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Report of 2017-2018 activities
1. Discussed the Cooke Prize for Equity in Educational Excellence, which the University re-

ceived in 2017 in recognition of its success in enrolling high-achieving low-income students and
supporting them through graduation.

2. Discussed The Educational Benefits of Diversity and Inclusion for Undergraduate Students at
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, a report that Provost James W. Dean, Jr., submit-
ted to Chancellor Carol L. Folt and shared with the deans of the University in May 2017. Also re-
viewed results of a recent survey of admitted students, which demonstrated the strong interest of
enrolling first-year undergraduate students in the educational benefits of diversity outlined in the
report.

3. Advised the Office of Undergraduate Admissions regarding new designs for infographics and
other illustrations that communicate the achievements, backgrounds, and interests of new students.

4. Met with Veronica Trujillo-Cuadrado and Alexis Moore, advisers in the Carolina College Ad-
vising Corps, to learn about their work and the work of the Corps.

5. Reviewed efforts by the Office of Undergraduate Admissions to reach out to prospective stu-
dents across North Carolina, including more than 300 off-campus college fairs and school visits
and on-campus events tailored for first-generation-college students and information sessions and
campus tours conducted in Spanish.

6. Received and discussed detailed information regarding the Fall 2017 entering class (subse-
quently presented to Faculty Council on February 9, 2018, as part of the 2016-2017 annual report
of the Advisory Committee).
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7. Discussed progress made on transfer-credit policies since last year.

8.  After reviewing a detailed description of how the Office of Undergraduate Admissions evalu-
ates candidates for admission (see below), as well as policies, procedures, and guidelines previ-
ously approved by the Advisory Committee, participated in meetings of the admissions committee
in which candidates for admission were evaluated.

9. Met with students from the Carolina Student Transfer Excellence Program (C-STEP).
10. Reviewed communications for admitted students.

11. Heard regular reports from the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies and the Committee on
Special Talent.

12. Met jointly with the Faculty Athletics Committee to discuss the evaluation and admission of
students with special talent in athletics.

13. Received reports from the Office of University Counsel regarding the lawsuit filed against the
University by Students for Fair Admissions, Inc.

Addendum - report of 2018-2019 activities to date

1. Received reports from the Office of University Counsel regarding the lawsuit filed against the
University by Students for Fair Admissions, Inc.

2. Received May 2018 interim report of the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies (see below)
and discussed the committee’s plans for the coming year.

3. Reviewed and discussed detailed information regarding the Fall 2018 entering class, as well as
new graphics intended to communicate this information (see below).

4. Discussed efforts to engage faculty members in the design and implementation of on-campus
recruitment events.

5. Reviewed proposed changes to UNC System regulations regarding Advanced Placement
credit.

6. Met jointly with the Faculty Athletics Committee to discuss the admission of students with
special talent in athletics, including comparative information about the admissions credentials of
students admitted to peer institutions (see below).
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SUMMARY STATISTICS—ALL ENTERING UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS, FIRST-YEAR AND ARTS AND SCIENCES TRANSFER, FALL 2018

Total enrolled

Resident
Non-resident

Female
Male

U.S. citizens
U.S. permanent residents
Non-resident aliens

Fee waiver

First-generation college

Resident children of alumni
Non-resident children of alumni

Race and ethnicity—federal reporting guidelines
Non-resident alien
Hispanic/Latino of any race
Two or more races
Race and ethnicity unknown
Native American only
Asian/Asian American only
Black/African American only
Caucasian/White only
Pacific Islander only

Race and ethnicity—all reported
Native American
Asian/Asian American
Black/African American
Caucasian/White
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
Pacific Islander

5,034

4,065
969

3,007
2,027

4,617
125
292

723

1,107

717
139

292
452
250
204
31
567
423
2,809

135
903
560
3,343
474
15

80.8%
19.2%

59.7%
40.3%

91.7%
2.5%
5.8%

14.4%

22.0%

14.2%
2.8%

5.8%
9.0%
5.0%
4.1%
0.6%
11.3%
8.4%
55.8%
0.1%

2.7%
17.9%
11.1%
66.4%

9.4%

0.3%

Need-based aid
Merit-based aid
Carolina Covenant

Military-affiliated
Military-affiliated receiving benefits

Talent in athletics, music, or dramatic art

Rank in class reported
Of those reporting rank in class—
Top 10 percent
Second 10 percent
Top 10
1st
2nd

GPA reported

Of those reporting GPA—
4.0 or higher
25th percentile
75th percentile

SAT reported

Of those reporting SAT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

ACT reported

Of those reporting ACT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

Either SAT or ACT reported

Highest score reported on SAT scale—
25th percentile
75th percentile

2,181
250
671

348
94

169

3,407

2,428
551
1,410
261
177

4,349

3,962
4.49
4.96

3,166
CR+M
1250
1460

3,449
ACT
27

33

4,672
CR+M
1310
1500

43.3%
5.0%
13.3%

6.9%
1.9%

3.4%

67.7%

71.3%

16.2%

41.4%

7.7%

5.2%

86.4%

91.1%

62.9%
CR
630
720

68.5%

92.8%

620
740



SUMMARY STATISTICS—ENTERING FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS, FALL 2018

Total enrolled

Resident
Non-resident

Female
Male

U.S. citizens
U.S. permanent residents
Non-resident aliens

Fee waiver

First-generation college

Resident children of alumni
Non-resident children of alumni

Race and ethnicity—federal reporting guidelines
Non-resident alien
Hispanic/Latino of any race
Two or more races
Race and ethnicity unknown
Native American only
Asian/Asian American only
Black/African American only
Caucasian/White only
Pacific Islander only

Race and ethnicity—all reported
Native American
Asian/Asian American
Black/African American
Caucasian/White
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
Pacific Islander

4,326

3,553
773

2,669
1,657

4,024
80
222

572

878

650
131

222
364
214
178
30
512
371
2,430

123
774
495
2,870
382
11

82.1%
17.9%

61.7%
38.3%

93.0%
1.8%
5.1%

13.2%

20.3%

15.0%
3.0%

5.1%
8.4%
4.9%
4.1%
0.7%
11.8%
8.6%
56.2%
0.1%

2.8%
17.9%
11.4%
66.3%

8.8%

0.3%

Need-based aid
Merit-based aid
Carolina Covenant

Military-affiliated
Military-affiliated receiving benefits

Talent in athletics, music, or dramatic art

Rank in class reported
Of those reporting rank in class—
Top 10 percent
Second 10 percent
Top 10
1st
2nd

GPA reported

Of those reporting GPA—
4.0 or higher
25th percentile
75th percentile

SAT reported

Of those reporting SAT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

ACT reported

Of those reporting ACT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

Either SAT or ACT reported

Highest score reported on SAT scale—
25th percentile
75th percentile

1,768
250
511

260
49

152

3,006

2,340
468
1,352
255
172

3,825

3,689
4.59
4.96

2,931
CR+M
1270
1470

3,239
ACT
27

33

4,326
CR+M
1320
1500

40.9%
5.8%
11.8%

6.0%
1.1%

3.5%

69.5%

77.8%

15.6%

45.0%

8.5%

5.7%

88.4%

96.4%

67.8%
CR
640
720

74.9%

100.0%

630
750



SUMMARY STATISTICS—FIRST-YEAR APPLIED / ADMITTED

APPLIED ADMITTED
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 1Year 5Years 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 1Year 5Years
Total 31,331 31,953 35,875 40,918 43,473 6% 39% 8,930 9,510 9,386 9,709 9,524 -2% 7%
Resident 9,756 10,287 11,663 12,918 13,932 8% 43% 5,138 5,330 5,696 5,927 5,699 -4% 11%
Non-resident 21,575 21,666 24,212 28,000 29,541 6% 37% 3,792 4,180 3,690 3,782 3,825 1% 1%
Female 18,554 18,873 20,988 23,854 25,690 8% 38% 5,172 5,596 5,565 5,785 5,725 -1% 11%
Male 12,777 13,080 14,887 17,064 17,783 4% 39% 3,758 3,914 3,821 3,924 3,799 -3% 1%
U.S. citizens 27,600 28,024 31,271 35,703 37,953 6% 38% 8,221 8,725 8,686 8,817 8,403 -5% 2%
U.S. permanent residents 715 742 804 869 892 3% 25% 197 236 203 192 164 -15% -17%
Non-resident aliens 3,016 3,187 3,800 4,346 4,628 6% 53% 512 549 497 700 957 37% 87%
Fee waiver 3,505 3,488 4,355 5,204 5,665 9% 62% 840 898 887 1,013 1,021 1% 22%
First-generation college 5,019 5,008 5,780 6,467 6,792 5% 35% 1,242 1,378 1,230 1,379 1,530 11% 23%
Resident children of alumni 1,528 1,645 1,717 1,940 2,048 6% 34% 919 981 1,013 1,063 976 -8% 6%
Non-resident children of alumni 625 642 697 757 831 10% 33% 310 322 340 351 331 -6% 7%
Race and ethnicity—federal reporting guidelines
Non-resident alien 3,016 3,187 3,800 4,346 4,628 6% 53% 512 549 497 700 957 37% 87%
Hispanic/Latino of any race 2,378 2,403 2,918 3,572 3,784 6% 59% 722 760 795 883 861 -2% 19%
Two or more races 1,248 1,164 1,328 1,736 1,878 8% 50% 413 407 393 470 465 -1% 13%
Race and ethnicity unknown 974 1,576 1,830 1,834 1,917 5% 97% 310 517 556 453 444 -2% 43%
Native American only 80 95 117 127 108 -15% 35% 39 35 44 43 55 28% 41%
Asian/Asian American only 3,422 3,508 3,953 4,557 5,337 17% 56% 1,088 1,199 1,134 1,245 1,218 -2% 12%
Black/African American only 2,590 2,606 2,903 3,326 3,485 5% 35% 669 668 702 697 799 15% 19%
Caucasian/White only 17,605 17,392 19,003 21,388 22,297 4% 27% 5,175 5,370 5,263 5,212 4,719 -9% -9%
Pacific Islander only 18 22 23 32 39 22% 117% 2 5 2 6 6 0% 200%
Race and ethnicity—all reported
Native American 513 450 527 685 665 -3% 30% 202 198 180 202 228 13% 13%
Asian/Asian American 6,561 6,803 7,870 9,172 10,222 11% 56% 1,693 1,865 1,757 2,043 2,146 5% 27%
Black/African American 3,274 3,245 3,702 4,352 4,618 6% 41% 880 840 905 927 1,081 17% 23%
Caucasian/White 20,660 20,292 22,340 25,567 26,837 5% 30% 6,109 6,306 6,195 6,353 5,861 -8% -4%
Hispanic/Latino/Latina 2,558 2,594 3,120 3,795 4,034 6% 58% 755 795 831 939 944 1% 25%

Pacific Islander 84 83 106 123 164 33% 95% 14 20 19 27 24 -11% 71%



ADDITIONAL STATISTICS—ENTERING FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS, FALL 2018

INTENDED MAJOR
Biology

Undecided

Business Administration
Computer Science
Psychology

Biomedical and Health Sci Eng
Chemistry

Political Science
Nursing

Economics

Media and Journalism
Exercise and Sport Science
Pharmacy

Mathematics

English

Environmental Sciences
Physics

Global Studies

Statistics and Analytics
Communication Studies

CAREER INTEREST

Physician

Business executive

Scientific researcher

Lawyer

Engineer

Computer programmer

Nurse

Writer or journalist

Policymaker or government employee
Business owner

Therapist (physical, occupational, speech)
Dentist

Pharmacist

Clinical psychologist

Foreign service worker

20.7%
16.7%
10.8%
4.5%
4.5%
4.3%
4.2%
3.5%
3.2%
2.7%
2.1%
1.9%
1.9%
1.8%
1.5%
1.2%
1.2%
1.1%
1.0%
1.0%

19.7%
9.2%
6.5%
4.4%
3.9%
3.5%
2.7%
2.6%
2.4%
2.3%
2.2%
2.2%
2.1%
1.8%
1.3%

BACKGROUND

51% of new first-year students were born in North Carolina
63% of the North Carolinians
2% of the out-of-state students

11% were born outside the United States
7% of the North Carolinians
29% of the out-of-state students

14% speak a first language other than English
5% speak Mandarin as a first language
3% speak Spanish as a first language

33% self-reported fluency in two or more languages

11% are only children
15% have three or more siblings

85% have at least one parent who earned a 2- or 4-yr college degree
46% have at least one parent who earned a graduate degree
3% have no parent who earned a high-school diploma

35% have at least one parent who is a business executive or owner
12% ...school teacher or administrator
9% ...full-time homemaker

8% ...engineer

7% ...salesperson or buyer

6% ...nurse

6% ...physician

6% ...computer programmer

5% ...accountant or actuary

5% ...lawyer or judge

4% ...clerk

3% ...skilled trades

2% ...college teacher

2% ...military service

2% ...scientific researcher

2% ...Social worker



SUMMARY STATISTICS—ENTERING ARTS AND SCIENCES TRANSFER STUDENTS, FALL 2018

Enrolled

Resident
Non-resident

Female
Male

U.S. citizens

U.S. permanent residents
Non-resident aliens

Fee waiver

First-generation college

Children of alumni

Race and ethnicity—federal reporting guidelines

Non-resident alien

Hispanic/Latino of any race

Two or more races

Race and ethnicity unknown

Native American only
Asian/Asian American only

Black/African American only

Caucasian/White only
Pacific Islander only

Race and ethnicity—all reported

Native American
Asian/Asian American
Black/African American
Caucasian/White
Hispanic/Latino/Latina
Pacific Islander

708

512
196

338
370

593
45
70

151

229

75

70
88
36
26

55
52
379

12
129
65
473
92
4

72.3%
27.7%

47.7%
52.3%

83.8%
6.4%
9.9%

21.3%

32.3%

10.6%

9.9%
12.4%
5.1%
3.7%
0.1%
7.8%
7.3%
53.5%
0.1%

1.7%
18.2%
9.2%
66.8%
13.0%
0.6%

Non-traditional

Carolina Covenant
Need-based aid

Military affiliated
Military affiliated receiving benefits

Transferred from NC community college

CSTEP participant

First-year transfer
Sophomore transfer
Junior transfer

College GPA
25th percentile
75th percentile

SAT reported

Of those reporting SAT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

ACT reported

Of those reporting ACT—
25th percentile
75th percentile

Either SAT or ACT reported

Highest score reported on SAT scale—
25th percentile
75th percentile

91

160
413

88
45

320

68

83
281
344

3.6
3.9

235
CR+M
1190
1410

210
ACT
25
31

346
CR+M
1220
1430

12.9%

22.6%
58.3%

12.4%
6.4%

45.2%

9.6%

11.7%

39.7%
48.6%

33.2%
CR
600
690

29.7%

48.9%

590
720



ADDITIONAL STATISTICS—ENTERING ARTS AND SCIENCES TRANSFER STUDENTS, FALL 2018

INTENDED MAIJOR
Biology

Economics

Psychology

Computer Science
Exercise and Sport Science
Communication Studies
Business Administration
Political Science
Management and Society
Chemistry

English

Undecided

Global Studies
Mathematics

Statistics and Analytics
History

Sociology

Health Policy Management
Public Policy

Philosophy

Physics

17.2%
11.9%
8.2%
8.1%
5.1%
4.8%
4.7%
4.5%
4.1%
2.8%
2.8%
2.4%
2.1%
1.8%
1.7%
1.4%
1.4%
1.3%
1.3%
1.0%
1.0%

BACKGROUND

36% of new transfer students were born in North Carolina
50% of the North Carolinians
2% of the out-of-state students

23% were born outside the United States
14% of the North Carolinians
48% of the out-of-state students

24% speak a first language other than English
7% speak Spanish as a first language
7% speak Mandarin as a first language

40% self-reported fluency in two or more languages

15% are only children
21% have three or more siblings

74% have at least one parent who earned a 2- or 4-yr college degree
29% have at least one parent who earned a graduate degree
5% have no parent who earned a high-school diploma

29% have at least one parent who is a business executive or owner
11% ...school teacher or administrator

10% ...full-time homemaker

7% ...engineer

7% ...nurse

6% ...skilled trades

6% ...unskilled laborer

5% ...salesperson or buyer

4% ...clerk

4% ...accountant or actuary

4% ...computer programmer

3% ...lawyer or judge

3% ...military service

3% ...physician

2% ...college teacher

2% ...Therapist (physical, occupational, speech)
2%...Policymaker



Summary Statistics—Key Terms

The data summarized in this report have been validated by the Office of Undergraduate Admis-
sions. In keeping with University policy and practice, and in order to protect the privacy and other
rights of individual students, this report does not include aggregate academic data for groups with
five or fewer students.

Entering undergraduate students, Fall 2018. Students who enrolled at the University for the
first time during Fall 2018 semester and remained enrolled as of the census date, which was the
10th day of class. Students who enrolled for the first time in the preceding Summer term are in-
cluded; those who enrolled for the first time in the preceding Spring term are not.

Resident/non-resident. The residency status of each student, as determined by the North Carolina
Residency Determination Service. The figures reported here include the impact of the so-called
Scholarship Provision, the state law by which non-residents who receive full non-athletic scholar-
ships may be counted as residents.

Fee-waiver. Students who requested and were granted a waiver of the application fee. The Uni-
versity accepts fee-waiver requests that follow guidelines established by the College Board or the
National Association for College Admission Counseling, as well as those submitted by school
counselors who attest to their students’ financial circumstances.

First-generation college. Students for whom neither parent has earned a bachelor’s degree.

Children of alumni. Any student whose parent, step-parent, or legal guardian attended the Uni-
versity for at least one Fall or Spring semester, whether or not the parent, step-parent, or legal
guardian earned a degree.

Race and ethnicity—federal reporting guidelines. In 2010 the U.S. Department of Education

implemented new guidelines for the reporting of race and ethnicity. Under these guidelines, col-

leges and universities are required to ask students one question about their ethnicity and a second
question about their race. Students cannot be required to answer either question and may choose
not to respond. The ethnicity question offers students two choices: Hispanic/Latino or Not His-

panic/Latino. The race question offers students multiple choices and specifies that students may

choose all that apply. These guidelines require that colleges and universities report:

e non-resident aliens (that is, global or international students) separately from U.S. citizens
and U.S. permanent residents;

e Hispanic/Latino/Latina students separately, regardless of whether they also identify one or
more races; and

e all students who report more than one race as a single group, "Two or more races," without
reporting the races these students specify.

Race and ethnicity—all reported. Because federal reporting guidelines result in incomplete in-
formation about the races and ethnicities reported by applicants for admission, the Office of Under-
graduate Admissions has developed an alternate method of reporting as a complement to the fed-
eral guidelines. This alternate method includes all applicants regardless of their citizenship and
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summarizes all of the races and ethnicities that students report. Since some students identify them-
selves as more than one race or ethnicity, the responses exceed the total number of students in the
entering class.

