in some ways, it's getting at the problem the wrong way."

Senator Troy said he agreed with Senator Enos' comments, and they related to a
point he tried to make previously: "Perhaps the program is well-intentioned,
but I think we are going to end up with a bipartite community in which the bulk
of the students will be Hispanic and Native American. We're not addressing the
'large and impersonal' issue, nor the issue of retention of minority students.
I really think that we may be going in the wrong direction."

Senator J. O'Brien said that he has spoken in the past about opening the campus
at night, and Assistant Dean Lynn Tronedal, Arts and Sciences, had developed a
successful cohort program that met the needs of minority students and retained
them. He said he wondered if there were other ways to explore this, "by keeping
the resources we already have on campus and not compromising parity. The way
we package education on campus might be the answer to the 'big and impersonal'
issue that Senator Troy discussed." Dr. McCullen said that he did not believe
that packaging could reduce the size of the campus. Senator Fernandez said that
there are reasons other than the size of our campus to engage in programs like
the Sequential Degree Program, and he mentioned the Sierra Vista campus. "It

is because there are different means, and we have different opportunities. Here
is an opportunity to try a different model for some students who would not
necessarily come here. It is a very small project--30 students, in one degree
program. We should assess it over a number of years, and see how it works. The
issues that you raised concerning retention of both minority and non-minority
students are continuing and real issues for the University of Arizona to address,
but the Sequential Degree Program was not meant to be a minority program."

Senator Silverman said he would encourage examining new models in conjunction
with Pima, but he was concerned, even with the 30-student cohort program, about
how the program would work for upper-division courses. Will all 30 students take
the same upper-division courses? Would the University send out one professor
to teach all 30? What would happen if five students wanted to take some other
courses? He said that there are electives. From a resource point of view, he
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said, we appeared to be going backwards. Senator Fernandez noted that we have
programs with no electives on our campus now, for example in Engineering.
Students can take electives if they want to stay around for more years, but the
curriculum is so tight that every semester is prescribed. Senator Silverman
asked if the Senate had any approval authority, or was the program simply going
forward? Senator Fernandez said that the matter is now in the Provost's office.
"The student survey at the Desert Vista campus indicated that the preferred
program would be elementary or secondary education, with a focus on bilingual
education. The Provost is discussing it with the Dean. That's where it stands."

Dr. Zwolinski thanked Dr. McCullen for assisting the Senate in better understand-
ing the Sequential Degree Program.

6. FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THE EVENING AND WEEKEND PROPOSAL: Senator Fredrick Hill,
member of the Instruction and Curriculum Policy Committee (ICPC) distributed
copies of the two-page report provided to the Senate in December 1993, 'Report
to the University of Arizona Faculty Senate on the Proposed Evening and Weekend
Program.' "We will continue the discussion that we began on December 6, 1993,
regarding the Evening and Weekend Program. The University has just implemented,
under Extended University, an Evening and Weekend Program which will serve those
students who cannot take courses during the normal University hours. The ICPC
felt this was fine and we raised no objections. Still out there is another Board
of Regents strategy which suggests that somehow the Evening and Weekend Program
will accommodate a large portion of the new students that we are anticipating
in the next seventeen years. It doesn't seem that the Evening and Weekend
Program could really accommodate that additional number of regular students.
Somehow, someone would have to propose that students be separately admitted into
the Evening and Weekend Program, because by admitting them separately, they would
use University facilities but not come under the 35,000 enrollment cap. I think
that I would be speaking for the ICPC in saying that perhaps this isn't a good
idea. The Faculty Senate might want to consider recommending that we not run
two separate universities on the same campus, with two sets of admissions. I

am asking for a hypothetical discussion at this point, and perhaps a hypothetical
response from the Faculty Senate."

Senator J. O'Brien asked if it could be assumed that when a student entered the
Evening and Weekend Program, and had completed six units, that student could
enroll in any course in the University, with a full course load, and pay full-
time tuition? Or, would they pay course by course, based on cost recovery? Dr.
Anita McDonald, Associate Director of Extended University, said that, in response
to the first question about cost recovery, each Evening and Weekend Program
student would be required to pay $93 per credit hour. She said that there was
an overall assumption that the majority of the students in this program would
be attending part-time, perhaps 6 to 9 hours. Senator J. O'Brien asked about
the projected mix of adjuncts versus regular faculty. Dr. McDonald said that
she had been meeting with the departments that are planning to participate in
the Evening and Weekend Program. Selection of faculty is up to the departments
and department heads involved, and each unit will determine its own mix. "We've
asked that they come up with the same kind of mix, where possible, but that is
a departmental decision. Those that I have interacted with are planning to have
some regular faculty, some graduate students, and some adjuncts involved in the
teaching."

