UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC SENATE

BOARD OF ADMISSIONS AND RELATIONS WITH SCHOOLS

Minutes of Meeting

June 5, 2020

I Consent Calendar
1. Approval of BOARS June 5, 2020 agenda

Action: The agendawasapproved as noticed.

. Announcements

Eddie Comeaux, BOARS Chair

1. AcademicCouncil of May 27, 2020

BOARS members should reflect on currentevents and how UC can respond.
Members are thanked for meeting off-cyclelast week with the California State
University counterpart committee. The similarity of issues confronted and level of
agreementon the need to make advancesis compelling.

The Regents acted to adopt the President's recommendation to go from “test optiona
to “testblind” to notest unlessanew one can be createdin 5 years. The provostwill
convene agroup to assess the feasibility of developinganew testin thattime frame.
The Senate is expectedto have several seats at the table.

III

2. Othermeetings

The IGETC Standards Committee is acting on the new page and word count limits
approved by the Intersegmental Council of AcademicSenates (ICAS).

. Consultation with Academic Senate Leadership

Kum-Kum Bhavnani, Academic Council Chair

Mary Gauvain, Academic Council Vice Chair

The UC community must stand together during these times of crisis.

The state budgetisstill in flux. Federal supportremains unclear, and the tax revenues
are unknown. UCOP is working on contingency plans and exploring what workforce
actions may be needed to make ends meet.

Research and Innovation Vice President Maldonado is helpingto lead systemwide
effortstoramp-up research andis active in contact tracing planning.

Campus re-opening decisions will be made overthe summer.

A new chancellor has beenannounced for UCMerced. Nathan Brostrom will resume his
UCOP postof Chief Financial Officer.

Federal actions targeting foreign scholars are being decried.



e Resultsfromthe faculty remote teaching survey should be available soon.

e The Regentsvoted unanimously to adopt President Napolitano’s proposal to go “test
optional ortest blind” fortwo years, then “testblind” fortwo years, during which time,
the feasibility of developing anew test will be determined, and created, if found
possible. The President’s recommendation alsoincludes instructions to the Senate to
reassess admissions with the goal of addressing differentialadmission and enrollment
by demographicorsocio-economicstatus. Aworkinggroup to assess the feasibility of
developinganew test within 5years will be convened by the provost. That working
group should consider questions such as: What are the principlesthat supportthe use
of testsinadmissions? Should the status quo ante be fixed ordiscarded? Should anew
testreflect A-Gacademicgoalsonly? Isthisa political orscientific/academicdecision?
The Senate isexpected to playa large role in the working group.

Iv. Consultation with the Office of the President — Office of Student Affairs
Han Mi Yoon-Wu, Director, Undergraduate Admissions
Monica Lin, Director, Academic Preparation and Relations with Schools and Colleges
Tongshan Chang, Director, Institutional Research and Academic Planning

1. TOEFL/Duolingo Proposal
Note: Item deferred.

2. Changesto the Statewide Eligibility Index
Two alternate calculations for the statewideindex were presented to BOARS, following
elimination of the ACT Writingtest as a factor. Members had questionsaboutthe role of the
referral pool, the distribution of students from underrepresented groups in publicversus private
schools, the frequency and degree of grade inflation in schools with different governance
models, and what further changes to the index might be necessary given the s hifting testing
landscape. Whetherto keep the index at 16% or restrictit to the Master Plan minimum of
12.5% impacts external audiences and decision-makers.
Action: Memberswill vote electronically.

3. Changesto Student Affairs
Several unitsin Academic Affairs, including Student Affairs, are being reorganized and
consolidated. The new units will launchJuly 1.

V. Consultation with the Campaign for College Opportunity
Michele Siqueiros, President

Ms. Siqueiros noted the long-standing equity gaps for preparation, admission, matriculation, graduation,
and beyond that the University faces. Members are encouraged to think critically about the incumbent
structures and rules, and those who created them. Members are also encouraged to diversify the
committee membership. Members are asked to create more slots fortransferstudents, create more
supportfor A-Gcourse availability in all California high schools, create outreach and partnership
opportunities with community colleges, and create on-campus academicand social support structure for
students from underrepresented groups. Transfer students should benefit from alignment between CSU



ADTs and UC Transfer Pathways. Alladmission personnelshould have mandated implicit bias training.
Careful attention should be paid to data trendsin the upcoming “test optional” environment.

Members acknowledged the many issues confronting the university. Although many of the
recommendations lie beyond BOARS’ ability to bring direct change, the need for consistentand constant
lobbyingis clear. Capacity, supportservices, outreach efforts, permanent funding augmentations, and
training protocols must all be addressed at higherlevels.