Need-based aid. Students receiving need-based financial aid in the form of loans, work-study, or
grants.

Merit-based aid. Students receiving merit-based aid, excluding athletic scholarships.

Military-affiliated. Any student who self-identified as currently or previously serving in the
United States military, or as a dependent or spouse of someone currently or previously serving.

Military-affiliated receiving benefits. Any military-affiliated student who applied for and re-
ceived federal aid through the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs.

Carolina Covenant. Students who entered the University as Carolina Covenant Scholars.

Talent in athletics, music, or dramatic art. Students who enrolled at the University through the
special-talent policies and procedures approved by the Board of Governors, the Board of Trustees,
the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, and/or the faculty Committee on Special
Talent.

Rank in class. High-school rank in class as reported by the student’s high school. The results
only include official ranks reported by students’ high schools. To maintain the integrity of admis-
sions data, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions does not estimate ranks when high schools do
not provide them.

GPA. High-school grade-point average as reported by the student’s high school. The results only
include official GPAs reported by students’ high school, and only when the school reports GPAs
on a 4.0 scale; no estimated GPAs are included. To maintain the integrity of admissions data, the
Office of Undergraduate Admissions does not estimate GPAs when high schools do not provide
them, and it does not recalculate GPAs when high schools provide them on anything other than a
4.0 scale.

25 percentile. The value below which 25 percent of all the values in the group fall.
75% percentile. The value below which 75 percent of all the values in the group fall.

SAT reported. Students who submitted official results from the SAT, with all scores reported on
the new SAT scale. The 25" and 75™ percentiles are calculated for all students who submitted
SAT scores, using the highest score earned by each student reporting a score.

ACT reported. Students who submitted official results from the ACT. The 25" and 75% percen-
tile composite scores are calculated for all students who submitted ACT scores, using the highest
score earned by each student reporting a score.

Either SAT or ACT reported. Highest official score earned by each student on either the SAT
(Critical Reading and Math combined) or the ACT Composite, with the ACT Composite converted


http://carolinacovenant.unc.edu/

to the new SAT Critical Reading and Math scale using standard concordance tables approved by
the College Board and ACT. This method of summarizing test scores best represents the way that
scores are used by the University. Under guidelines for standardized testing approved by the Advi-
sory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, when any candidate for admission submits results
from both the SAT and the ACT, the University considers the test with the stronger results.

Language fluency. Students who indicate on their applications for admission that they can read,
write, or speak a language.

Transfer Summary Statistics—Additional Key Terms

Entering Arts and Sciences transfer students, Fall 2018. Transfer students who enrolled in the
College of Arts and Sciences at the University for the first time during Fall 2018 semester and re-
mained enrolled as of the census date, which was the 10th day of class. Students who enrolled for
the first time in the preceding Summer term are included; those who enrolled for the first time in
the preceding Spring term are not. In keeping with federal reporting guidelines, UNC-Chapel Hill
considers as a candidate for transfer admission any student who has enrolled in college after gradu-
ating from high school. Under state law, students who graduate from Cooperative and Innovative
High Schools with a transferable associate degree may choose to apply as either first-year or trans-
fer candidates.

Non-traditional. Students who are 25 years old or older on the first day of their first semester at
UNC-Chapel Hill.

North Carolina community colleges. Students who were attending any of the 58 colleges in the
North Carolina Community College System at the time they applied for admission to UNC-Chapel
Hill.

C-STEP participant. Student who entered UNC-Chapel Hill as a member of the Carolina Student
Transfer Excellence Program, which offers guaranteed admission, as well as transition and support
services, to low- and moderate-income students enrolled at partner community colleges.

First-year transfer. Students who enter the University with fewer than 30 transferable hours.
Sophomore transfer. Students who enter the University with 30-59 transferable hours.
Junior transfer. Students who enters the University with 60 or more transferable hours.

College GPA. Cumulative grade-point average earned for all college and university courses at-
tempted after graduating from high school.


http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Guidelines_for_Standardized_Testing.pdf
http://admissions.unc.edu/apply/transfer-students/carolina-student-transfer-excellence-program-c-step/
http://admissions.unc.edu/apply/transfer-students/carolina-student-transfer-excellence-program-c-step/
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Carolina's newest first-year class includes 3,553 students
from North Carolina and 773 out-of-state students who
arrive on campus from:

This fall, Carolina welcomed 5,121 new undergraduate
students to campus. The class includes 4,326 first-year
students and 795 transfer students who arrive ready to
contribute to our campus, state, and world. The class was
selected from 46,967 applicants, marking the University's

13th consecutive year of record applications.

40 countries Q

first-year students

262 graduated from schools i

44 states that are served by the
as well 3 NIEEDE o 440/0 @ Carolina College Advising Corps
& Washington, D.C. o
qualified for
need-based aid .
98 NC counties of enrolling transfer students

440/0 most recently attended a
North Carolina Community College

T“ Ev’ n E FI n ST “Carolina Firsts” are members of the newest class who will be the first in their families

to graduate from college. They join a supportive community of faculty and staff on

I “ T“ E I n FAM I ll Es Carolina's campus, many of whom were also first-generation college students.

of Carolina’s new students of enrolling first-generation

22% will be the first in their families 14% college students ranked

to graduate from college 1*t or 2"in their class

MEET NICK NEWLIN

Nick's plan is to study business at Carolina, but his mission is to make good on the
investment his parents and mentors have made in him. In high school, Nick
discovered his passion and his voice as an officer in Future Farmers of America,
which brought him out of his shell and let him help other students who were

looking for a place to belong. Nick hopes to do the same at Carolina.

“Maybe | can't leave a mark on the whole University, but I really hope

I can say that I've done something impactful in someone’s life.”




THEY'VE ACCOMPLISHED
GREAT THINGS

Extracurricular Activities

e e served as president
'Y _ 88% \ 4 44% of a class or club
sports 67%
ramily [ 58% 31% ::;;ained a varsity
travel 55%

have a military
0,
7% affiliation

jon N 529

Rank in High School Class Success on Examinations
Of the 69% of enrolling first-year students 3,499 students submitted 24,584 Advanced
reporting class rank: Placement or International Baccalaureate scores.

of submitted scores

14% 1 or 2 80% demonstrated subject

matter mastery.

— A45% top ten students
North

Carolinians
All
78% top 10 percent Students

Out-of-State
Students

93% tOp 20 percent *Middle 50% of students’ highest reported scores. ACT scores have been converted
to the SAT critical reading and math scale.

THEY'RE COVENANT SCHOLARS

This year, 13% of incoming students are Carolina Covenant Scholars. Knowing that
students from low-income families face extra challenges when it comes to paying for college,
the Carolina Covenant was designed to help those students graduate from Carolina debt-free

by meeting 100% of their financial need.

of enrolling Covenant Scholars of enrolling Covenant Scholars

450/0 ranked in the top 10 students in 410/0 served in a leadership role

their high school class while in high school




haptist - christian - roman catholic - methodist
preshyterian - episcopalian - agnostic - jewish ¢ hindu

659% contributed to a cause they believe in

289, participated in an academic or professional internship lutheran - muslim - church of christ - eastern orthodox
LDS - buddhist - seventh day adventist

159 founded an organization

White or Caucasian 66%

5% first | Asian or Asian American 18%
o first language

Mandarin S : 5
5% spokeén at home Black or African-American 11%

Hispanic, Latino, or Latina 10%
. 4% first |
Spanish 7 fitst language American Indianor | 304
5% spoken at home Alaska Native

THEY'RE SUPPORTED
BY FAMILY
Parent Education

(0] at least one parent earned:
32% i

at least one parent 97% high school diploma

born outside the U.S.  83% 2-or4-yeardegree
439% graduate degree

Top Parent 3% Active-duty military or first responder
Professions 2% Actor,artist, musician

349, Business owner or executive

17% Educator

8% Engineer or architect
199% Health professional

9% Homemaker

8% Laborer or tradesperson
5% Lawyer

10% Salesperson




THEY HAVE
HIGH EXPECTATIONS

Enrolling students are seeking

to get better at leading, serving,

. . #1 Career 96% and working with people from
UnlverSIty Preparation different backgrounds
characteristics Academic Quality of -
most important to Students and Faculty o broaden their understanding

. P ) 940/ through dialogue with
firstyear students #3 IncIysnve 0 classmates and professors
Environment who differ from them

to deepen their appreciation,

94% respect, and empathy for
90% other people

plan to continue their
education after earning
an undergraduate degree

Dhvici
Future careers ysician

most mentioned by . .
(o}
Researcher oVo

%
)/ Lawyer or Judge
Engineer 60

Top5
Intended majors of
enrolling students™

*Excludes 14% of students
who are undecided.

T “ EY'“E T n n“E l E n Of the incoming transfer class, 9% are part of the Carolina Student Transfer Excellence

Program. C-STEP allows students to spend two years at a partner North Carolina community

n I FFE n E “ T PAT“ s college preparing to come to Chapel Hill where they'll finish their degrees.

Top 3 Biology of incoming C-STEP students plan
Intended Psychology 90% to continue their education after
Ma.jors Exercise & Sport Science earning an undergraduate degree

“Carolina is a challenge, and I like facing challenges. | don’t want to set

a low bar for myself. | like to have higher goals.”

Zulma began her studies at Robeson Community College in her hometown of
Lumberton, N.C., where she discovered C-STEP. She became the first student
there to be accepted into the program. Inspired by her uncle’s battle with cancer

and her father's struggle with diabetes, Zulma wants to become a physician.



ENROLLING STUDENT-ATHLETES—CLASS ENTERING 2018

Introduction

The Office of Undergraduate Admissions has the final decision-making authority for all candi-
dates for undergraduate admission to the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The ad-
missions office follows policies established by the Board of Governors of the UNC System and
by the Board of Trustees of UNC-Chapel Hill. By trustee policy, the admissions office also ap-
plies procedures approved by the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, an ap-
pointed committee of Faculty Council.

Trustee policy provides for the admission of students who “give evidence of possessing special
talents for University programs requiring such special talents.” The Advisory Committee has ap-
proved intercollegiate athletics as one such program and has allocated 160 spaces in each en-
tering first-year class, on average, for students who will participate. In addition to these 160
student-athletes, each year other student-athletes apply and are admitted competitively and
without specific consideration of their talent in athletics. Taken together, all student-athletes
typically comprise 4 to 5 percent of the entering first-year class each year.

All candidates for undergraduate admission, including all prospective student-athletes, are eval-
uated comprehensively by the admissions office. In conducting these evaluations, the office is
guided by the Advisory Committee’s Statement on the Evaluation of Candidates and Guidelines
for Standardized Testing. The primary criterion for admission is the student’s capacity to suc-
ceed academically at the University. Beyond this criterion, there is no formula for admission
and no fixed standard that every student must meet. Rather, as the Advisory Committee has
instructed in its Statement, the admissions office “evaluate[s] individual candidates rigorously,
holistically, and sympathetically” and in light of “the ways in which each candidate will likely
contribute to the kind of campus community that will enable the University to fulfill its mis-
sion.” This kind of individualized evaluation requires careful attention to quantitative measures
such as test scores, as well as nuanced understanding, informed by research, of what those
measures do and do not predict. But it also requires consideration of qualities that cannot be
easily measured, including, in the words of the Statement, “intellect, talent, curiosity, and crea-
tivity; leadership, kindness, and courage; honesty, perseverance, perspective, and diversity.”
Finally, this method of evaluation, in the words of the Statement, requires that the admissions
office consider “not only the achievements and potential of each applicant,” but also “the con-
text within which achievements have been realized and potential forged.”

Committee on Special Talent

Under guidelines established by the Advisory Committee in 2012, the admissions office may of-
fer admission to special-talent students provided they have predicted first-year grade-point av-
erages (PGPA) of 2.3 or higher, fulfill the course and admissions requirements of the University
of North Carolina system, and meet the same community standards for behavior that all admit-
ted students must meet.


http://admissions.unc.edu/
http://faccoun.unc.edu/committees-2/appointed-committees/undergraduate-admissions-committee/
http://facultygov.unc.edu/faculty-council/
http://www.catalog.unc.edu/admissions/undergraduate/#admissionspolicytext
http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Statement_on_the_Evaluation_of_Candidates.pdf
http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Guidelines_for_Standardized_Testing.pdf
http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Guidelines_for_Standardized_Testing.pdf

Special-talent students who do not fulfill all of these expectations may be offered admission
only if they are reviewed by the Committee on Special Talent, a faculty group established by the
Advisory Committee. The charge, procedures, and membership of the Committee on Special
Talent are approved by the Advisory Committee and published on the Faculty Council website.
By charter, a majority of the committee’s voting members must be tenured or tenure-track fac-
ulty members in the College of Arts and Sciences. For special-talent students enrolling in 2018,
the committee consisted of seven members, four of whom were tenured professors in the Col-
lege.

Preliminary Evaluations — Applications — Admissions

In 2018 the University enrolled a total of 193 new first-year student-athletes, including 140 who
were admitted through the special-talent provisions outlined above.

To yield this class of student-athletes, 397 candidates were presented by the athletics depart-
ment for preliminary evaluation for admission on the basis of their courses, grades, test scores,
and other information. As a result of these preliminary evaluations, the admissions office ad-
vised the athletics department that some prospective students would not be admitted if they
applied; the athletics department chose not to recommend other students for admission; and
still other students chose not to apply to UNC-Chapel Hill and instead pursued admission to
other colleges and universities. Of the 397 students presented for preliminary evaluation, 263
subsequently applied for admission, and 205 were admitted. Sixteen of the 397 students were
identified as requiring review by the Committee on Special Talent; of these 16 students, 12 ap-
plied for admission, and nine were admitted.

About This Report

This document is the sixth annual report on the admissions credentials of enrolling first-year
student-athletes. The current report follows the same format of the first five reports, which de-
scribed the classes entering in 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively. The current re-
port uses the same data definitions as the previous reports, although some of the definitions
have been edited for clarity from year to year. All reports are published on the Faculty Council
and Carolina Commitment websites.

The first report was developed by a working group of faculty members and administrators at
the request of the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, the Office of Undergrad-
uate Admissions, and the Department of Athletics. The group was charged with developing a
report that would foster transparency; protect the privacy of individual students; provide con-
text for campus and national conversations about the academic preparation and success of stu-
dent-athletes; enable assessment of admissions and other academic processes; disaggregate
information meaningfully and fairly; encourage ongoing improvement; and provide leadership.
The approach that the group recommended was subsequently approved by the Advisory Com-
mittee, which presented the first report to Faculty Council in April 2014.

As the working group noted in the first report, any summary of admissions statistics offers at
best a partial portrait, given the wide range of qualities that the University considers in admis-
sions, most of which cannot be quantified. This report, like the five previous editions, focuses


http://faccoun.unc.edu/committees-2/appointed-committees/undergraduate-admissions-committee/committee-on-special-talent/
http://facultygov.sites.unc.edu/files/2010/10/UAD2012-2013.pdf
http://facultygov.sites.unc.edu/files/2010/10/UAD2013-2014_CORRECTED.pdf
http://facultygov.sites.unc.edu/files/2010/10/UAD2014-15.pdf
https://facultygov.unc.edu/files/2017/02/UAD2016.pdf
https://facultygov.unc.edu/files/2018/02/UAD2017.pdf
http://faccoun.unc.edu/faculty-council/
http://carolinacommitment.unc.edu/

on the two credentials—test scores and high-school grade-point averages—that are most easily
summarized. These two credentials together predict less than a third of the variance in the
eventual academic performance of students who enroll. Other factors—including the personal
gualities enumerated in the Statement on the Evaluation of Candidates and assessed through
comprehensive review—account for the rest.

Comparisons

Because data about athletics admissions are not widely available, it is difficult if not impossible
to compare in detail the credentials of the student-athletes described in this report to those of
student-athletes at other universities. Limited comparisons of previous entering classes with
those of other UNC-system schools are made possible by the intercollegiate athletics report
that is presented annually to the Board of Governors; the last several reports are available on
the board’s website. Please note that the information in Board of Governors reports cannot be
compared directly to the data contained in the current report, since the reports cover different
periods of time and use different data definitions.

It is possible to compare the 2018 class with those that All Special-Talent | Requiring Faculty
entered in previous years. The table at right applies the Student-Athletes Review
current framework for student-athlete admissions, based | 2006 157 29 | 18%
upon predicted first-year grade-point average and first 2007 156 28 18%
implemented for students enrolling in 2013, retrospec- 2008 152 17 11%
tively to the classes that entered between 2006 and 2012. 2003 159 30 19%
The results enable comparisons on identical criteria 2010 148 16 11%
across the last thirteen entering classes of special-talent 2011 163 23 14%
student-athletes. 2012 167 23 14%
2013 154 14 9%
The NCAA also makes available to member institutions 2014 147 9 6%
comparative aggregate admissions data for all student- 2015 152 9 6%
athletes at groups of colleges and universities. Although 2016 149 13 9%
these statistics describe all enrolled student-athletes, not 2017 157 8 5%
just those in the entering class, they enable broad com- 2018 140 9 6%

parisons between UNC and other institutions. For more

information, please see the tables presented to the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate
Admissions and the Faculty Athletics Committee that appear elsewhere in the 2017-2018 an-
nual report of the Advisory Committee to Faculty Council.


http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Statement_on_the_Evaluation_of_Candidates.pdf
http://northcarolina.edu/Leadership-and-Policy/Board-Governors

FACTS ABOUT ENROLLING STUDENT-ATHLETES—CLASS ENTERING 2018

e The first-year class that enrolled in 2018 included 193 student-athletes.

o The 25th percentile high-school grade-point average (HS GPA) for these students
was 3.60, and the 75th percentile was 4.44.

o The 25th percentile test score was 1100, and the 75th percentile was 1360.

e Inregard to UNC System requirements:

o All 193 met the HS GPA component of the minimum admissions requirements
(MAR); 192 met the testing component.

o All 193 met the minimum course requirements (MCR).
e 140 of these first-year student-athletes were admitted under special-talent policies and pro-

cedures approved by the Board of Trustees of UNC-Chapel Hill and the Advisory Committee
on Undergraduate Admissions, a standing faculty committee appointed by the Chancellor.

o The 25th percentile HS GPA for these students was 3.49, and the 75th percentile was
4.14.

o The 25th percentile test score was 1060, and the 75th percentile was 1275.

e Nine student-athletes required review by the Committee on Special Talent.

o Eight of these students were recruited to participate in “revenue” sports, which the
University, following UNC-system guidelines, defines as football, men’s basketball,
and women’s basketball.



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Who makes decisions regarding the admission of student-athletes?

The Office of Undergraduate Admissions has the final decision-making authority for all candi-
dates for undergraduate admission to the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

What are the criteria for admission?