Senator Myers asked what the difference is between the present Extended Univer-
sity and the Evening and Weekend Program, and why it was on the Senate's agenda.
Senator Hill said that currently, students admitted to Extended University



1993/94-178

classes are regularly admitted University of Arizona students. They can take
Extended University classes as well as any other classes. But if the UofA is
going to experience increased enrollments, yet still maintain its 35,000 cap,
it is going to have to have a separate class of students, who would be in some
way limited to the Evening and Weekend Program. Senator Myers asked where the
faculty would come from: Are we going to hire more faculty? Senator Hill said
that "concrete proposals aren't out yet, but there's always the worry that if
we have two classes of students, we will somehow have two classes of faculty as
well." Senator Myers: " I think that's what you will end up with."

Dr. McDonald said that the way in which departments are putting together this
first year's faculty may be more unique than in future years, but departments
are looking at their total offerings--day, graduate, undergraduate, evening--
and at the human resources that they have available. Because of the lack of
funding, Evening and Weekend courses will fall into the self-support model. She

said that it is anticipated that in perhaps two or three years, if departments
and Extended University monitor the dollars carefully, some of funds would be
available to support a full-time position in a participating department, as has
been done in Sierra Vista. She said part of the concern is related to the
possibility that faculty will continue to be added here and there. Dr. McDonald
added that students participating in the Evening and Weekend Program are going
through the regular University admission process; some students take courses for

credit and others for non-credit. Those who are taking credit courses have
officially been admitted to the institution. "We have been working with the
Admissions Office, the Bursar's Office, Financial Aid, and Registration to iron
out any difficulties in the start-up of the program and any future concerns.
These are University of Arizona students taking regular UofA degree programs.
It just happens that we're taking care of the facilitation of that for evening
and weekend classes.

Senator E. Williams said he was somewhat mollified to learn that an attempt will
be made to achieve the same mix of faculty that will be teaching on the regular
campus. He said he was equally encouraged to learn that we will be moving to
the hiring of more faculty and perhaps more graduate assistants, too. He

wondered what Extended University's contribution was, if departments will
continue to handle staffing and scheduling. Dr. McDonald said she believed that
Extended University is better positioned to deal with self-support models, and
that aspect of offering the program. Also, she said, the clientele of Extended
University falls more into the category of outreach effort. Senator Fernandez
added that it is similar to the Summer Session model, i.e., departments select
the courses and decide who will teach them. Part of the effort is simply
coordination in printing a Summer Session schedule, so that there are not 100
different documents.

Senator Troy asked if any provision had been made for Library resources, in view
of the projected initial 250 to 500 students, that could expand to 1,000 to 2,000

very quickly. Dr. McDonald said that the same distribution will be followed that
exists for Summer Session, and she believed that would be 1 percent of the
tuition generated.

Senator Silverman said he wondered if, because the Evening and Weekend Program
will be self-supporting, corners will have to be cut, resulting in students not
receiving the same education as regular students. And secondly, will these
students be told that, because the program is self-supporting, they can't do
xyz? He said that, while he was not opposed to the Evening and Weekend Program,
he believed that these students should have the same opportunities as day
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students.

Dr. Zwolinski thanked everyone for their comments. He asked Senator Hill to
transmit the Senate's comments to the Instruction and Curriculum Policy
Committee.

7. FURTHER DISCUSSION ON NEW FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE IN PIMA COUNTY: Senator Fernandez:
"Some of you undoubtedly have read about the discussions that have taken place,
principally in the House, regarding funding for the new campus in Pima County
and the new campus in Maricopa County. I'll just bring you up to date on the
background. We have requested $2.1 million, which was roughly the amount that
ASU requested for the new four-year campus in East Maricopa County. NAU had
requested, if I recall correctly, about $2.3 million for the enhancement of the
telecommunications system throughout the state, so that the three universities
would be able to offer more courses through video instruction, particularly to
the rural areas.

"Representative Killian submitted a bill to establish ASU East with the full
budget that ASU had requested. There was a good deal of debate associated with
that bill, and in the end, one of the committee members was dismissed over this,
a representative from the North. Finally, I guess the budget was stripped from
that bill, and the bill went forward to establish ASU East at Williams Air Force
Base. The discussion around the budget continues. At one point there was a
recommendation for $1 million for the UofA for the four-year campus here, $2.1
million for ASU, and I think $1.8 million for NAU. The Legislature may conclude
its session this week. It was going to try to conclude last week. We don't know
what the final figure will be. We believe there will be some money to continue
the planning process, but we don't know what that amount will be. You will read
that, along with myself, in the daily papers. It is still possible that we could
receive the full request. The minimum will probably be $1 million, half of what
we requested.

"The second item that I want to comment on is the work of the Community Advisory
Committee. As you will recall, this committee's role was principally to help
generate support for the concept. A lot of the committee members have gone on
speaking engagements for us, to share with the community the concept and the
needs, how it is that we came to be talking about another campus in Pima County.
I think that when people understand the growth that is going to take place in
our state, we find a great deal of support for the idea. The Advisory Committee
is looking at location. The committee will make a recommendation, not on a
specific site, but probably considering the larger Tucson Metropolitan region,
dividing it into four sections, northeast, northwest, southeast and southwest,
looking for things like access roads and where growth is expected. We are
getting data from the county on their projections in the four sectors. Probably
the northeast is out of consideration, simply because growth there is not likely
to occur, given the mountains and lack of room.