VI. Consultation with Admission Directors
Campus Admission Directors

1. How will campuses approach the “test optional” review process forthe 2021 admissions cycle?

UCB: Internal discussionsfocus on whetherto re-weight admission factors orto continue with
presentweightings. Ananalysis of last fall’s applications to determine the de facto impact of test
scoresis being planned.

UCD: A similaranalysis of previous applicationsis planned. Equity-based outcomes willbe
emphasized.

UCLA: The campusis largely “test optional” for this fall, and additional guidelines for application
readersare beingdeveloped.

UCR: The campus must move rapidly from a fixed weight, formulareview, but resource limitations
and the learning curve involved in shifting to full comprehensive review make such a transition
difficult. One current proposal is to review each application with atest twice - once with the testand
once withoutit, and then use the higherreview score.

UCSD: The campusis still earlyinthe planning process. Discussions focus on what specific
information atestrevealsaboutanapplicantand the proxies that might exist for such data.
Assessing academicpreparation and projectingacademicsuccess are the goals of application
review, but private institutions have shown mixed results in this area after having gone “test
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optiona

UCSB: Academicfactors will continueto be emphasized, and reader training will be enhanced.
Software limitations make conducting detailed statistical analyses on campus difficult. Maintaining
gainsinequity metricsisa principle goal.

The other campuses reported having similar discussions and encountering similar obstacles.

Several members noted that it would be difficult to switch back to “test required” after five years of
being “test optional” or “test blind.” The ability of California high schools to prepare students for
anothertest- and administerit-is unclear. The ability of a testto indicate the mostimportant
characteristics of a successful UCundergraduate also remains unclear. The fact that transfer
applicants need notsubmitastandardized test score continuesto raise questions about the utility of
such tests.

2. Enhancementsto ReaderTraining




Each campus has at leastimplicit bias training session, and refreshers are beingplanned at
several campuses at different points during the reviewcycle. Budget cuts may reduce the
number of readers and contribute to fatigue.
A separate need exists to combat bias against a certain high school or region.
More training forhigh school counselors is also advisable. Many are overwhelmed, andthe loss
of testing metrics necessitates new trainingand communications for both counselors and
students, especially those in under-resourced schools. A glossary and/or process map might
prove useful.

3. Deferments
So far, there has not beenanincrease in requested deferments. Campuses are encouraged to
remain flexibleand transparent.

4. Accommodating Students Impacted by COVID-19
The Common App added a COVID-specificquestion, butitis optional. Some students mayfeel
compelledto have such a story. The UC application will not have aspecificCOVID question, but
applicantsstill have the option to answerthe “biggest obstacle” PIQorto use the additional
information section. Again, flexibility for those who may have shown academicslippage during
COVIDisencouraged.

5. Non-resident Evaluation Metrics
Both foradmission evaluation and the Compare Favorably reporting requirement, clear
standards for non-resident admissions are needed. The lack of A-G coursework outside of
California makes comparison difficult. Mostcampuses use the same procedures to evaluate
non-residentapplicants, but with different enroliment targets in mind. Most campuses also
focus on international students’ academic English preparation.
Clarity on the goals of Compare Favorably would help. Applicant statistics, academicsuccess on
campus, or social/academiccontribution after graduation are all potential metrics, depending
on the aim of the requirement.

VIL. California High School Accreditation — Cognia
Claudia Carter, Senior Vice President, Evaluation Services
Annette Bohling, Chief Global Accreditation Officer

Cogniaalsousesa peerreview process, and uses an equity lens for all evaluations and considerations.
Cogniaprioritizes studentlearningand engagement. Ratherthana compliance-driven, top-down
method, Cognia encourages continual improvementin student outcomes. Assessmentoptionsinclude
surveys administered and assessed by more than 500 permanent US staff. If a school failsits
accreditation assessmenton afirstapplication, it must reapply. Previously accredited schools thatslip
can be placed “underreview”; if noimprovementis made, schools are then “under conditions”; if stillno
improvementis made, they are dropped. The goal is keep schoolsin a state of constant growth.

Members sought specificdataonthe numberand types of schools accredited, their demographic
breakdowns, theirlocations, and failure rates, which will be prepared and shared.



VIII. Executive Session

Note: Other than action items, no notes are taken during Executive Session.

Meetingadjourned at4:00 pm.
Minutes prepared by Kenneth Feer, Principal Analyst

Attest: Eddie Comeaux, BOARS Chair

Attendance:
Eddie Comeaux, BOARS Chair
Madeleine Sorapure, BOARS Vice Chair
Deborah Swenson, UCD
Susan Cohen Cory, UCI
Barbara Knowlton, UCLA
Matthew Hibbing, UCM
Sheldon Tan, UCR
Skip Pomeroy, UCSD
AndreaHasenstaub, UCSF
Mike Gordon, UCSB
JuanPoblete, UCSC
Carlos Galan, Graduate Student Representative

Alexis Zaragoza, Undergraduate Student Representative