All candidates for undergraduate admission, including all prospective student-athletes, are
evaluated comprehensively and individually. The primary criterion for admission is the stu-
dent’s capacity to succeed academically at UNC-Chapel Hill. Beyond this criterion, there is no
formula for admission and no fixed standard that every student must meet. Rather, as the Ad-
visory Committee has instructed in its Statement on the Evaluation of Candidates, the admis-
sions office “evaluate[s] individual candidates rigorously, holistically, and sympathetically” and
in light of “the ways in which each candidate will likely contribute to the kind of campus com-
munity that will enable the University to fulfill its mission.”

Why are you reporting admissions data for student-athletes?

For many years the Office of Undergraduate Admissions provided annual reports to Faculty
Council about first-year and transfer admissions, including student-athlete admissions. Several
years ago, at the request of the Office of Undergraduate Admissions, the Advisory Committee
on Undergraduate Admissions, and the Department of Athletics, a working group developed a
framework for a new report. The current report follows this framework. Data have been com-
piled using the definitions that appear below, and they have been validated by the Office of Un-
dergraduate Admissions and the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment.

Has the admissions process for student-athletes changed?

The University has acted repeatedly to strengthen student-athlete admissions. In Fall 2009,
the Advisory Committee and the admissions office developed a written charge and written
procedures for the Subcommittee on Athletics Admissions, the precursor of the Committee on
Special Talent. The charge and procedures, which were approved formally by the Advisory
Committee in January 2010, resulted in the subcommittee’s becoming more systematic and
detailed in its evaluation of individual candidates. The first students reviewed under the new
charge and procedures enrolled in Fall 2010.

During Spring 2012 semester, the admissions office worked with the Odum Institute at UNC-
Chapel Hill to study the extent to which various admissions credentials predicted the eventual
academic performance of special-talent student-athletes once enrolled at the University. As a
result of this consultation, the admissions office developed a formula, based on the actual aca-
demic performance of previously enrolled special-talent student-athletes, to predict the first-
year grade-point average of prospective student-athletes.

In November 2012, the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions:


http://admissions.unc.edu/
http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Statement_on_the_Evaluation_of_Candidates.pdf
http://www.odum.unc.edu/odum/home2.jsp

e Expanded the scope of the Subcommittee on Athletics Admissions to include all spe-
cial-talent admissions;

e Approved a change in the membership of the renamed Committee on Special Talent
that required the majority of the committee members to be tenured or tenure-track
faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences; and

* Implemented a new and tougher standard for review by the Committee on Special
Talent, based on the predicted grade-point average (PGPA) developed by the admis-
sions office and the Odum Institute, effective for students enrolling in 2013.

Since 2012 the admissions office has worked with the Odum Institute at UNC-Chapel Hill to re-
vise the PGPA formula, using the actual academic performance of special-talent student-ath-
letes who enrolled in the most recent entering classes.

Taken together, the reforms since Fall 2009 have strengthened the individualized evaluations
afforded to all prospective student-athletes and grounded those evaluations more firmly in ev-
idence.

Why do you publish statistics for “special-talent” student-athletes?

Both University policy and guidelines established by the faculty through the Advisory Commit-
tee on Undergraduate Admissions provide for the admission of students with special talent in
athletics, music, and dramatic art. The Office of Undergraduate Admissions has for many years
reported annually on the admission of these students. This report builds upon that tradition.

Why don’t you publish statistics for each individual sport?

The working group that developed the framework for this report considered publishing statistics
for each individual sport but was concerned that doing so would compromise the federally man-
dated privacy rights of individual students, given the small number of students recruited by
some of the sports each year. Since the first report was published, additional concerns were
raised about the institution’s responsibility to allow students to engage fully in their undergradu-
ate education without their being subject to assumptions about their individual academic per-
formance or potential made on the basis of their association with a relatively small group. Read-
ers interested in admissions statistics for each of the three “revenue” sports—which the UNC
system defines as football, men’s basketball, and women’s basketball—may find them in the an-
nual report on intercollegiate athletics received by the Board of Governors. Final reports have
been posted for 2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017.

Why doesn’t this report include more information about the academic performance of student-
athletes once they’ve enrolled at the University?

Neither the admissions office nor the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions is re-
sponsible for detailed reporting on academic performance.

Information about the academic performance and graduation rates of student-athletes is pub-
licly available on the NCAA website (NCAA Reports of Academic Performance). The Atlantic



http://www.northcarolina.edu/sites/default/files/item_9_unc_intercollegiate_athletics_report_1012-2013.pdf
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Coast Conference also regularly produces reports of student-athletes who earn honor roll dis-
tinction (ACC Honor Roll). The annual report on athletics to the Board of Governors of the uni-
versity system also includes data on academic performance at each of the 16 constituent univer-
sities, including UNC-Chapel Hill; final reports have been posted for 2012-2013, 2013-2014,
2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017.

How were admissions expectations for student-athletes established?

The primary criterion for admission for all students, including all student-athletes, is the stu-
dent’s capacity to succeed academically at the University. Specific admissions expectations for
student-athletes are informed by close attention to the actual academic performance of stu-
dent-athletes who enrolled at UNC-Chapel Hill. In keeping with guidelines established by the
Advisory Committee for all candidates for undergraduate admission, the admissions office does
not impose thresholds or cutoffs—that is, scores or GPAs below which students are automati-
cally denied admission or above which students are automatically admitted. Rather, the admis-
sions office evaluates each prospective student-athlete individually and considers both quantita-
tive and qualitative factors in its evaluation.

How are standardized tests used in admissions?

The makers of the SAT and the ACT encourage colleges and universities to use their tests in con-
junction with other quantitative and qualitative factors. In keeping with this advice, the admis-
sions policies of both the UNC system and UNC-Chapel Hill promote flexibility and fairness in the
use of test results. In the UNC system, students who do not achieve designated scores on the
SAT or ACT may still be offered admission, provided that faculty members are involved in the
evaluation of their applications and provided they are approved by their respective chancellors.
At UNC-Chapel Hill, the Advisory Committee has developed Guidelines for Standardized Testing
that instruct the admissions office to consider test scores as “one factor among many.”

Why do you report data about test scores using the new SAT scale for Critical Reading and
Math scores combined?

Test scores are reported on the new SAT scale for Critical Reading and Math scores combined
so that the test score of every student is reported on a uniform scale. ACT composite scores are
converted to the new SAT scale for Critical Reading and Math using concordance tables ap-
proved by the College Board and ACT.

How many prospective student-athletes are denied admission each year?

The athletics department typically identifies prospective student-athletes well before the ad-
missions season begins. These students undergo preliminary evaluation for admissions on the
basis of their courses, grades, test scores, and other information. As a result of these prelimi-
nary evaluations, the admissions office advised the athletics department that some prospective
students would not be admitted if they applied, the athletics department chose not to recom-
mend other students for admission, and still other students chose to pursue admission to other
colleges and universities. The effect of this process is that student-athletes who will not be via-
ble candidates for admission ordinarily are not recommended by the athletics department and
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do not apply to the University. Of the 397 students presented for preliminary evaluation, 263
subsequently applied for admission, and 205 were admitted. Sixteen of the 397 students were
identified as requiring review by the Committee on Special Talent; of these 16 students, 12 ap-
plied for admission, and nine were admitted.

How can we compare the credentials of UNC student-athletes to the credentials of student-ath-
letes at other universities?

Few universities publish data about student-athlete admissions. Even when universities do pub-
lish such data, they may define the population of student-athletes differently from the way that
this report defines the population, or they may use different methods for calculating test scores
and grade-point averages.

The Board of Governors of the UNC system publishes information annually about the academic
credentials and performance of student-athletes at each of its 16 constituent universities. This

information cannot be compared directly to the data contained in the current report, since the
two reports use different data and different data definitions.

Where may | read more about the University’s admissions policies and practices, including
those that pertain to student-athletes?

More information about the University’s admissions policies and practices may be found on
the Undergraduate Admissions website (Policies and Reports). Information about policies and
practices that pertain to students with special talent can be found in the Undergraduate Bul-
letin; a detailed description is also available here. Previous reports on athletics admissions
may be found here for the class entering in 2013, here for the class entering in 2014, here for
the class entering in 2015, here for the class entering in 2016, and here for the class entering
in 2017.
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KEY TERMS

The data summarized in this report have been validated by the Office of Undergraduate Admis-
sions using the definitions and methods described below. In keeping with University policy and
practice, and in order to protect the privacy and other rights of individual students, this report
does not include aggregate educational data, including admissions credentials, for groups with
five or fewer students.

Enrolling. Enrolled in the University as of the official census date, which for Spring and Fall se-
mesters is the 10th day of class.

Class entering 20xx. First-year students who enrolled for the first time at the University during
any 20xx term: Spring, Summer I, Summer I, or Fall.

All student-athletes. The entire population of student-athletes in the first-year class. This
group includes special-talent student-athletes (defined below) and other first-year student ath-
letes who (a) were admitted and enrolled at the University without regard for their special tal-
ent in athletics and (b) appeared on the official Fall squad lists of the athletics department.

Special-talent student-athletes. All first-year student-athletes who enrolled at the University
through the special-talent policies and procedures approved by the Board of Governors, the
Board of Trustees, the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, and/or the faculty
Committee on Special Talent.

High-school grade-point average. Final high-school grade-point average as reported by the stu-
dent’s high school. The results only include official GPAs reported by the student’s high school,
and only when the school reports GPAs on a 4.0 scale; no estimated GPAs are included. To
maintain the integrity of admissions data, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions does not esti-
mate GPAs when high schools do not provide them, and it does not recalculate GPAs when high
schools provide them on anything other than a 4.0 scale.

25th percentile. The value below which 25 percent of all the values in the group fall.
75th percentile. The value below which 75 percent of all the values in the group fall.
Median. The value at the midpoint of the group.

Test score. Highest official score earned by each student on either the SAT (Critical Reading and
Math combined) or the ACT Composite, with the ACT Composite converted to the new SAT Criti-
cal Reading and Math scale. This method of summarizing test scores best represents the way
that scores are used by the University. Under guidelines for standardized testing approved by
the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, when any candidate for admission sub-
mits results from both the SAT and the ACT, the University considers the test with the stronger
results.

Minimum course requirements (MCR). The minimum course requirements for all undergradu-
ate candidates established by the Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina sys-
tem. These requirements include four courses in English; two courses in a language other than
English; four courses in mathematics, including one course for which Algebra 2 is a prerequisite;



http://admissions.unc.edu/files/2013/09/Guidelines_for_Standardized_Testing.pdf
http://www.northcarolina.edu/aa/admissions/requirements.htm
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three years of natural science, including one course in life or biological science, one course in
physical science, and at least one course with a laboratory component; two courses in social
science, including one course in United States history; and one additional course selected from
any of these five core academic areas. Under UNC-system and UNC-Chapel Hill policy, students
who do not meet MCR may be offered admission only after being reviewed and approved by
the faculty Committee on Special Talent, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions, and the
Chancellor.

Minimum admissions requirements (MAR). The minimum admissions requirements (MAR) for
all undergraduate candidates established by the Board of Governors of the University of North
Carolina system. The current minimum requirements include a HS GPA of 2.5 and a score of 880
on the new SAT (Critical Reading and Math combined) or 17 on the ACT. Under UNC-system and
UNC-Chapel Hill policy, students who do not meet MAR may be offered admission only after be-
ing reviewed and approved by the faculty Committee on Special Talent, the Office of Undergrad-
uate Admissions, and the Chancellor.

Require review by the Committee on Special Talent. In Fall 2012, the Advisory Committee on
Undergraduate Admissions approved a framework for the admission of first-year special-talent
students that categorized such students in three groups based largely upon their predicted
first- year grade-point average (PGPA). Students with PGPAs below 2.3, students who do not
meet MAR or MCR, and students who require review for possible violations of community
standards may only be offered admission if they are first reviewed and recommended by the
Committee on Special Talent. The new framework took effect for students enrolling in 2013; to
enable comparisons over time, this same framework has been applied retrospectively to previ-
ous classes. Of the students requiring review this year, none required review for possible
breaches of community standards.

PGPA. Predicted first-year grade-point average at UNC-Chapel Hill, calculated for each student-
athlete based on the student’s test score and NCAA core high-school grade-point average and
the athletics program (men’s or women’s) that the student will be joining. The PGPA formula,
developed by the Office of Undergraduate Admissions and the Odum Institute at UNC-Chapel
Hill, is based on the actual first-year performance of UNC-Chapel Hill special-talent student-ath-
letes and explains approximately 30 percent of the variance in their first-year GPAs. The for-
mula has been revised repeatedly since it was first implemented to reflect the academic perfor-
mance of the most recent entering classes.

NCAA core high-school grade-point average. Grade-point average calculated by the National
Collegiate Athletic Association, the governing body of intercollegiate athletics, based on stu-
dent-athlete performance in core academic courses (see NCAA Guidelines). Because the NCAA
core GPA is calculated on a standard 4.0 scale and is available for every student-athlete, the
NCAA core GPA is used in the calculation of PGPA. High-school grade-point-average is used for
reporting purposes to maintain consistency with data reported for all entering first-year stu-
dents.



http://www.northcarolina.edu/aa/admissions/requirements.htm
http://www.irss.unc.edu/odum/home2.jsp
http://www.irss.unc.edu/odum/home2.jsp
http://professionals.collegeboard.com/guidance/prepare/athletes/ncaa
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Foundations and Practices Regarding the Evaluation and Admission of Candidates
The Mission of the University

The admissions policies and practices of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill derive from and
are aligned with the mission of the University. The University’s mission statement confirms that the
University “embrace[s] an unwavering commitment to excellence as one of the world’s great research
universities.” The statement also observes that Carolina exists to “serve as a center for research,
scholarship, and creativity and to teach a diverse community of undergraduate, graduate, and professional
students to become the next generation of leaders.”

Trustee Policy on Undergraduate Admissions

The Board of Trustees’ policy on admissions establishes a framework of competitive admissions and
mandates that candidates be selected largely on the basis of the University’s “special responsibility to
residents of North Carolina” and its “judgment of the applicant’s relative qualifications for satisfactory
performance” in the program to which the applicant seeks admission. At the same time, this policy
explicitly states that these two broad selection criteria

... shall not prevent the admission of selected applicants (a) who give evidence of
possessing special talents for University programs requiring such special talents, (b)
whose admission is designed to help achieve variety within the total number of students
admitted and enrolled, or (c) who seek educational programs not readily available at other
institutions.
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The policy goes on to frame this interest in variety as an affirmation of the University’s “commitment to
achieve excellence, to provide for the leadership of the educational, governmental, scientific, business,
humanistic, artistic, and professional institutions of the state and nation, and to enrich the lives of all the
people of North Carolina.”

For admission to the first-year or freshman class, the policy specifies several criteria—including
“satisfactory evidence of scholastic promise” gleaned from the applicant’s academic record,
recommendations, test scores, and application. For admission to the transfer class, criteria include “a
satisfactory academic record on work undertaken in all other institutions attended, satisfactory
recommendations from institutions previously attended, and eligibility to return to all previously
attended institutions of higher education.” The policy further delegates to the Faculty Advisory
Committee on Undergraduate Admissions the authority to approve policies and procedures regarding
admissions that are “not inconsistent with policies adopted by the Board of Trustees.”

The Academic Plan

Adopted in 2011, the University’s current academic plan, Reach Carolina, articulates “six interlocking
priorities,” all of them designed to help faculty, students, and staff “attain levels of accomplishment and



distinction befitting Carolina’s mission as a leading public university.” These priorities include
“ensur[ing] that every student at Carolina ... will have a transformational academic experience.” In
keeping with this first priority, Reach Carolina calls upon the University to “continually re-invigorate
the academic experience at Carolina and transform our students' intellectual skills, knowledge of the
world, preparation for citizenship, and vision of our common future.”

Critical to the provision of these transformational academic experiences, and a distinct priority in its
own right, is a commitment to “[a]chieving equity and inclusion”—a commitment borne of our faculty’s
academic judgment that diversity is “a vital ingredient of creative change.” Reach Carolina defines
equity and inclusion as “an institutional educational priority that recognize[s] how much Carolina’s
learning environment is enhanced by students, faculty, and staff from multiple backgrounds and
ethnicities interacting together.”

Other Statements of Guidance Regarding Undergraduate Admissions

The principles inscribed in Reach Carolina have been anticipated or echoed in many other documents
endorsed by the University’s Board of Trustees, Chancellor, and Faculty Council. In 1995, the
Chancellor’s Task Force on the Recruitment and Retention of Minority Students and Faculty
emphasized the fundamental educational value of diversity and called upon the University to continue its
efforts to identify, recruit, and enroll talented students of every background. In 1998, the Faculty
Council passed a resolution encouraging the University to continue its efforts to recruit and enroll
students of diverse backgrounds, perspectives, and experiences, since interactions within such a student
body constituted a necessary precondition for educational excellence. In 2000, the Chancellor’s
Minority Affairs Review Committee found diversity to be “a fundamental prerequisite to both
educational excellence and to the University’s ability to serve all the people of the state.”

The University’s first academic plan, adopted in 2003, defined six academic priorities, all grounded in
the critical principle that the University must provide “the strongest possible academic experience for
undergraduate, graduate and professional students.” These priorities differed in focus but reflected
shared judgments about the nature of Carolina academics: that diversity, broadly construed, is
fundamental to student success; that different students may contribute to this success in different ways;
and that Carolina, to fulfill its mission, must educate leaders who are prepared to engage deeply with
and function effectively within an increasingly multicultural society. The 2003 plan observed that
Carolina undergraduates “gain from a diverse residential environment that complements and enriches
their academic work™ and called for greater enrollment of students who would “add to the geographic,
intellectual, artistic, and cultural diversity of the student population.” The plan also called upon the
University to “increase diversity among faculty, students and staff,” because diversity is “critical to the
University’s effectiveness in fully preparing students for the world.”

In 2005, after a formal, year-long assessment found “widespread agreement” among students, faculty,
and staff that “they [had] learned and benefited” from their interactions with colleagues from different
backgrounds, the University issued its first diversity plan. The plan found that Carolina could not
“achieve its educational, research, and service mission”—including its mission to prepare students to
“become leaders in [a] complex world”—without a University community diverse in “social
backgrounds, economic circumstances, personal characteristics, philosophical outlooks, life experiences,
perspectives, beliefs, expectations, and aspirations.” Calling for “the admission of students” who could
contribute to such diversity, the plan also established, as an institutional goal, the “achieve[ment] of



critical masses of underrepresented populations,” since the absence of such critical masses “impedes the
educational process” and “can place undue pressure on underrepresented students and interfere with all
students’ experiencing the educational benefits of a diverse learning environment.”

In 2014, the University published a new diversity plan report. This report reaffirmed as an ongoing
institutional goal the necessity of “achiev[ing] the critical masses of underrepresented populations
necessary to ensure the educational benefits of diversity in faculty, staff, students, and executive,
administrative and managerial positions.” The report also reinforced that “attracting and retaining
underrepresented minority students” enriches “the educational experience for all members of the
University community.”