"Finally, with respect to faculty involvement, we have received a list of
recommendations from Chairman of the Faculty Garcia. I was out of town last
week, so have been unable to call anyone, but now that it appears that we will
receive funding, there is good reason to get faculty involved, and to consider
the types of academic programs that might be offered at this new four-year
institution. That's where we are."

Senator Barrett asked if classes would start in the Fall of 1995. Senator
Fernandez said "It really depends on the amount of funding that we receive. If
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we receive $500,000, absolutely riot. If we receive the full funding, that was
our proposal."

Senator E. Williams asked if he was correct in assuming that the new institution
would have a liberal arts program. Senator Fernandez responded affirmatively:
a four-year primarily undergraduate, principally liberal arts, program, with very
few master's programs and no doctoral programs.

Senator Barrett asked if there was any potential connection between the new
campus and the IBM research park. Senator Fernandez said that the budget
proposal indicated that a facility would have to be rented temporarily, possibly
for a few years, and it was suggested that, if the University was successful in
acquiring the IBM facilities, space there could be leased on a temporary basis
for this new venture. He noted that the UofA does not have the property at this
time, and so the new campus might or might not start there.

Senator S. O'Brien said that, when Senator Fernandez addressed the University
Diversity Action Council, he emphasized that there would be a strong emphasis
on diversity in the student body of the new college, and efforts would be
targeted to enhance enrollment of those kinds of students. She asked if that
remained an emphasis. Senator Fernandez said that his statements were based on
the projected enrollment growth in our state, and on the demographics of the
state and this region, in particular. He said a very large proportion of the
student body in Tucson Unified School District is of minority ethnic background.
He said the new institution, as well as the UofA, needs to understand and be
responsive to the people that it will serve. Senator S. O'Brien said that her
point was that the University's emphasis on diversity might be siphoned off by
the four-year college's target of emphasis. Senator Fernandez said he did not
think that would occur. "If you look at other states, for example, California,
UCLA and UC-Berkeley have large minority enrollments, as do Cal State at San
Francisco and San Francisco State University. The demographics of our state are
changing rapidly, and that will be reflected in the student bodies, here at the
University of Arizona, as well."

Senator Wright asked if there had been any discussion or decision concerning
prerequisites and admission standards to the new four-year institution, and if
they would be the same as those at the University of Arizona. Senator Fernandez
said he didn't know the answer to that question, except that there really had
been no discussion thus far, and that information was not included in the
information received from the Board of Regents.

Senator Silverman said that he hoped the planning process would include some
creativity, and that we could perhaps look at some of the public universities
that are doing different things, like Evergreen and some of the Cal State
schools, and perhaps some of the private schools. Senator Fernandez said he had
visited Evergreen, which is a state institution, and he found that they were
doing some very different and exciting things. He said he also visited San
Marcos State University, the newest campus of the Cal State University system,
and they are trying to do some different things as well, more interdisciplinary
work and more team-teaching.

Senator Dvorak said he did not remember seeing in the data any specific facts
about what Arizona might need in the 21st century. Is it a small liberal arts
school, or might it be something else? Senator Fernandez said he thought that
decision had already been made, based on discussions that have taken place in
the past several years. He said the idea was to create an institution that would
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enroll no more than 10,000 students at full growth. Senator Dvorak said he
wasn't saying that was a bad idea, but was rather wondering if projections had
been made as to the kinds of careers that Arizonans would need in the 21st
century, or were we falling back on the "good old liberal arts college that
everybody has known and loved in the past?" Senator Fernandez said that what
the committee members have been saying is that they would like graduates who can
communicate effectively in writing, who have some basic math, who have a sense
of the world in time, place and history, and a sense of ethics. They are really
saying, "we can do the rest." Obviously, he said, there are things that one
needs to do in terms of computers, for example, but we should be doing more here
as well.

Senator Myers said he liked the idea that the new institution will be based
primarily on an undergraduate program, but he wondered, following up on Senator
Dvorak's question, if students want a liberal arts education, and if that is the
four-year program that we ought to be putting in place. Senator Fernandez said
that obviously there will be majors and some of them will become institutional
strengths. They will be designed to meet the needs of the state and the nation
as we move into the next century. He added that the programs have not yet been
developed, but that they would have a strong liberal arts foundation.

Dr. Zwolinski thanked Senator Fernandez and all who contributed to the
discussion.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:01 p.m.

Elizabeth Roemer
Secretary of the Faculty Senate

CONSENSUS POSITIONS 0F THE MEETING OF MARCH 21, 1994:

Consensus Position #1 Approval to send to the Senate for action on April 4
Recommendations #1, 2 and 3 of the. Report of the
Curriculum Process Committee.

Consensus Position #2 Approval to send to the Senate for action on April 4 a
recommendation to make the Intercollegiate Writing
Committee a Faculty Senate committee.