In 2016, the Faculty Council passed a resolution “recogniz[ing] that student body diversity is a vital and
necessary component of academic excellence” affirming “that we can achieve our educational, research,
and service missions only by creating and sustaining a diverse and inclusive environment.”

More recently, in 2017, in a report submitted to the Chancellor entitled “The Educational Benefits of
Diversity and Inclusion,” the University defined several educational benefits that it believes it must
provide if it is to achieve its mission, all of which derive in part from a diverse student body. In the
words of the report, “The University of North Carolina is committed to creating and sustaining a diverse
and inclusive community of students, faculty, and staff. This commitment derives from our experience
that our differences strengthen our educational programs, enhance the development of our students, and
enable us to achieve our mission as a public university ....”

Guidance of the Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions

The Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions is delegated authority by the Board of
Trustees to establish policies and procedures regarding undergraduate admissions. The Committee has
defined procedures designed to help the University achieve its mission by affording each candidate a series
of comprehensive, holistic, and individualized evaluations. Since approving the addition of an essay to the
first-year application in 1997, the Committee has acted consistently to maintain and strengthen the
University’s commitment to such evaluations. The Committee added a required teacher recommendation
to the application in 2001; affirmed the use of comprehensive review in 2002; and, in 2003, reviewed and
affirmed the University’s admissions practices, including its flexible and nuanced use of race and ethnicity
as one factor among many, in light of the Gratz and Grutter decisions. The Committee has regularly
evaluated the University’s admissions practices, has considered race-neutral alternatives to existing
practices, and has endorsed this same approach in subsequent years. Furthermore, these practices
remain consistent with applicable Supreme Court decisions, including the Court’s 2016 decision in
Fisher I1.

In addition to taking these steps, the Advisory Committee has endorsed two general statements about the
practices, procedures, and criteria applicable to the University’s undergraduate admissions process. Both
statements ground admissions practices in the mission of the University, mandate comprehensive and
individualized evaluations for all candidates, and articulate a broad range of criteria to be used in these
evaluations.

In 1998, the Committee reviewed and endorsed the Faculty Statement on Principles of Service, Diversity
and Freedom of Inquiry. Adopted by Faculty Council in April 1998, this statement confirmed that



diversity “in its many manifestations” was essential to the fulfillment of the University’s educational and
service missions, and that such an expansive notion of diversity required that admissions decisions include

... consideration of (1) quantifiable data and qualitative information regarding educational
preparation (including, when relevant, class rank, courses, degree(s), educational program,
employment, grades, major, standardized test scores, volunteer activities, and work experience);
(2) life experiences (including their variety, type, uniqueness, duration, and intensity); (3) factors
that may contribute to diversity of presence (including, without limitation, age, economic
circumstances, ethnic identification, family educational attainment, disability, gender, geographic
origin, maturity, race, religion, sexual orientation, social position, and veteran status); (4)
demonstrated ability and motivation to overcome disadvantage or discrimination; (5) desire and
ability to extend knowledge-based services to enhance the quality of life of all citizens; and (6)
motivation and potential to make a positive contribution to the educational environment of the
University and to the University’s fulfillment of its mission to serve all the people of the State, to
enhance the quality of life for all people in the State, and to improve the conditions of human life.

In September 2007, the Committee unanimously approved a statement on the evaluation of candidates for
admission. This statement endorses admissions practices that are designed to yield a “scholarly
community” which in turn will help the University achieve its mission:

In evaluating candidates for admission, we do not seek to maximize the average SAT score or the
average eventual GPA of the entering class. Rather, we seek to shape the class so that its collective
strengths will foster excellence within the University community; enhance the education of
everyone within it; provide for the leadership of the educational, governmental, scientific, business,
humanistic, artistic, and professional institutions of the state and nation; and enrich the lives of all
the people of North Carolina.

In so doing, we aim to help the University fulfill its mission to serve “the people of the state, and
indeed the nation, as a center for scholarship and creative endeavor” and to be “a community
engaged in original inquiry and creative expression, while committed to intellectual freedom, to
personal integrity and justice, and to those values that foster enlightened leadership for the state
and nation.

The qualities sought in each class are those that foster such a scholarly community: intellect,
talent, curiosity, and creativity; leadership, kindness, and courage; honesty, perseverance,
perspective, and diversity. While each successful candidate will demonstrate strengths in many of
these areas, no individual candidate is expected to be equally strong in all of them. Just as there is
no formula for admission, there is no list of qualities or characteristics that every applicant must
present.

In shaping both the first-year class and transfer class, candidates are evaluated individually,
rigorously, and sympathetically. Each candidate is assessed in ways in which he or she will likely
contribute to the kind of campus community that will enable the University to fulfill its mission.
This assessment requires that not only the noted achievements and the potential of each applicant
be considered but also that the context within which achievements have been realized and potential
forged is clearly understood.



These comprehensive and individualized evaluations aim to draw together students who will enrich
each other’s education and strengthen the campus community. In so doing, they help the
University achieve its broader mission.

In February 2016, the Committee received, discussed, and approved a report on possible race-neutral
alternatives produced by a working group that had been convened by the Committee to study such
alternatives. In approving this report, the Committee concurred with the working group that none of the
methods that had been explored would be a satisfactory alternative to the current practice of holistic,
comprehensive, and individualized review.

The Evaluation Process

In keeping with principles established by the Advisory Committee, the Office of Undergraduate
Admissions assigns no fixed weights or points to any specific parts of the application for admission, and it
uses no formula to assess the students who have applied. With the exception of the 18-percent limit on
out-of-state enrollment in the first-year class, there are no quotas of any kind. Applications are read over a
period of roughly six months by approximately thirty-eight members of the admissions committee.

Each application is assigned randomly to one of these committee members. The committee member reads
the application, assesses the applicant across specified attributes, formulates an opinion about whether the
student should be offered admission based on the totality of information in the applicant’s record, and
writes a comment defending his or her recommended decision. If the applicant is a North Carolina
resident, the application will be reviewed again by another member of the admissions committee before a
decision is entered. If the applicant is a non-resident of North Carolina and the committee member
determines that a second thorough review of the application is warranted or is recommending a decision of
admit or a deferral of a final decision, the application will receive a second review by a senior member of
the committee. When opinions differ on the recommended decision, the decision of the senior reviewer
will be entered as the preliminary decision. Prior to the release of all decisions, each decision receives a
final review. Committee members are instructed to approach each case with an open mind, seek first to
understand the individual student, and take into account the many qualities that we seek in each entering
class.

Once all candidates have been reviewed and preliminary decisions entered, the admissions committee uses
a statistical model to predict the number of spaces in the entering class that are likely to be filled by the
students who have been earmarked provisionally for admission. After comparing this predicted
enrollment to the total number of spaces available for the entering class, the committee may need to fine-
tune the number of admitted students and then reevaluate applications. If applications need to be
reevaluated, that reevaluation is conducted by one or more of the following: the director of admissions,
the deputy director of admissions, the associate director of admissions, or one or more subcommittees of
the larger admissions committee specifically constituted for this purpose.

Throughout these many evaluations, members of the admissions committee are expected to exercise their
judgment as educators and to make cases for the admission of individual candidates who they believe will
contribute substantially to the scholarly community at Carolina and to the achievement of the University’s
mission. As the Trustee policy stipulates, committee members are charged with assessing each
candidate’s “relative qualifications for satisfactory [academic] performance.” In keeping with policies and
procedures established by the Advisory Committee, they are also explicitly and repeatedly encouraged to



base their recommendations on everything they know about candidates rather than on one or two criteria.
They are also strongly encouraged to seek out students who would bring an interesting or unusual talent,
perspective, or set of diverse experiences that might further foster the educational benefits of diversity
among their classmates and instructors. The goal, again, is to create both a first-year and transfer class
that, taken together, will help all of its students learn more than they might have learned separately and to
provide these students with the kind of experiences that will allow them to prepare themselves effectively
for their eventual lives as citizens and leaders.

Criteria for Admission

The goal of each evaluation is to understand the candidate individually, comprehensively, and holistically.
Accordingly, the relative weight or credit assigned to any individual criterion may vary from candidate to
candidate. Candidates for admissions are evaluated on everything the admissions process reveals about
them and not on the basis of formulas or preset scoring requirements. Because individual students differ
widely from one another, it is difficult, if not impossible, to list every criterion that might be used over the
course of an admissions season in which more than 40,000 candidates are evaluated.

Typically, however, more than forty criteria, grouped roughly into eight categories, are used at every stage
in the admissions process. Exceptional strength in one or more of these areas, or an exceptional
combination of strengths, may make up for relative weaknesses in other areas, provided the candidate
demonstrates the capacity to succeed academically at the University.

. Academic program criteria: rigor, breadth, and pattern of courses taken, all viewed within the
context of the entire applicant pool, and the student’s high school and any previously attended post-
secondary institutions.

. Academic performance criteria: grade-point average, rank in class, individual grades, trends in
grades, and patterns in grades, all viewed within the contexts of the entire applicant pool and the student’s
high school and any previously attended post-secondary institutions.

. Standardized testing criteria: results from the SAT or ACT, and available SAT Subject,
Advanced Placement, and International Baccalaurcate exams, as well as occasional results from state-
mandated end-of-course exams, all viewed in light of the Guidelines for Standardized Testing approved by
the Advisory Committee and the documented strengths and limitations of these tests, for all first-year and
sophomore transfer candidates

. Extracurricular activity criteria: engagement outside the classroom; persistence of
commitment; demonstrated capacity for leadership; contributions to family, school, and community; work
history; unique or unusual interests.

. Special talent criteria: in music, drama, athletics, and in writing,

. Essay criteria: idea, organization, voice, vocabulary, sentence structure and grammar; evidence
of self-knowledge and reflection; insightfulness; unique or unusual perspectives.

. Background criteria: relative advantage or disadvantage, as indicated by socioeconomic status,
education history of family members, impact of parents/guardians in the home, or formal education



environment; experience of growing up in rural or center-city locations; status as child or step-child of
Carolina alumni.

. Personal criteria: curiosity; kindness; creativity; honesty and integrity; motivation; character;
impact on community; exceptional achievement in-or-out of the classroom; history of overcoming
obstacles or setbacks; openness to new cultures and new or opposing ideas; talent for building bridges
across divisions in school or community or among individuals from different backgrounds.

Again, this is a list of typical criteria rather than a checklist that all candidates must satisfy or a limit on
what any candidate may present. Because each student is unique, the admissions committee does not
arbitrarily limit the range of individual qualities that may be considered. Nor does the committee limit the
number of considerations, including background and personal considerations, which may benefit any
individual candidate. Students who are first-generation college, for example, may on balance be stronger
candidates for admission if they also come from single-parent households or demonstrate a history of
building bridges or overcoming obstacles.

In addition to quantifiable data such as grade-point average and rank in class, admissions criteria include
many indicators that cannot be easily quantified: non-numeric individual course grades, as well as trends
and patterns in grades; the rigor, breadth, and pattern of courses taken; the fluency, insightfulness,
originality, and persuasiveness of the candidate’s application essays; and the curiosity, motivation,
persistence, and openness to new ideas that are revealed in the application, and especially in the
recommendations and essays.

Race, Ethnicity, and National Origin

While race, ethnicity, or national origin may be used at any stage in the admissions process, it is never
used as anything other than one part of the comprehensive, holistic, and individualized review afforded to
each candidate. At no point in the process are candidates of different racial or ethnic backgrounds
reviewed in separate groups. Nor does the University have explicit or implicit quotas for any particular
racial or ethnic group, or for underrepresented students as a whole, or for students of color as a whole.

Within this flexible and non-numbers-based consideration of race, and in support of the cultivation of
diversity broadly construed, the University also aims to enroll students who identify themselves as
members of groups the University deems underrepresented. In this context, the term “underrepresented”
means those groups whose percentage enrollment within the undergraduate student body is lower than
their percentage within the general population in North Carolina, a framework established in the 1981
consent decree between the University of North Carolina system and the United States Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. Given this definition, the University has for more than three decades
considered as underrepresented those students identifying themselves as African American or black;
American Indian or Alaska Native; or Hispanic, Latino, or Latina.

Consistent with the Supreme Court’s decision in Grutter, the race or ethnicity of any student may—or may
not—receive a “plus” in the evaluation process depending on the individual circumstances revealed in the
student’s application. And, while a “plus” that is awarded may be significant in an individual case and tip
the balance towards the admission of the student, it is not automatically awarded, and not considered in
terms of numeric points or as the defining feature of an application. Even if awarded, a “plus” does not
automatically result in an offer of admission. In alignment with the direction provided by the Supreme



Court, including most recently in its decisions in Fisher I and Fisher 1, the race and ethnicity of any
applicant is always viewed in the context of everything else that the admissions committee knows about a
candidate and in light of the range of contributions the candidate might make to the University community.

Socioeconomic Status

The University works strongly to attract and retain disadvantaged students regardless of race. This is a
critical component of the institution’s obligation to the State of North Carolina and indeed to the nation.
As part of its broad effort to foster diversity within the scholarly community on campus, the University’s
admissions process takes into account the socioeconomic status of each candidate, with an eye towards
increasing the number of disadvantaged students who are admitted and eventually enroll. As with other
criteria considered by the admissions committee, relative disadvantage is assessed in ways that are both
flexible and individualized—a continuum of consideration rather than a simple on-off switch. Assessment
of disadvantage must also in turn inform the University’s interpretation of the candidate’s scores on
standardized tests and other academic indicators.

Other Aspects of Diversity

Because the University construes diversity broadly rather than narrowly, members of the admissions
committee seek to identify students who would offer their classmates and professors an unusual or unique
perspective, aptitude, achievement, or experience. As a means to this end, and as part of the holistic and
comprehensive review afforded to everyone, committee members evaluate each candidate on the basis of
his or her potential contribution to the broad diversity of the student body and the University community.
In this way, any student may receive a “plus” for diversity in the evaluation.

September 2017
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In Spring 2016 a committee of faculty, professional staff, and administrators was convened and
charged by Provost James Dean to examine workable race-neutral strategies and practices in
undergraduate admissions at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (“The Committee
on Race-Neutral Strategies”). This Committee, a Subcommittee of the standing faculty
governance Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions (Faculty Code of University
Government, Article § 4-24),> was charged to:

1. Consider whether there are workable race-neutral strategies and practices that the Office
of Undergraduate Admissions could employ in evaluating applications for undergraduate
admission;

2. Advise the Office of Undergraduate Admissions about these strategies and practices; and

3. Report to the Advisory Committee on the Committee’s consideration of specific race-
neutral strategies approximately every two years. In addition, the Committee will, as
appropriate, provide information regarding its assessments and recommendations to the
Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, the Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost, the
Chancellor, and the Board of Trustees.

The full Committee charge is given in Appendix A. The Committee membership, including a
short description of member areas of expertise, are given in Appendix B. The Committee was
asked to evaluate what race-neutral alternatives, if any, would allow the University to achieve its
joint objective and mission to achieve diversity in the incoming undergraduate student body
while at the same time not sacrificing academic quality and/or requiring an untenable
administrative expense. The work of this committee included considering the University’s
existing diversity interests and objectives, whether existing admissions practices are needed to
help the University meet those interests and objectives, and what, if any, adjustments to the
current practices are warranted. The Committee approached the charge and the tasks before them

! some portions of this report have been redacted before distributing or publishing.

2 Faculty Code of University Government, § 4-24, pp.18-19: Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions. (a)
The Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions consists of the dean of the College of Arts and Sciences or
the dean’s designee as chair; the associate dean for academic advising in the College of Arts and Sciences, two other
academic deans from outside the College of Arts and Sciences, and seven faculty members engaged in
undergraduate instruction, all appointed by the chancellor. At least five of these faculty members hold primary
appointments in the College of Arts and Sciences. The university registrar, the director of undergraduate admissions,
and the vice chancellor for student affairs are ex officio, non-voting members of the committee. (b) The committee
serves in an advisory capacity to the director of undergraduate admissions. In particular, it addresses the design and
application of admissions policy, recommends guidelines for special talent and exceptional admissions, and
monitors and responds to the national college admissions environment. (c) The committee meets at least once each
semester or more on call of the chair. The chair calls a meeting whenever requested by the director of undergraduate
admissions.



in a scholarly way, with good faith, with an open mind, and without preconceived notions about
what the Committee might discover.

General Summary of Committee Activities

The Committee met regularly beginning in Spring 2016 with a total of 15 meetings as of April 9,
2018. Meeting dates and minutes are presented in Appendix C. Key meeting activities and
discussions included several topics as outlined below.

University’s Diversity Initiatives and Objectives. The Committee evaluated whether there are
race-neutral alternatives that would allow the University to achieve these objectives without
sacrificing the academic quality of the entering class or imposing intolerable administrative
expense. Without clear operational definitions for potential intolerable cost, the Committee
sought to understand and determine what intolerable administrative cost might be in the local
context of the University. The Committee consideration included information gleaned from
University leaders, faculty members, and students; whether existing admissions practices are
necessary to help the University meet its diversity interests and objectives; and what, if any,
adjustments to those practices are warranted.

Legal Standards and Guidance for Undergraduate Admissions. To assure that the
Committee’s evaluation was informed by existing legal standards and guidance, as well as the
practices of the University’s peer institutions, the Committee discussed legal developments as
undergraduate admissions at comparable, highly selective institutions. The Committee received
legal input and framing from University Counsel, as well as Professor Lau, at multiple points
during its work. Examples of examined materials include reading documents from the Office of
Admissions, briefs on admissions practices by the College Board, journal articles, and items
from the media about undergraduate admissions practices around the country

The University’s Mission and Diversity Goals. The Committee engaged in a robust discussion
of the University’s mission and diversity goals, including the educational benefits of diversity,
and the importance of a diverse student body to achieving those goals. The Committee invited
Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost James Dean to lead a discussion about the important role
of student body diversity specifically, and diversity in work settings. Many of the ideas that
Provost Dean expressed during this meeting appeared in his May 2017 report (Appendix D), The
Educational Benefits of Diversity and Inclusion for Undergraduate Students at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, which the Committee also read and reviewed.

Current Undergraduate Admissions Policies and Practices. The Committee learned about the
University’s admissions policies and practices through a presentation and question-and-answer
session from staff members of the Office of Undergraduate Admissions, review and discussion
of the University’s admissions Reading Document, and a mock evaluation of sample applications
for admission. Additionally, because members of the Committee are also members of the
professional staff for the Office of Undergraduate Admissions (e.g., Stephen Farmer, Barbara
Polk, Jennifer Kretchmar), questions about admissions policies and practices that arose during
Committee discussions and deliberations were addressed directly.
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Development and Initial Activities of Working Subcommittees. The Committee reviewed an
earlier report, Exploring Race-Neutral Alternatives in Undergraduate Admissions (Appendix E)
prepared by the Working Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives. To understand that report’s
findings and conclusions, the Race-Neutral Strategies Committee met with members of the
Working Group and then as a group, identified specific ways to extend and build upon the prior
work. The Committee considered the prior work carefully yet felt free to explore new directions
and were not bound by specific methodologies or approaches used previously. As a result, the
Committee organized into three working Subcommittees.

Regular Reporting of Subcommittee Activities and Research Priorities. The Committee’s
structure allowed for different important directions to be examined concurrently, with regular
sharing of progress from each Subcommittee. Subcommittee members discussed progress with
the larger group and worked with the larger group to determine next steps for analyses. This
iterative approach allowed for the members from different Subcommittees to benefit from each
other’s work and be responsive to analytic decisions and questions as new research, analyses,
and discussion came to the forefront.

Three Working Subcommittees: Charges

The charge for each Subcommittee is given in Appendix F.

1. The Literature Review Subcommittee, chaired by Professor Holning Lau (School of Law),
was charged to review the current social science and legal literature on race-neutral
alternative admission practices and identify relevant practices of peer institutions. Professor
Lau was assisted by two research assistants and law students (Kerry Dutra, Zachary Layne,
Hillary Li).

2. The Data Analytics Subcommittee, co-chaired by Professor Patrick Curran (Department of
Psychology and Neuroscience) and Professor Michael Kosorok (Department of Biostatistics;
Department of Statistics and Operations Research), was charged to analyze whether race-
neutral alternatives identified by the Literature Review Subcommittee are workable for the
University. The leaders of this Subcommittee were assisted by a doctoral student and
research assistant in biostatistics (Arkopal Choudhury). The Subcommittee identified data
sources and analytical approaches to examine these race-neutral approaches and their ability
to achieve the desired institutional outcomes for the incoming first-year class without
sacrificing academic quality. The Subcommittee received regular input about data cleaning,
variables, analyses, and next steps from the larger Committee.

3. The Impact of Diversity on Student Experience Subcommittee, chaired by Associate Vice
Chancellor of Student Affairs Bettina Shuford, was charged with using existing survey
findings from University assessments on student perspectives regarding the impact of
diversity, inclusion, and campus climate on students’ educational experiences at the
University. Additionally, the Subcommittee on the Impact of Diversity on the Student
Experience was tasked with conducting a review of the social science literature on the impact
of diversity on the student experience. Dr. Shuford worked with a team from the Division of
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Student Affairs to assess existing survey sources and with Professor Curran and Dr. Belinda
Locke (Coordinator for Assessment and Strategic Planning, Student Affairs) to examine a
specific survey instrument.

General Findings and Ongoing Work from the Subcommittees

Reports for each of the Subcommittees (Literature Review Report, Data Analytics Report,
Impact of Diversity on Student Experience) are provided in Appendix G and have been reviewed
by the larger Race-Neutral Strategies Committee.

1. The Literature Review Subcommittee. This Subcommittee updated the literature review
completed by the Working Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives. This updated literature
review identified five major categories of race-neutral strategies discussed in the academic
literature and explored the race-neutral practices at other institutions: Existing percent plans,
plans based on socioeconomic status, eliminating legacy/development preferences and early
admissions programs, race-neutral holistic reviews, and increased outreach for top
performing students from underrepresented groups.

The Subcommittee reviewed literature about three race-neutral admission strategies: (1)
percent plans; (2) socioeconomic affirmative action programs; and (3) race-neutral diversity
essays. These strategies can be “race-conscious,” meaning that schools can adopt these
strategies with the aim of securing a racially diverse student body. These strategies are,
however, “race-neutral” in that they do not overtly differentiate applicants by race. The
Subcommittee focused its literature review on publications that were not captured in the
previous literature review that the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies performed for its
2016 report. In addition, the literature review suggested that these three strategies were the
most promising for potential empirical study and implementation.

Research generally suggests that percent plans are unlikely to be effective and efficient
substitutes for admission strategies that overtly consider race. For example, research on the
University of Texas at Austin’s percent plan is, at best, inconclusive regarding the program’s
effectiveness. While Black and Latinx representation among admitted students increased
after UT Austin adopted its percent plan, that increase may be attributable to demographic
changes in Texas as opposed to the percent plan. Moreover, even if a percent plan produces a
racially diverse class, it does so inefficiently: by admitting students based on class rank
alone, universities must ignore other aspects of student quality that it might consider
important (e.g., standardized test scores, extracurricular activities, leadership skills,
resilience, etc.). Similarly, research generally suggests that socioeconomic affirmative action
programs—which grant preferential treatment to applicants from disadvantaged
socioeconomic backgrounds—are also unlikely to produce effectively desired levels of racial
diversity. Meanwhile, the Subcommittee found that there is a dearth of literature on the
effects of race-neutral diversity essays.

This literature review has cast doubt on the utility of race-neutral strategies as complete
substitutes for overt considerations of race. Still, the literature suggests that the outcomes of
race-neutral admission strategies vary depending on the circumstances surrounding the
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particular universities at issue. Accordingly, the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
should examine these strategies’ appropriateness specifically for UNC-Chapel Hill. For its
2016 report, the Committee conducted simulation-based evaluations of implementing various
percent plans at UNC-Chapel Hill. Those simulations can be updated and expanded. The
Committee should also run simulations of socioeconomic affirmative action programs,
perhaps drawing inspiration from the “Disadvantage Index” used by the University of
Colorado at Boulder’s admissions office. This examination of a version of the index is
feasible because UNC-Chapel Hill can identify matches or close proxies for most variables
comprising the Colorado index and can potentially supplement that index with additional
variables. Finally, the Committee should consider having further discussions about the
advantages and disadvantages of race-neutral diversity essays, but there is very little existing
empirical research to inform such discussions.

Future Directions. The Subcommittee will continue to work with the broader Committee to
determine which of the race-neutral alternatives it has identified warrant further
consideration and empirical analysis. As necessary, this Subcommittee will continue to
identify new research and potentially promising specific race-neutral alternatives to account
for any new practices or reported outcomes from peer institutions.

The Data Analytics Subcommittee. This Subcommittee conducted an analysis designed to
empirically examine the role of various undergraduate applicant factors (including
race/ethnicity) that were considered as a part of the holistic admissions process during the
2016-2017 application cycle and presented its findings to the larger Committee. The
Subcommittee also developed infrastructure for statistical and data analyses that ultimately
can be used to evaluate potential race-neutral alternative strategies. After completing
analyses, the Subcommittee examined its findings across five application cycles: the current
year as well as the four prior years (2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-2016, 2016-
2017).

To model the University’s current admissions process, a Series of logistic regression models
of varying complexity were estimated in which the full set of measured variables described in
Appendix F (e.g., certain applicant factors captured in the admissions data) were used to
predict admission status. Variables entered the model both linearly and nonlinearly with the
inclusion of extensive interactions and polynomial terms. These models were then extended
to use the model-building process of random forests. Numerical results were extensive. Key
findings reflect that there are a large number of unique applicant variables that predict
admissions status, including underrepresented minority status. Importantly, however, when
the model was evaluated without information about applicants’ racial/ethnic status, the
model’s accuracy in terms of the prediction of the applicants’ admissions outcome was
virtually unchanged. This finding reflects that underrepresented minority status does not
meaningfully drive the prediction accuracy of the final multivariate model. Put differently,
applicants’ racial/ethnic status does not dominate the outcome decision within the current
admissions process.

The Data Analytics Subcommittee also contributed to modeling efforts for the Student
Experience Subcommittee. These efforts are briefly described in the next section.
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Future Directions. There are four primary directions to which we next turn. First, these
initial models were only fitted to available 2016 data; the models will be expanded to a
simultaneous analysis of all five years of data to formally examine stability and change in
trends over time. Second, efforts will be made to link the existing admissions data to extant
family-level data to provide more comprehensive information about constructs such as
socioeconomic status (SES); the currently available data only provide information about first
generation status and fee waiver requests. Much more comprehensive information about
family income, parent education, and parent occupation are needed to more fully assess SES.
These data allow us to have a fuller understanding of a student’s full record, continue to
identify relevant and available indicators about family background and SES from the
literature, and discuss how educational benefits flow from a diverse student body during
college. Third, more advanced machine learning methods will be used to build optimal
prediction models based on all available information within and across time. These models
will provide an estimate of differential weights that can be applied to each variable domain in
the prediction equation; once available, weights can then be fixed and adjusted to determine
the subsequent impact on incoming class characteristics as a function of competing
alternative selection weighting processes. Finally, the data analytic committee will carefully
review expert reports prepared in the University’s lawsuit to ensure that future analyses
consider promising directions and approaches. Taken together, these results will provide a
stronger understanding of the current applicant review and the admissions process.

The Student Experience Subcommittee. This Subcommittee analyzed existing university
survey instruments that are regularly administered to undergraduate students at UNC-Chapel
Hill and looked at evidence regarding campus climate, psychosocial development, student
engagement, and learning outcomes. It also conducted a review of the higher education and
social sciences literature on student engagement, perceptions of campus climate, sense of
belonging, psychosocial development and learning outcomes.

Using student responses from the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL), the
Subcommittee collaborated with the Data Analytics Subcommittee to model educational
outcomes with the 2015 UNC-Chapel Hill data set. The MSL data modeling included
markers related to campus climate (sense of belonging and perceptions of discrimination)
with student engagement (interaction with individuals who are culturally different and
participation in co-curricular activities) on educational outcomes related resiliency. The
Subcommittee also examined theory and research on these constructs in the literature.

One of the most promising avenues to emerge in the work to date has been the development,
testing and refinement of a model identifying a set of pathways and mechanisms through
which campus climate contributes to educational outcomes through the mediating influences
of student engagement. The model was developed and tested using an institutional data set
based on responses of a random sample of undergraduate students who participated in the
2015 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership.

A series of competing models were fit to the sample data to examine potential relations
among student characteristics, sense of belongingness, diverse interactions, and school
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success. A diagram of one competing model (given in Appendix G) indicated that students
who self-identify as URM have lower perceptions of sense of belongingness on campus and
are less likely to endorse the perceptions that the campus climate is inclusive. Higher levels
of belongingness and participation in activities are associated with greater diverse
interactions on campus, and this in turn is related to higher levels of academic resiliency.
Interestingly, URMs report higher levels of resiliency compared to non-URMs after
controlling for all other influences in the model. These preliminary results indicate that
higher numbers of diverse interactions are associated with higher levels of academic
resiliency, but that URMs report feeling less belonging to the campus community and are
less likely to view the community as inclusive. This is only one example of a number of
competing models examining these complex multivariate relations.

The Subcommittee identified other institutional and national benchmarking surveys that
included variables in the framework including the Educational Benchmarking
Study/Skyfactor Benchwork Assessments for Carolina Housing, Student Experience in the
Research University (SERU), the Sophomore Survey, and the Senior Survey. Key questions
from each instrument were identified for future analysis. Unlike the MSL data set where the
focus is on student leadership engagement, SERU includes a module on the academic
experience that provides a broader array of outcomes and is particularly appropriate because
it was designed for research universities.

Future Directions. The Subcommittee is pursuing multiple future directions in this work in
collaboration with the Data Analytics Subcommittee. These directions will help provide more
nuance to our existing findings related to perception of campus climate, sense of belonging,
engagement in co-curricular and academic engagement, psychosocial development and
resiliency by race.

First, members of the Subcommittee will seek to link the MSL data to the existing
undergraduate admissions data so that the extensive information provided by the student
when applying for admissions can be incorporated into the student experiences once on
campus.

Second, Subcommittee members will extend these analyses to include prior panels of data
(dating back to 2012) to examine stability and trends in these relations over time.

Third, Subcommittee members will expand the models to include data from other sister
institutions, so we may compare and contrast the Carolina experience with that reported by
other comparison universities. Specifically, the Subcommittee plans to work with
organizations that administer national benchmarking surveys to explore the possibility of
adding additional diversity-related survey items to these benchmarking surveys. If granted
permission by the national study administrators for MSL and SERU, the benchmarking
analysis will involve creating a diversity index measure to compare outcomes based on low,
medium and high levels of diversity within- and across-campuses participating in the national
data collection. A diversity index, used in several research studies, represents the probability
that any two people from a random sample will differ on the basis of race and ethnicity.
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Interactional diversity is likely to increase as the structural diversity on campus increases
(Chang, 1999).

Fourth, the Subcommittee members will conduct modeling using other national data sets,
such as the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) and the Skyfactor
Benchwork survey for residential living.

Fifth, the Committee chair, along with colleagues with expertise in measurement and item
response modeling, will examine the psychometric properties of student ratings of education
benefits of diversity across multiple academic courses. Student characteristics (e.g., gender,
need, first generation status, underrepresented status), faculty characteristics (e.g., gender,
underrepresented status, rank), and course characteristics (e.g., size, gateway, division) will
be assessed for differential item functioning and the multilevel nature of the ratings will be
examined if possible.

Finally, the Subcommittee members will continue to be informed by the review of the
academic literature on the theoretical models and research related to these concepts.

Conclusion

The work of the Committee is ongoing, and the Committee will continue to use multiple
pathways of analyses to identify potential race-neutral alternatives for undergraduate admissions
at UNC-Chapel Hill. The potential alternatives are examined while considering in light of the
University’s mission, current campus climate, and the academic needs of its student body. Key
directions include: (a) ensuring that emergent potential options from national peers or
demonstration projects are evaluated; (b) empirically assessing the relative weight of
race/ethnicity as compared to other competing factors, particularly socioeconomic indicators, as
alternatives when modeling admissions data over time using all potential variables that could be
available during holistic review; (c) using the strength of student and academic data from
existing undergraduate survey administrations — locally at UNC-Chapel Hill and nationally
across institutions that vary on multiple dimensions -- to understand campus climate as a
function of race/ethnicity; and (d) enhancing national data collection efforts, where possible,
with supplemental relevant survey items, thereby contributing to the national dialogue about the
role of race/ethnicity in the campus climate.

The Committee will document and present its ongoing efforts, findings, and conclusions.
Consistent with the dissemination of the current report, subsequent reports about this
Committee’s work will be distributed to the Committee, the Admissions Advisory Committee,
University leadership, as well as to the Chancellor, and the Provost. The report will also be
disseminated to all faculty as part of the Admissions Advisory Committee annual report to
Faculty Council. The Committee will also update the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate
Admissions, University leadership, and the Office of Undergraduate Admissions regarding its
ongoing work as appropriate. This report will be presented to the first Undergraduate Admissions
Advisory Committee meeting of the fall semester (September 2018).
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS
COMMITTEE ON RACE-NEUTRAL STRATEGIES
CHARGE

The Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions (“Advisory Committee™), a standing
committee of the faculty chartered under the Faculty Code of University Government, hereby
establishes the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies (“Committee”). The Committee is charged
to:

e Consider whether there are workable race-neutral strategies and practices that the Office of
Undergraduate Admissions could employ in evaluating applications for undergraduate
admission;

e Advise the Office of Undergraduate Admissions about these strategies and practices; and

e Report to the Advisory Committee on the Committee’s consideration of specific race- neutral
strategies approximately every two years. In addition, the Committee will, as appropriate,
provide information regarding its assessments and recommendations to the Dean of the
College of Arts and Sciences, the Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost, the Chancellor,
and the Board of Trustees.

The Committee’s work is essential given the guidance the Supreme Court has offered regarding
the consideration of race in admissions assessments. The adoption of race-conscious admissions
practices requires adherence to standards of strict scrutiny and narrow tailoring. In its decision in
Grutter v. Bollinger, the Supreme Court explained that those standards, among other things,
require institutions to give “serious, good faith consideration [to] workable race-neutral
alternatives that will achieve the diversity” sought by the University. The Court also made clear
that universities are not required to adopt any alternative that “would require a dramatic sacrifice
of diversity, the academic quality of all admitted students, or both.” In its decision in Fisher v.
University of Texas, the Supreme Court reiterated that the University’s serious, good faith
consideration of race-neutral alternatives is “necessary” and explained that “The reviewing court
must ultimately be satisfied that no workable race-neutral alternatives would produce the
educational benefits of diversity. If a nonracial approach . . . could promote the substantial
interest about as well and at tolerable administrative expense, then the university may not
consider race.”

The Committee will be briefed about the University’s diversity initiatives and objectives. With
that context, the Committee will evaluate whether there are race-neutral alternatives that would
allow the University to achieve these objectives without sacrificing the academic quality of the
entering class or imposing intolerable administrative expense. This evaluation will include
consideration of information gleaned from University leaders, faculty members, and students;
whether existing admissions practices are necessary to help the University meet its diversity
interests and objectives; and what, if any, adjustments to those practices are warranted.

In order to assure that the Committee’s evaluation is informed by existing legal standards and
guidance and the practices of the University’s peer institutions, the Committee will stay abreast
of legal developments as well as best practices in undergraduate admissions at comparable
highly selective institutions.
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MEMBERSHIP FOR THE COMMITTEE ON RACE-NEUTRAL STRATEGIES

Rumay Alexander Office of Diversity and Inclusion

Patrick Curran Department of Psychology and Neuroscience
Jonathan Engel Department of Physics and Astronomy
Stephen Farmer Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Michael Kosorok Gillings School of Global Public Health

Jen Kretchmar Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Holning Lau School of Law

Ming Lin Computer Science; now at University of Maryland
Abigail Panter College of Arts and Sciences, Committee Chair
Barbara Polk Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Douglas Shackelford School of Business

Bettina Shuford Division of Student Affairs

Short Biographies of Committee Members

G. Rumay Alexander is Chief Diversity Officer and Associate Vice Chancellor of the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and Professor at the University’s School of Nursing.
Dr. Alexander holds a baccalaureate degree in nursing from the University of Tennessee
Knoxville, a master’s degree in nursing from Vanderbilt University, and a Doctor of Education
degree from Tennessee State University. She has a compelling record of leadership and advocacy
for diversity and inclusive excellence in academia, the workplace, in national nursing
professional organizations and in her consultant activities. She provides leadership for not only
the school of the nursing but the Gilling’s School of Public Health, the UNC School of Dentistry
and UNC’s Faculty Governance’s Community and Diversity Committee. Her passion centers on
intentional efforts to resource the proper understanding and judicious application of equity and
multicultural concepts for its students, faculty, personnel and the patients served by their
graduates. This includes the facilitation of system-wide efforts for giving respect to the many
dimensions of human difference as well as the lived experience of difference. Dr. Alexander is
the President of the National League of Nursing. She is also a two-term member on the Board of
Governors of the National League for Nursing and the American Organization of Nurse
Executives. In 2010, she was the American Organization of Nurse Executive’s Prism Award
recipient for workforce diversity leadership and in 2013, the National Student Nurses’
Association bestowed her with their most prestigious award of Honorary Membership. She
received the Southern Regional Education Board’s M. Elizabeth Carnegie Award in 2013.

Patrick Curran is a Professor in the Department of Psychology and Neuroscience at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and is an adjunct faculty member in the Center for
Developmental Science. He also serves as Director of the L. L. Thurstone Psychometric
Laboratory at the University of North Carolina that houses the doctoral program in Quantitative
Psychology. Dr. Curran's quantitative program of research is primarily focused on the
development, evaluation, and application of advanced statistical methods designed to evaluate
individual stability and change over time. His substantive program of research is focused on risk
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and protective factors in developmental trajectories of drug and alcohol use and abuse in children
and adolescents. Dr. Curran has published over 100 peer reviewed manuscripts and book
chapters and has co-authored a text book on statistical modeling of longitudinal data; his
published work has jointly garnered more than 25,000 citations. His program of research has
been continuously funded by the National Institutes of Health since 1999 and he has received
both University and National awards in recognition of his research and teaching.

Jonathan Engel is a professor and associate chair of physics and astronomy at UNC-Chapel
Hill. He earned his Bachelor of Science degree from Massachusetts Institute of Technology in
1981, his doctorate from Yale University in 1986, and, had postdoctoral fellow positions at Cal
Tech (1986-1989) and the Bartol Research Institute from 1989-1993. His research areas include
nuclear theory and its application to problems of fundamental importance in particle physics and
astrophysics. Topics in this interdisciplinary line of research include double beta decay (and the
mass of the neutrino), CP violation in nuclei, nucleosynthesis in stars and supernovae, and
neutrino scattering and the weak interaction in nuclei. He is interested in the foundations of
nuclear structure, particularly density-functional theory in heavy nuclei. He teaches an
interdisciplinary course (Physics and Philosophy), Quantum Mechanics, Weirdness, and Reality.

Stephen Farmer is Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate Admissions at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and leads the selection and recruitment of the
undergraduate student body. Born and raised in rural Virginia, Farmer holds a master’s degree in
English from the University of Virginia and a bachelor’s degree in English as an A. B. Duke
Scholar from Duke University. With other leaders and staff members in admissions and
enrollment, he is responsible for undergraduate admissions, scholarships and student aid, and
student records. Farmer shares leadership of the Thrive@Carolina, a movement to strengthen
success for all students at Carolina. He also founded the Carolina College Advising Corps, which
places 60 recent UNC-Chapel Hill graduates as full-time college advisers in high schools
statewide, with the aim of encouraging low-income students to enroll in colleges that will serve
them well. In 2010, Steve received the C. Knox Massey Distinguished Service Award and the
2017 General Alumni Association Distinguished Service Medal.

Michael Kosorok is W. R. Kenan, Jr. Distinguished Professor of Biostatistics and Professor of
Statistics and Operations Research at UNC-Chapel Hill. He is the chair of biostatistics. Dr.
Kosorok research expertise is in biostatistics, data science, machine learning and precision
medicine, and he has written a major text on the theoretical foundations of these and related
areas in biostatistics (Kosorok, 2008, Springer), as well as co-edited (with Erica E. M. Moodie,
2016, ASA-SIAM) a research monograph on dynamic treatment regimes and precision
medicine. He also has expertise in the application of biostatistics and data science to human
health research, including cancer and cystic fibrosis. He is the contact principal investigator on a
National Cancer Institute program project grant (P01 CA142538), which focuses on statistical
methods for novel cancer clinical trials in precision medicine, including biomarker discovery and
dynamic treatment regimes. He has pioneered machine learning and data mining tools for these
and related areas.
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Jen Kretchmar (B.A., Penn State, 1993; Ph.D., UNC-Chapel Hill, 2001) is the Associate
Director for Research and Reporting in the Office of Undergraduate Admissions. Dr. Kretchmar
builds yearly projection models to predict yield, evaluates the effectiveness of recruitment
activities, conducts focus groups with current and prospective students, administers online
surveys, assesses the predictive validity of standardized exams and other academic indicators,
and responds to internal and external data requests. Dr. Kretchmar also evaluates applicants and
participates in recruitment activities. Prior to coming to UNC in 2001, Dr. Kretchmar served as a
research analyst with Westat.

Holning Lau teaches International Law of Human Rights, Comparative Constitutional Law, and
Family Law. Professor Lau also serves as Associate Dean for Faculty Development and as
Faculty Director of the law school's LL.M. program. Professor Lau's current research examines
international and comparative approaches to equality rights. He is also co-editing the
forthcoming Oxford Handbook of Constitutional Law in Asia. Professor Lau joined the UNC
faculty in 2009, after spending two years as an Associate Professor of Law at Hofstra Law
School, where he also co-directed Hofstra's LGBT Rights Fellowship Program. Prior to joining
the Hofstra faculty, Professor Lau worked at UCLA School of Law's Williams Institute on
Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity Law and Public Policy. He has served twice as a visiting
fellow at the University of Hong Kong's Centre for Comparative and Public Law. In addition,
Professor Lau has worked for the Hong Kong Human Rights Monitor, Children Rights, and the
law firm of Debevoise & Plimpton in New York. He is also a past president of the ACLU of
North Carolina. Professor Lau received his J.D. from the University of Chicago, where he was
the Executive Topics & Comments Editor of the University of Chicago Law Review and served
on the staff of the Chicago Journal of International Law. At the University of Chicago, Professor
Lau was named a Stonewall Scholar for excellence in his work related to sexual orientation
rights and was awarded the Ignacio Martin-Baré Award for the best human rights paper by a
professional or master's degree student. Professor Lau completed his B.A. at the University of
Pennsylvania, where he graduated Phi Beta Kappa and magna cum laude.

Ming C. Lin is the Elizabeth Stevinson Iribe Chair of Computer Science with a joint
appointment in the University of Maryland Institute for Advanced Computer Studies, effective
January 1, 2018, after 20 years on the University of North Carolina faculty as the John R. and
Louise S. Parker Distinguished Professor of Computer Science. Dr. Lin earned her B.S., M.S.
and Ph.D. in electrical engineering and computer sciences from the University of California,
Berkeley. Dr. Lin is a noted educator and expert in virtual reality, computer graphics and
robotics that focuses on multimodal interaction, physically based animations and simulations, as
well as algorithmic robotics and their use in physical and virtual environments. Her research has
extensive applications in medical simulations, cancer screening, urban computing, as well as
supporting city-scale planning, human-centric computing, intelligent transportation and traffic
management. She received a National Science Foundation Faculty Early Career Development
Award in 1995, and she is a fellow of the Association for Computing Machinery, IEEE and the
Eurographics Association. She serves on the board of directors of the Computing Research
Association’s Committee on the Status of Women in Computing Research. She has authored or
co-authored more than 250 refereed publications and has authored or co-edited four books. She
is a former editor-in-chief of IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer
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Graphics (2011-2014) and served on numerous steering committees and advisory boards of
international conferences, as well as government and industrial technical advisory

committees. Lin co-founded the 3-D audio startup Impulsonic, which was recently acquired by
Valve Software.

Abigail Panter (B.A., Wellesley College, 1985; Ph.D., New York University, 1989) is the
Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education and a professor of psychology in the L. L.
Thurstone Psychometric Laboratory at UNC-Chapel Hill where she joined the faculty in 1989.
She is past president of the American Psychological Association’s Division on Quantitative and
Qualitative Psychology. As a quantitative psychologist, she develops instruments, research
designs and data-analytic strategies for applied research questions in higher education,
personality and health. She is program evaluator for UNC’s Chancellor’s Science Scholars
Program, a multisite adaptation of the successful Meyerhoff Program and principal investigator
for The Finish Line Project, a $3 million First in the World, U.S. Department of Education grant
investigating supports and academic initiatives, especially for first-generation college students.
Her books are on statistics, research methods in psychology, ethics in quantitative methodology,
and program evaluation. Panter received numerous awards for her statistics teaching and
mentoring, including the major awards at UNC-Chapel Hill and APA’s Jacob Cohen Award for
Distinguished Teaching and Mentoring. She is an APA fellow and has served on the Graduate
Record Examination Advisory Board, a Social Security Administration advisory panel related to
disability determination, and APA’s Committee on Psychological Testing and Assessment. She
regularly provides services for federal agencies, national advisory panels and editorial boards. As
senior associate dean, she oversees the College of Arts and Sciences’ programs in undergraduate
education including curricula, student services, and honors. She works to develop the new
general education curriculum, data driven approaches for undergraduate education, and programs
to increase the high impact academic experiences for all undergraduate students.

Barbara Polk is currently serving as the Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Ms. Polk graduated from the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill in 1979 with a Bachelor of Science in the Administration of Criminal
Justice and a Bachelor of Arts in Political Science. During her 30+ year tenure in that office, she
has served as both Interim and Acting Director of Admissions and has had responsibility for
almost every aspect of the admissions process. In addition to her work in Chapel Hill, she has
served a three-year term as the North Carolina representative to the Southern Regional Council
of the College Board, a six-year term on the North Carolina ACT Council, chaired the North
Carolina Guidance Counselor Conferences and has served on local arrangements committees for
AACRAO, SACRAO and CACRADO. In addition, she has served as a faculty mentor for the
College Exploration Experience program, a summer program to assist rising high school seniors
with the college selection process. She also served as a member of the selection committees for
the Jack Kent Cooke College Scholarship Program and the Morehead-Cain Scholarship
program.

Douglas Shackelford is the dean of UNC Kenan-Flagler. He is a seasoned academic leader,
business education innovator and internationally recognized scholar. He received his PhD from
the University of Michigan and his BS from UNC-Chapel Hill. An award-winning researcher
and teacher, his work focuses on taxes and business strategy. His current areas of interest include
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the effects of shareholder taxes on equity prices, taxation of multinationals and disclosure of
corporate tax information. Dr. Shackelford served as the first associate dean of MBA@UNC, the
innovative online MBA program, from 2010 until he became dean on Feb. 1, 2014. He served as
senior associate dean for academic affairs from 2003-2007, and associate dean of the Master of
Accounting Program from 1998-2002. He is the former director of the UNC Tax Center, which
he founded in 2001. Dr. Shackelford is a research associate at the National Bureau of Economic
Research (NBER) in Cambridge, MA. He has published widely in accounting, economics,
finance and law journals. He has held visiting faculty positions at Stanford University,
Universiteit Maastricht in the Netherlands and Oxford University. He was a senior tax consultant
with Arthur Andersen in Boston and Greensboro from 1981-85.

Bettina Shuford serves as the Associate Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs. Dr. Shuford has
significant experience with strategic planning, policy development, assessment, and diversity
initiatives. She has been responsible for a wide range of student affairs functions, including
campus health, student counseling, disability services, multicultural initiatives, career services,
residence life and student retention. Prior to coming to UNC in 2011, Dr. Shuford served as the
Assistant Vice President for Student Affairs at Bowling Green State University. Prior to coming
to UNC in 2011, Dr. Shuford served as an Assistant Vice President for Student Affairs at
Bowling Green State University and held positions in the Office of the Provost and the Center
for Multicultural and Academic Initiatives on the same campus. Her research interests,
publications, and presentations have focused on functions in multicultural affairs offices,
assessment of multicultural affairs programs, minority student development, retention of students
of color, affirmative action, and African American women in student affairs.
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COMMITTEE ON RACE-NEUTRAL STRATEGIES
MEETING DATES AND APPROVED MINUTES

MEETING DATES

Tuesday, May 10, 2016
Wednesday, August 31, 2016
Friday, September 9, 2016
Friday, October 14, 2016
Wednesday, November 30, 2016
Friday, December 16, 2016

Wednesday, February 8, 2017
Wednesday, March 1, 2017
Wednesday, April 5, 2017
Friday, May 12, 2017
Tuesday, September 12, 2017
September 26, 2017
November 27, 2017

Wednesday, February 28, 2018
Monday, April 9, 2018
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MEETING MINUTES

Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of May 10, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished
Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer
Science, College of Arts and Sciences.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10a. Dean Panter
noted that the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies (CRNS) was created to build upon the
efforts of the Working Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives, which was convened in October
2013 and whose final report was received by the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate
Admissions in February 2016.

After the committee members introduced themselves, Dean Panter explained that CRNS is
charged with identifying possible race-neutral practices in admissions and assessing whether
those practices would yield the undergraduate student body that the University requires in order
to achieve its mission and provide the educational benefits of diversity. She noted that CRNS
may wish to reexamine some or all of the strategies considered by the Working Group on Race-
Neutral Alternatives but will also need to consider others. She also noted that each possible
strategy will have its own costs and benefits and that CRNS will need to consider both carefully.

Professor Michael Kosorok asked about the current composition of the student body. Mr.
Stephen Farmer responded that the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions produced
annual reports to Faculty Council that described the most recent entering class along many
dimensions. Dean Panter said that these profiles would be posted on the CRNS Sakai site
following the meeting.

Professor Kosorok also asked for a summary of the complaint that had been filed against the
University regarding its admissions policies and practices. Mr. Farmer said that he would post
the complaint and the University’s response on the Sakai site.
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Dean Douglas Shackelford asked whether the law as currently interpreted allowed the use of race
or ethnicity only if the University was certain that no other approach would work. Professor
Holning Lau responded that the answer was not entirely clear, given the Court’s decision to
consider Fisher vs. Texas for a second time. Dean Panter said that she believed it was important
to remember that the law as currently interpreted permitted the University to consider not only
whether an alternative would yield acceptable results but also whether it would be reasonable or
workable.

Dean Shackelford asked whether it was the job of the CRNS to make sure that the University
carefully considered all potentially viable race-neutral strategies, so that promising strategies
could be adopted if they proved to be effective and workable. Mr. Farmer said that he agreed
with this interpretation of the CRNS’s charge.

Dean Panter observed that it would also be important for CRNS to keep in mind the values of the
institution, such as its commitment to treating all individuals fairly and with respect and its
conviction that students need to live and study alongside classmates from different backgrounds
so that they can prepare for life in an increasingly diverse and interconnected world.

Professor Lau asked whether the Working Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives had found any
such workable strategies. Ms. Barbara Polk said that the Working Group had found no
alternatives. Dr. Jennifer Kretchmar said that the Working Group had approached the question
objectively and with an open mind but that none of the alternatives tested had yielded both
similar diversity and similar degrees of academic preparation. She added that research conducted
across the country has generally concluded that there is no workable substitute for the limited use
of race and ethnicity as one factor among many in a process of comprehensive, individualized,
and holistic review.

Professor Kosorok asked whether anyone had examined the data to see whether alternative
criteria or combinations of criteria existed that might serve as a proxy for race or ethnicity.
Professor Patrick Curran observed that the question could be asked another way: do ten
characteristics, for example, serve as a proxy for race, or does race serve as a proxy for those ten
characteristics? He added that a focus on such characteristics might lead the University to
measure diversity not in terms of the percentage of students who identify as part of a particular
group but instead in terms of the percentage who evince a particular characteristic or
combination of characteristics.

Dean Panter observed that discussions about the student body would hinge on the group’s
understanding of the kind of student body the University needs. She listed several desirable
characteristics of students: leadership; creativity; scholarship; a service mentality; extracurricular
achievement; and varied life experience.

Professor Curran added the attributes of perseverance, character, and moral awareness. He said
that he appreciated the variety among UNC students. He also observed that other important
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questions involved the University’s purpose and the kinds of graduates that the University hoped
to produce.

Professor Lau said that he believed the University wanted a student body that creates an
environment that maximizes the chances of success for every student. He added that, in order to
maximize the chances of success for every student, the University needs to create an
environment that allows subordinated groups to participate freely and individually and not as
representatives of a group or type.

Dr. Bettina Shuford said that research suggests that the benefits of diversity in the student body
include greater cognitive success and greater engagement in the life of the campus. Professor
Kosorok observed that another benefit was the ability to build community.

Dean Panter said that each student’s academic experience at the University is enhanced by
greater diversity. Professor Curran stated that he believed every student’s experience is enhanced

by the University’s enabling them to prepare for life in a diverse world.

Dean Panter noted that the CRNS would be meeting again near the start of the Fall semester.
After thanking everyone for serving, she adjourned the meeting at 11:05a.
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CONTAINS INFORMATION PROTECTED
BY THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE

Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of August 31, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean,
Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Guests present: Stephen Keadey, Associate University Counsel; Kara Simmons, Associate
University Counsel.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 2:05p. Following
introductions, Dean Panter entertained a motion to go into closed session so that the committee
could consult with attorneys from the Office of University Counsel in order to preserve the
attorney-client privilege. The motion was made, seconded, and passed unanimously. The
committee entered closed session at 2:10p.

[NOTE: The following indented paragraphs, which summarize the closed-session consultation,
are to be redacted in any public disclosure of these minutes.]
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In open session at 3:08p, Dean Panter said she believed that CRNS should form two groups.
One group would identify possible alternatives, beginning with the previous report of the
Working Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives but continuing to an up-to-date scan. A second
group would focus on methodology—that is, what datasets and other information CRNS might
need to evaluate objectively any alternatives it chose to consider. She said that CRNS would be
looking at alternatives from the point of institutional effectiveness and not in regard to the

lawsuit that has been filed against the University.
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Mr. Farmer said he believed it was crucial for CRNS to operate independently from the
admissions office, so that it could provide the best possible advice regarding possible changes in
practices.

Professor Curran said he believed it would be helpful to CRNS to understand how the University
currently evaluates undergraduate candidates. Mr. Farmer said the admissions office would
provide deidentified applications for CRNS in advance of its September 9, 2016, meeting. In
response to a question from Dean Panter, Mr. Farmer also said he would also provide the
definition of student success developed by the Retention Working Group, as well as the 2015
reading document form the admissions office, which describes how candidates were evaluated.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 3:30p.



Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of September 9, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-
Flagler Business School.

Guests present: James W. Dean, Jr., Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10a. She asked
Provost Jim Dean to share his thoughts about the work of the committee.

Provost Dean said that the University is obligated by law to consider alternatives to any use of
race or ethnicity in its admissions policies and practices. He also said that the University is
obligated, both legally and as a matter of sound practice, to assess, measure, and improve its
delivery of educational benefits to its students, including the educational benefits of diversity.

He said that the University, broadly speaking, prepares students to succeed in their lives, and
specifically in their economic, civic, and personal lives. The educational benefits of diversity are
crucial in preparing students in all three of these spheres. Because students will be working in an
increasingly complex and multicultural world, their success will depend on their ability to
understand, learn from, and work with individuals from many different backgrounds, whether
they end up leading companies, contributing to teams, or starting new businesses. Diversity in
our classrooms, residence halls, and other learning environments helps students develop these
skills.

In regard to success in civic life, the University is obligated to prepare students to contribute to
society, and students with little or no experience of diversity are ill prepared to be informed
voters and to participate meaningfully beyond voting in the political process. In regard to
personal success, the University aims to help students prepare for lives as family members,
neighbors, and friends, and the educational benefits of diversity help students fulfill these
personal responsibilities.
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The Committee then discussed the ways in which the experience of diversity contributes to
critical thinking, and the ways in which critical thinking in turns contribute to success in all three
of these spheres and to the development of cognitive skills more generally. One member
observed that the third sphere is in effect a form of character development, and that research has
demonstrated the importance of patience, persistence, and empathy in the formation of character.
Another member noted that ample research in business has demonstrated the greater
effectiveness of teams that are more diverse in comparison to teams that are less diverse.
Another observed that there is empirical evidence that the experience of diversity helps erode
implicit bias. Another explained that non-diverse teams have developed products that failed
because they did not adequately account for the needs and preferences of their market, which
was much more diverse.

Another noted that an investment in diversity, broadly construed, is an investment in human
capital: not only in the identification of talent no matter where it may be found, but also in the
development of talent once it has been found, by bringing people together whose varied
backgrounds and perspectives help all members of the group learn more than they otherwise
would learn.

In response, Provost Dean said that the University wants every member of the campus
community to thrive, and the community as a whole to flourish. UNC, as the first public
university in our country, has a responsibility to all. He also said that admission is just the
beginning: the University strives to have all students learn from, work with, and benefit from
each other.

A member asked whether it would be possible to think of a willingness to interact with others—
to be a “boundary spanner,” in the words of a former faculty member—as a criterion in
admissions. Stephen Farmer said he believed that admissions officers already look for such a
quality in candidates and could emphasize the trait more heavily if the faculty wished for them to
do so. Another member suggested that such students could help in the development of other
students who have potential in this area but have not yet enjoyed the same opportunities to
practice this skill.

Following the discussion with Provost Dean, the Committee approved the minutes of August 31,
2016.

Barbara Polk then invited questions about the 2015-2016 reading document, which the members
had received in advance (and which follows these minutes as an attachment). In response to a
question about how the admissions office reconciles the inherent subjectivity of admissions
decisions with the need to be rigorous and fair, the committee discussed the ways in which
members of the admissions committee exercise their judgment as individuals even as they learn
from and calibrate with one another through committee discussions and other forms of feedback.
The committee discussed how ratings are calibrated, with Ms. Polk observing that, while these
ratings may describe various attributes of candidates, they do not define them or dictate their
decisions.
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A member of the committee observed that admissions decisions need to be both rigorous and
subjective, and that the questions are how to optimize the process and what results the process
should try to achieve.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:30a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of October 14, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and
Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina
Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences;
Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:05a. She asked
Dr. Jennifer Kretchmar to summarize for the committee the report of the group previously
charged with assessing possible race-neutral alternatives in admissions, which the members had
received in advance (and which follows these minutes as an attachment).

The committee discussed the literature review that comprised part of the report. Published
studies about the elimination of race-conscious admissions practices and/or possible race-neutral
alternatives to those practices have tended to fall into three broad categories: how changes
would affect (a) applicant behavior, (b) student diversity, and (c) academic quality. Some of the
studies have relied on actual results from states—for example, California or Texas—that have
proscribed any use of race or ethnicity in admissions. Other studies have attempted to simulate
or model the impact of possible changes.

Regarding impacts on applicant behavior, studies have generally suggested that schools which
eliminate the use of race or ethnicity have tended to experience declines in applications from
underrepresented students. The results regarding other behaviors that might be interpreted as
signs of interest on the part of prospective students—for example, the sending of standardized
test scores—have reportedly been mixed.

Regarding impacts on student diversity and/or academic quality, studies have generally found
that, in states where the use of race has been proscribed, no satisfactory substitute has been
found, with some studies suggesting that declines in the enrollment of underrepresented students
following the elimination of limited race-conscious practices have been greater for public
flagships universities than for other institutions. Most studies reviewed as part of the prior
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literature review suggested that no simple substitute has yielded or would likely yield equivalent
racial and ethnic diversity and equivalent academic quality.

Drawing upon the prior literature review, the committee discussed the data and techniques that
have been used to simulate or model the effect of changes in admissions practices—for example,
high-school grades; test scores; a lottery for students who meet threshold academic credentials;
emphases on obstacles overcome or on attendance at low-performing high schools. Since the
prior literature review was conducted, the University of Colorado at Boulder has established an
academic index that includes some weighting for disadvantage and/or obstacles overcome.

The committee discussed the importance of building upon the previous literature review by
exploring the results at Colorado-Boulder and other recent published findings regarding the
impact of race-neutral alternatives that have either been adopted or studied elsewhere. The
committee also briefly discussed results at the University of Florida, which has reportedly
benefited from the Bright Futures Scholarship.

The committee questioned whether race-neutral strategies might be easier to implement and
more effective in maintaining diversity and academic standards in schools that are not highly
selective. In this discussion, however, the committee recognized the University’s obligation to
consider race-neutral strategies. The members agreed that the committee’s exploration of
possible alternatives would need to be grounded in the particulars of the University’s mission
and market for prospective students, as well as in the specific constraints within which the
University must operate—for example, the limit on non-resident enrollment in the first-year
class, or the state of P-12 education in North Carolina.

Regarding its own modeling of possible impacts in the admissions process at the University, the
committee discussed the difficulty of inferring causality outside the limits of a true experiment
with randomly assigned participation. The committee also discussed the importance of
approaching its modeling as fundamentally an exploration of how the University’s academic
environment can be maintained or enhanced, given the importance to that environment of
diversity of all kinds within the student body and of strong preparation and potential among
students. The members again discussed the obstacles that the current limit on non-resident
enrollment might present both to the modeling of admissions practices and to changes in those
practices.

The committee then discussed the data elements that might be available for the modeling—for
example, nine-digit zip codes, enrollment at high-need high schools, and other possible
indicators of socioeconomic challenges. In response to a question about the descriptive ratings
assigned to candidates by members of the admissions committee in the course of their
comprehensive and individualized evaluations, Ms. Barbara Polk reminded the members that
these ratings are intended to describe what an evaluator sees in an application, not to determine
the admissions decision.

The committee discussed at length the difficulty of modeling possible impact of changes on
applicant behavior. For example, the School of Nursing experienced increases in applications
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from underrepresented students when it stopped requiring candidates to submit results from the
Graduate Record Examination; how might the committee assess whether undergraduate
candidates would behave similarly if the public university system permitted the University to
eliminate the testing requirement for undergraduate admission?

Dean Panter suggested that the committee divide into smaller groups so that the committee as a
whole could continue to make progress in its identification and evaluation of possible race-
neutral strategies. Professor Patrick Curran agreed to collaborate with Professor Michael
Kosorok to convene a group that will focus on quantitative tasks and modeling, with Dr.
Kretchmar to serve as staff liaison. Dean Panter emphasized that the group’s modeling should
attempt to assess the impact on both the diversity and the academic quality of the entering class,
given the significance of both characteristics on the academic environment at the University and
the education provided to all students. The committee discussed whether the group might
attempt to identify primary, secondary, and tertiary impacts of any change in practices.

Dean Panter suggested a second group to update the literature review and agreed to ask Professor
Holning Lau to convene the group, with support from students in the School of Law and
graduate students in the Department of Psychology and Neurosciences.

Dean Panter asked Dr. Bettina Shuford to convene a third group focused on gathering the
perspectives of current students on their educational experiences at the University.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:30a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of November 30, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College of
Arts and Sciences; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Abigail Panter, Professor,
Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, College
of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler
Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor,
Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 3:34p. She welcomed
Jonathan Engel, a member of the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, as a new
member of the committee.

The minutes of the meetings of September 9, 2016, and October 14, 2016, were approved with
no corrections.

Dean Panter reminded the members that they had previously agreed to be divided into several
subcommittees and asked Professor Patrick Curran to discuss the work to date of the
subcommittee on data analytics. Professor Curran reported that he and co-chair Professor
Michael Kosorok had discussed the draft charge of the subcommittee and the plan of work. Two
approaches are under consideration: (a) computer-simulation methodology—for example, Monte
Carlo designs; and (b) detailed modeling using existing data. Graduate students will be recruited
who will both contribute to the studies and benefit from their participation. Specific goals,
timelines, and deliverables need to be established.

The committee discussed theoretical constructs that might frame the work of the subcommittee.
A true Monte Carlo simulation could allow the subcommittee to consider not only the students
who actually applied for admission but also those who might apply if the University’s
admissions practices changed. A simpler simulation could model the impact of changed
admissions criteria on the admissions decisions of students who in fact applied. The members
agreed that it would be important that the diverse perspectives of the committee members help
shape the work of the subcommittee, since the co-chairs represent two fields and two possible
approaches and since other fields and approaches would help make the study more effective.
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The committee agreed that the aim of the subcommittee will be to engage in a serious, good-faith
effort to identify workable race-neutral alternatives that would maintain or enhance both the
diversity and the quality of the undergraduate student body. One deliverable will be several
detailed models that will help the committee assess the possible impact of different race-neutral
practices. If possible, these models will assess the impact of each potential practice not only on
the entering class as a whole but also on specific academic programs and classes.

Mr. Stephen Farmer stated that the admissions office will adopt any alternative or combination
of alternatives that can be proven to be workable and effective in maintaining or enhancing both
diversity and quality.

The members discussed again the final report of the campus-wide working group that previously
explored possible alternatives to race-conscious practices, agreeing that the report was valuable
and offered a strong base for the subcommittee on data analytics.

After Dean Panter asked Dr. Bettina Shuford to describe briefly the work of the subcommittee on
the impact of diversity on the student experience, the committee discussed the connection
between the educational benefits of diversity and possible changes in the undergraduate student
population. The members agreed that existing survey responses and other evidence will help
them better understand the extent to which the composition of the student body is helping the
University deliver these educational benefits. They also agreed that it will be important for
surveys to assess the extent to which students of different backgrounds, including different racial
and ethnic backgrounds, are interacting with and learning from one another and thus realizing the
educational benefits of diversity.

Professor Holning Lau then reviewed plans for the subcommittee that will focus on reviewing
existing literature, whose purpose will be to identify published studies that can inform the work
of the other subcommittees, and especially the subcommittee on data analytics. For example:
What studies have been published since the report of the previous working group that considered
alternatives to race-conscious practices, which itself included an extensive review of the
literature extant at the time? What other recruitment and admissions policies have schools
developed that might serve as workable and effective alternatives to current practices? Have any
studies been published or briefs filed that discuss variables that should be considered in our
modeling?

Dean Panter emphasized that the subcommittees should identify what resources they will need in
order to do their work well. She said that the University will support these efforts because they
are important.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 5p.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of December 16, 2016
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished
Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of
Arts and Sciences.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:30a.

Dr. Bettina Shuford reported on of the efforts of the group focused on gathering the perspectives
of students on their educational experiences at the University. The group is collecting
information from previously conducted studies and surveys. The group also hopes to receive, at
some point in the next few months, information from the campus-climate survey that was
conducted last year by the Division of Workforce Strategy, Equity, and Engagement.

Professor Holning Lau led a discussion of a possible charge for the group focused on updating
the extensive literature review that the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions
received during the 2015-2016 academic year. The group will be hiring research assistants to
help with the work. The committee discussed the importance to both Dr. Shuford’s and
Professor Lau’s groups of exploring how other aspects of identity—for example, sex or gender—
might intersect with race or ethnicity.

Professor Patrick Curran described the work to date of the group focused on modeling and other
guantitative assessments and tasks. Since the last meeting on November 30, the group has
secured useful data and data summaries from the Office of Undergraduate Admissions. The
committee discussed the possible use of data available from other sources—for example, the
National Student Clearinghouse—as well as other data, such as Advanced Placement results and
parent occupation, that might be available from University sources. The committee also
discussed the possible importance of assessing where denied students were admitted and chose to
enroll—a step that might improve or at least inform the assessment of future candidates. Dean
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Douglas Shackelford observed that similar analyses in the Kenan-Flagler Business School have
suggested that some competitor institutions may be weighing some criteria—for example,
standardized test scores—Iless heavily, raising the question of whether the competitor schools
know something that UNC does not know.

The committee the discussed Dean Panter’s previous study, with Professor Emeritus Charles
Daye, of the educational benefits of diversity for law students. The long-term study found that a
racially diverse law study body provides educational benefits for students, including the benefit
of being exposed to a diversity of viewpoints, which enables students to become more effective
lawyers.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:20a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of February 8, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished
Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of
Aurts and Sciences.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:30a.

Professor Patrick Curran reported for the group focused on modeling and analytics. After
praising the work of Dr. Jennifer Kretchmar in providing secure access to data, he noted that the
group has identified a list of initial variables to be used in modeling and analysis and expects to
identify more in the near future.

The committee discussed a possible structure for compiling descriptive statistics, noting the
difficulty of doing justice to the multiple ways in which students identify and think of
themselves. Federal guidelines impose a structure for reporting to the Department of Education,
and although this structure has its advantages, it may also have the potential to obscure
information that students and others may consider important. Other structures may be useful for
the work of the modeling group, but the possible value of those structures will need to be
weighed carefully against their complexity.

The committee discussed the ways in which the lack of cutoffs or thresholds in the current
admissions process complicates the modeling of alternative processes. The committee agreed
that the group should evaluate the impact of possible cutoffs on the quality and diversity of the
undergraduate student body, and that the admissions office should consider implementing any
that might prove effective. The committee also agreed that wrestling with questions of
measurement and modeling will likely yield significant benefits for the University.
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Professor Holning Lau reported that he had identified possible research assistants for the
literature review.

Dr. Bettina Shuford reported that the group focused on students’ experiences of diversity had
identified at least ten previous studies and surveys from which the group will be extracting
relevant data. The aim of this exercise will be to understand how students are perceiving and
engaging with their environment and how they are benefiting educationally from the diversity of
the student body, broadly construed.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:30a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of March 1, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and
Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and
Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of
Arts and Sciences. Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished
Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School

Staff members present: Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate
Admissions; Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Staff members absent; Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 3:35 PM.
Minutes of the February 8, 2017 meeting were reviewed and approved.

Professor Michael Kosorok reported that he is drafting a data agreement for a graduate student.
Professor Patrick Curran will also be working with the same student. It was also reported that
Professor Holning Lau will be working with two graduate students on literature and modeling
reviews. Dr. Jennifer Kretchmar will draft a notice of confidentiality for these graduate students.

Professor Patrick Curran presented an update on his research based on an admissions candidate’s
ability to indicate multiple races or ethnicities. Professor thanked Dr. Kretchmar for her
assistance with this project. Professor Curran also provided data tables to reflect his work in this
area.

In his data review, Professor Curran removed a number of students from the initial data sample
since these students never completed the application process. As the data was reported, the
committee members discuss the various ways applicants can identify themselves by race,
ethnicity, fee waiver, first-generation college and residency status. Based on this conversation,
Professor Curran will refine his data report. He also emphasized that this preliminary report is
only an early step in his research. He will continue to work with Professor Kosorok and their
graduate student to produce potential outcomes for a race-neutral approach to admissions.
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Associate Vice Chancellor Shuford provided an update on the work of her sub-working group.
She indicated that this sub-working group is focused on questions related to engagement,
perceptions of campus climate, social development and learning outcomes. Dean Panter offered
to provide this group with the results from exit surveys completed by graduating students.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 4:46 PM.
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CONTAINS INFORMATION PROTECTED
BY THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE

Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of April 5, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College of
Arts and Sciences; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts
and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business
School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Guests present: Stephen Keadey, Senior University Counsel, Office of University Counsel;
Joseph Shuford, Post-Doctoral Trainee, Office of University Counsel.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:35a. The minutes
of the meeting of March 1, 2017, were approved with minor corrections.

Following introductions, Dean Panter entertained a motion to go into closed session so that the
committee could consult with attorneys from the Office of University Counsel in order to
preserve the attorney-client privilege. The motion was made, seconded, and passed
unanimously. The committee entered closed session at 10:40a.

[NOTE: The following indented paragraphs, which summarize the closed-session consultation,
are to be redacted in any public disclosure of these minutes.]




CONTAINS INFORMATION PROTECTED
BY THE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE

Dean Panter asked members of the three working groups to report on their progress. Professor
Lau said that he would be interviewing student candidates to help with the literature review and
that the successful candidate will be expected to work full-time on the project over the summer.

Dr. Shuford said that the committee on student engagement has been meeting to identify
pertinent questions in the various survey instruments that are currently available. The committee
also plans to talk with faculty about the state of research regarding student engagement with
diversity.

Professor Curran and Professor Kosorok discussed the progress of their data analysis. A
graduate assistant is currently working on the project and is becoming acquainted with the
variables that are available. The student will be available to work during the summer and into
the fall while Professor Curran is on research leave. The committee also discussed a recent
published paper regarding the measurement of diversity that has limitations but nevertheless
could be useful for assessing diversity over time.

Dean Panter asked whether there were any other issues the committee wished to discuss. The
members asked about the timelines for their various working groups. Dean Panter responded by
noting that the evaluation of race-neutral strategies was an ongoing institutional responsibility
and by asking everyone to work at a steady, professional, and sustainable pace.

The members closed by agreeing that they would revisit the charges for the various working
groups at the next meeting, as a way of ensuring that everyone’s work remains consistent with

their charges.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:45a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of May 12, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College of
Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler
Business School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Guest present: Damon Toone, Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:35a. The minutes
of the meeting of April 5, 2017, were approved with no corrections.

Dean Panter asked members of the three working groups to report on their progress. Reporting
for the literature-review group, Professor Lau said that he is working on an updated charge for
the committee to consider and if possible approve. A research assistant was hired for 30 hours of
work during Spring 2017 semester; a new assistant will begin soon and will work full-time
during the first half of the summer. The previous research assistant completed a draft summary
regarding discussions in court documents about the types of studies a university could conduct to
assess possible race-neutral strategies; Professor Lau said that this summary is a draft only and
that he has not yet had the opportunity to review it. He also said that the literature review from
this point forward may also explore how diversity can be more effectively measured, especially
in light of the uniqueness of individuals and the diversity within diversity that results from their
uniqueness.

Professor Patrick Curran reported that the modeling and data-analysis group has developed
infrastructure for statistical and data analyses and is now ready to begin applying theoretical
constructs to the data to see what results those constructs generate. He observed that this
infrastructure will allow his group to test some of the alternatives suggested by the literature
review that others have either used or developed in theory.



Dr. Bettina Shuford said that the group focused on student engagement continues to explore data
from existing surveys, including those regarding campus climate, student engagement,
psychosocial development, and learning outcomes regarding diversity. She observed that, since
the last meeting of the committee, the University has explored contracting with a national multi-
institution study of leadership, and that this contract might permit the group to conduct multi-
institutional research regarding possible correlations between diversity at colleges and
universities and various outcomes. The group is also exploring whether a recently published
book regarding how colleges affect students might be helpful.

The committee discussed whether the University collected information about students’ countries
of origin. Mr. Stephen Farmer said that the information, as well as the tribal affiliations of
students who identify themselves as American Indian or Alaska Native, might be available
through the Common Application for recent years but is not in the flat file. Mr. Farmer also said
that the admissions office found it helpful to look beneath the surface of the various
categorizations that colleges and universities are required to report to the U.S. Department of
Education. Where modeling and data-analysis are concerned, it may be necessary to start with
these broad required categorizations and then narrow using other information.

The committee then discussed in greater detail the work of the data-analysis group. Professor
Michael Kosorok described an initial plan for analysis that the group intends to follow using
information from previous applicants to the University stored in the flat file. This first pass will
include information regarding socioeconomic status and gender, as well as information that an
applicant may have provided about his or her race and ethnicity, along with academic variables
provided by the student or his or her school. The committee discussed the complexity of these
academic variables and the implications of their complexity for these first analyses. For
example, where the strength of an applicant’s high-school curriculum is concerned, should the
analysis focus simply on what students have taken in high school, or should it focus instead on
what they have taken in the context of what their schools offer?

The committee also discussed a limitation of using standard logistic regression to explore these
variables: because all of them interact with other attributes and circumstances, the variables are
not necessarily what they may seem to represent. As a result, the group intends to use other
methods to conduct the first-pass analysis, including machine learning. Although there are still
some complications to be resolved with the data, these approaches will allow the group to
conduct multiple simulations to test various approaches to admissions and their likely impacts.

The committee members agreed that all were comfortable with this plan as a first pass. The
committee discussed longer-term efforts to join admissions data with data from other sources—
for example, census-block data. The ultimate goal of the simulations is to determine whether
there is a race-neutral method accessible to the University that would yield equivalent or better
results.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:52a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of September 12, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair,
Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences (on leave Fall 2017); Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor,
Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor
and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions; Barbara
Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:05a. After the
committee members introduced themselves, Dean Panter presented the agenda for the meeting.

Professor Holning Lau reported that he worked with his research assistant over the summer to
review current literature regarding possible race-neutral strategies and asked for feedback from
committee members regarding the direction of the review. Five major categories of race-neutral
strategies, either proposed in theory or actually deployed at various universities, have been
revealed so far. According to the literature, all were consciously designed to foster racial and
ethnic diversity but are facially race-neutral and thus are considered by at least some observers to
meet a reasonable standard for neutrality. The five categories are:

1. Existing percent plans. Several schools and systems have deployed such plans. The example
of the University of Texas at Austin may be the most relevant since some of the other plans
have been system-wide. Some research suggests that UT-Austin was able to maintain some
rough level of overall diversity with top X percent plan as before; other research suggests
that, to the extent the school was able to maintain comparable diversity, this result stemmed
more from substantial demographic changes—in particular, the growth of the Hispanic
population—than from the effectiveness of the top X percent plan itself. Researchers have
noted, moreover, that in the Fisher decision, the United States Supreme Court focused on
diversity within classes, departments, and schools, not just on overall diversity within the
entire student population, and acknowledged that mechanical top X percent plans may result
in the unintended and unacceptable tradeoff of losing other kinds of individual and nuanced
diversity, as well as academic preparedness. There generally seems to be few if any peer-
reviewed publications on top X percent plans after 2013.
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2. Socioeconomic approaches. The review revealed that some have suggested that a
“preference” for students from low-income households would contribute to socioeconomic
diversity and might also serve to maintain to racial and ethnic diversity. In general,
researchers have not found that weighing socioeconomic status more heavily in the
evaluation of candidates would by itself increase racial and ethnic diversity. One writer has
encouraged attention to two indicators of socioeconomic status, one for candidates as
individuals and a second for their contexts—for example, their schools and neighborhoods.
The literature suggests that, although some colleges and universities are already considering
such factors, few have developed formal methods for assessing and assigning weight to them.
One exception is the University of Colorado at Boulder, which reportedly has compiled a
disadvantage index based on personal and school attributes. Beyond this natural experiment
at Colorado, most studies of socioeconomic-status plans are based on simulations, and most
simulations suggest that SES preferences alone cannot give the same level of racial and
ethnic diversity as race-conscious practices. One other challenge noted in the literature is
that the simulations have not been demonstrated to be practicable. Moreover, to the extent
that simulations assume that zero weight is currently being assigned to socioeconomic status,
they may oversestimate the difference that more weight or more formalized weighting might
make. Some studies have focused on cultural diversity in a way that is facially race-neutral;
none found so far describe the secondary effect of increased attention to cultural diversity on
racial and ethnic diversity.

3. Eliminating legacy preferences, development preferences, and early-decision and -action
programs. Some research has suggested that eliminating all of these practices would yield
some increase in racial and ethnic diversity. None has demonstrated that doing so would
maintain the same level of racial and ethnic diversity schools are currently achieving. Some
studies have noted the tradeoffs that eliminating these practices would involve.

4. Race-neutral holistic review. The literature has noted that some schools claim to be blind to
race and ethnicity in admissions but still take into account essays and other attributes that
may either indicate or serve as a proxy for race or ethnicity.

5. Recruitment. Although some have suggested that enhanced research can substitute for race-
conscious practices in the evaluation of candidates, and although many schools have
expanded recruitment for that purpose, the literature suggests that enhanced recruitment has
not by itself been able to produce comparable levels of racial and ethnic diversity.

Professor Michael Kosorok then described the work of the group that is focusing on data analysis
and simulations. Based on initial evaluations, the race or ethnicity of underrepresented-minority
candidates seemed not to predict substantially students’ admissions decisions, although the study
so far has not been able to define clearly the interaction among variables. Subsequent analyses
will pay more attention to residency and other factors.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:02a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of September 26, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Ming Lin, Parker
Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of Arts and Sciences; Abigail Panter,
Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate
Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division
of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences (on leave Fall 2017); Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and
Astronomy, College of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and
Chair, Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health; Douglas Shackelford,
Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Senior Assistant Director of Undergraduate Admissions;
Barbara Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 11a. In the absence
of a quorum, the minutes of the meeting of September 12, 2017, were reviewed preliminarily,
but revisions were postponed until the next regularly scheduled meeting. Mr. Stephen Farmer
noted that the minutes were drafted to be revised and that any revisions the committee agreed
upon would be noted in the final version.

Dean Panter relayed a message from Professor Michael Kosorok. The data-analysis group will
be adding adjustments for residency status and exploring further the interactions between the
variables it has identified.

Dr. Bettina Shuford reported for the group that has been focusing on reviewing existing surveys
of the student experience of diversity. She noted that the University has access to several
instruments, including the Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership and the Survey of Student
Experience in the Research University. The group is also exploring existing surveys of the
sophomore experience and the senior experience, which are administered by the public
university system, and a survey of student engagement administered in the residency halls.
Across all of these surveys, the group is looking at evidence regarding campus climate,
psychosocial development, and student engagement.

Dean Panter mentioned that the University will likely be piloting an exit interview for graduating
seniors starting this year and that the new interview will include an enhanced version of the
current first-destination survey. The interview will also include questions about the educational
benefits of diversity as outlined in The Educational Benefits of Diversity and Inclusion for
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Undergraduate Students at the University of North Carolina, which Provost James W. Dean, Jr.,
submitted to Chancellor Carol L. Folt in May 2017.

Dr. Shuford said that her group will be presenting a preliminary summary of what it has learned
later this fall. The group has been especially interested in ideas involving perceptions of the
campus climate (including the psychological climate, behavioral climate, and organizational
climate), we well as students’ sense of belonging and mattering. Dr. Shuford noted that studies
have found a sense of social connectedness and a sense of diverse citizenship as being important
to students’ thriving. She also noted that, whereas studies have in the past focused more on the
impact of the environment on students, they are now beginning to focus on the capacities of
students and on their shared responsibility—with faculty, administration, and staff—to be
together responsible for student success.

In response to a question about whether the group had identified any research regarding possible
disparate impacts of class size on the success of different student populations, Dean Panter
responded that research suggests the pedagogical approach, rather than the sheer size of the class,
that can lead to better or worse outcomes.

In response to a question about whether the group had seen any evidence in the literature about
the effect of critical mass(es) on campus climate, Dr. Shuford responded that some studies have
suggested better outcomes with more students in a particular group. Regardless of the numbers
of students, the behavior and practices of faculty and staff remain important. Research suggests
that schools need to pay careful attention to climate, not only to representation, in order to secure
good outcomes for students.

The group discussed whether assessing the capacity of students to contribute to and benefit from
some of these outcomes would be a reasonable approach for admissions evaluations. Professor
Holning Lau said that qualitative assessments—for example, essays—might offer more insights
than quantitative-only assessments such as top-X-percent plans. An assessment could try to
discern the propensity of a student to act in ways that would contribute or benefit.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 12p.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of November 27, 2017
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Michael Kosorok, Kenan
Distinguished Professor and Chair, Biostatistics, Gillings School of Global Public Health;
Abigail Panter, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for
Undergraduate Education, College of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished
Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice
Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Ming Lin, Parker Distinguished Professor, Computer Science, College of
Aurts and Sciences.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions; Barbara
Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Guest present: Belinda Locke, Coordinator for Assessment and Strategic Planning, Division of
Student Affairs.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:05a. After
introductions, the committee heard from Dr. Bettina Shuford and Dr. Belinda Locke regarding
the work of the group that has been focusing on the student experience of diversity. Dr. Shuford
distributed a revised review of the literature regarding theoretical constructs related to student
engagement, campus climate, and psychosocial development. Dr. Locke then distributed and
discussed preliminary results of an attempt to model the extent to which various components of
students’ experience of diversity correlate with positive outcomes in the areas of leadership and
self-awareness. This first attempt uses data from 2015; other data could be explored in the future,
as could other positive outcomes such as strengthened resiliency and improved complex
cognition. This first attempt found no significant differences across different racial and ethnic
groups in students’ sense of belonging but significant differences in perceptions of a possible
discriminatory climate on campus.

The committee discussed the work of Sylvia Hurtado and others, which has found that a learning
environment characterized by structural diversity leads to improved sense of belonging,
increased interactional diversity, and improved educational outcomes; the Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership and/or the Student Experience in the Research University Consortium may
be developing a structural diversity index for participating institutions, which could make it
easier to explore Hurtado’s findings across multiple schools. The committee then discussed
various approaches for subsequent versions of the model, as well as alternative methods that
might in time provide complementary insights.
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Professor Holning Lau reported that he and his research assistant had surveyed the limited
literature regarding the use of application essays as a race-neutral strategy. Most legal scholars
consider such a use to be Constitutional, given recent decisions that consider facially race-neutral
practices to be permissible under the law. The approach does receive substantial criticism in the
literature, mainly on three grounds: first, some critics believe essays are inedequate as a means
of fostering student diversity unless they are accompanied by other practices that allow for the
explicit consideration of race or ethnicity as one factor among many; second, applicants do not
know how to respond to essay prompts, with some believing that the “right” thing to do is not to
mention race or to downplay it, no matter the role that they might believe race has played in their
lives; third, reliance on essays may discourage and disadvantage candidates from lower
socioeconomic groups, since students from higher groups may be more likely to have received
effective instruction in writing or to be “coached” as to the “right” response. The literature does,
however, include some praise for essays, noting that they can be an important way of providing
qualitative information about students’ experiences of race that can help foster diversity within
races.

The committee discussed the difficulty of writing prompts for application essays, as well as the
possibility that prompts can change student behavior in unexpected ways. The committee also
discussed the difficulty in understanding essays in the absence of other contextualizing
information, including, in some cases, the race or ethnicity of the writer. Professor Lau noted
that one challenge in assessing the effectiveness of essays as a means of fostering diversity is that
most schools that are using essays have adopted many other practices—for example, recruitment
practices—that are intended to accomplish the same end; in such an environment, it is difficult to
isolate the difference that the essays themselves are making.

Professor Michael Kosorok and Professor Patrick Curran described their ongoing work to
establish a rough baseline model that predicts previous admissions decisions based on various
data available in the admissions flat file. These data include credentials provided to the
admissions office, such as high-school grade-point average and test score, as well as indicators
that are the products of comprehensive review, such as ratings assigned by readers. The best
model they have produced so far, which includes residency, predicts previous decisions with
91.9 percent accuracy, with 95.7 percent accuracy in predicting those not admitted and 81.9
percent accuracy in predicting those admitted. When race or ethnicity are excluded from the
model, the accuracy of the model declines: from 91.9 to 91.0 percent overall, from 95.7 to 95.5
percent for those not admitted, and from 81.9 to 79.1 for those admitted. Professor Kosorok
observed that these results suggest that race or ethnicity is playing a very limited role in
admissions decisions.

The committee discussed the difficulty in determining whether race could be an underlying
factor in some of the other variables that are part of the model—for example, in the ratings that
admissions officers assign to essays, activities, and personal qualities.

The minutes of the meetings of September 12, 2017, and September 26, 2017, were reviewed
and approved with no corrections. Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:35a.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of February 28, 2018
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Abigail Panter, Professor,
Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, College
of Arts and Sciences; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair, Biostatistics,
Gillings School of Global Public Health; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and
Dean, Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enroliment and Undergraduate
Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions; Barbara
Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 3:30p. She asked
members of each subgroup to summarize briefly the group’s current thinking and share those
thoughts with her within the next week.

Professor Holning Law provided an update about the literature review of possible race-neutral
alternatives. One approach to consider is whether socioeconomic status might be weighed even
more heavily than it is already weighed in admissions, although it would be important to be
mindful of the tradeoffs, since more socioeconomic diversity could mean less of other kinds of
diversity. The research suggests that a top-X-percent plan alone would not provide comparable
racial and ethnic diversity and comparable academic quality. One simulation the modeling group
might conduct would involve trying to replicate the results of previous studies conducted by the
University. Even if a top-X-percent plan fostered similar racial and ethnic diversity, it might not
yield other kinds of diversity—for example, diversity within racial and ethnic groups. All of the
studies reviewed to date suggest that using socioeconomic proxies would not be as effective an
approach as considering race and ethnicity as one factor among many. Where the use of essays
is concerned, the research is inconclusive; there are no data so far to demonstrate that focusing
on diversity-oriented essays would contribute to racial and ethnic diversity.

The committee discussed whether essays could be considered to be reinforcing conformity of
thought, because the use of such essays in admissions could end up rewarding people who think
in a certain way; alternatively, students could be coached to write in a certain way if they
believed that doing so would benefit them in admissions. Some students of color might be
reluctant to be honest about their experiences out of concern that their doing so might penalize
them in admissions. Some students might simply not know what to make of a question about
diversity. Students’ self-perceptions can depend on their context and environment; a student
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might not think consciously of his or her race or ethnicity or socioeconomic status, for example,
until the student goes to college.

There is no support in the literature to demonstrate that outreach alone will maintain or
strengthen diversity.

Professor Patrick Curran talked about the work of the simulation/modeling group, reporting that
Professor Michael Kosorok, with the help of a graduate student, continues the group’s work with
admissions data. Empirical results to date do not suggest that any of the race-neutral alternatives
explored would be effective. Nor is there any evidence to date that race or ethnicity is currently
being used as a unitary or dominant factor in admissions; rather, the evidence suggests that race
is a minimal but unique factor. The analysis to date suggests the complexity of racial and ethnic
identifications; it is hard, using admissions data about racial self-identification alone, to get at the
diversity that can be seen in the whole of the application. All of the evidence suggests that the
admissions office is doing what it says. Professor Curran emphasized that the group is not saying
that a “race-blind” approach would yield the same racial and ethnic diversity; rather, it is saying
that the current decisions of the admissions office are complex and hard to model based on any
one criterion alone. The data suggest that race is playing a subtle role but always in conjunction
with many other factors.

The committee discussed the difficulty of implementing a race-neutral practice that used legal
“proxies” for race and ethnicity unless the practice was rigid and formulaic and not a product of
individual reader judgment of individual human applicants. Although there is a disconnect
between the deterministic nature of data-intensive simulations and the holistic nature of UNC’s
current process, and although there is some concern that a formula-based approach could be
“gamed,” it still might be helpful to try to simulate such an approach, as the previous committee
on race-neutral alternatives did. Professor Curran observed that any simulation using current
admissions data would not be able to take into account or predict the impact that a change in
evaluation practices might have on the applicant pool.

Dr. Bettina Shufort reported for the group that is reviewing student perceptions of diversity. She
and Dr. Belinda Locke in the Division of Student Affairs have reviewed previous surveys, pulled
some of their data, and engaged with Professor Curran to model connections between
perceptions and student outcomes. The general conclusion so far has been that race and ethnicity
do have an impact on students’ sense of belonging and on their leadership on campus. Professor
Curran then discussed the “path model” and survey variables that lead to other variables; the
results to date substantiate seem to substantiate the importance of diversity for our current
students. Dean Panter observed that the law-school study she conducted demonstrated greater
positive learning outcomes in institutions with greater diversity. Dr. Shuford observed that the
literature on student thriving suggests that diverse interactions are crucial to thriving.

Dean Panter then asked the committee to review carefully the minutes of the previous meeting.

The minutes were subsequently approved with one correction. Dean Panter adjourned the
meeting at 5p.
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Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies
Meeting of April 9, 2018
Minutes

Committee members present: Patrick Curran, Professor, Psychology and Neuroscience,
College of Arts and Sciences; Holning Lau, Professor, School of Law; Abigail Panter, Professor,
Psychology and Neuroscience, and Senior Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education, College
of Arts and Sciences; Douglas Shackelford, Distinguished Professor and Dean, Kenan-Flagler
Business School; Bettina Shuford, Associate Vice Chancellor, Division of Student Affairs.

Committee members absent: Rumay Alexander, Clinical Professor, School of Nursing, and
Special Assistant to the Chancellor; Jonathan Engel, Professor, Physics and Astronomy, College
of Arts and Sciences; Michael Kosorok, Kenan Distinguished Professor and Chair, Biostatistics,
Gillings School of Global Public Health

Staff members present: Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate

Admissions; Jennifer Kretchmar, Associate Director of Undergraduate Admissions; Barbara
Polk, Deputy Director of Undergraduate Admissions; Damon Toone, Associate Director of

Undergraduate Admissions.

Dean Abigail Panter, chair of the committee, called the meeting to order at 10:30a. The minutes
of the meeting of February 28, 2018, were reviewed and approved, with corrections.

Dean Panter shared a draft of an interim report, summarizing the activities and findings of the
committee to date, that will go to the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions and
through the Advisory Committee to others in the University community. She stated that she has
been regularly informing the Advisory Committee of the committee’s activities and findings
since the committee was convened.

The committee discussed what details should be included in the interim report, given that the
committee has completed much detailed work so far. The members agreed that the minutes of
previous meetings should be incorporated, as should the report on the educational benefits of
diversity completed by Provost James Dean last year, as well as the earlier report of the Working
Group on Race-Neutral Alternatives. The members agreed not to include the reading document
produced by the admissions office. The committee also agreed that the report should be
consistently formatted.

The members discussed how to report on activities and findings that are still works in progress.
They agreed that any findings that are preliminary and/or not conclusive need to be represented
as such, and that one way of addressing this need would be to report future directions and
planned next steps. Dean Panter said that she would compile suggestions in a revised document
and share with them for their final review and approval.

Dean Panter invited the members to discuss what resources their subgroups would need for the
next six months or so. The student-experience subgroup may need access to data from the
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Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey. The analytics group might need
the services of another research assistant, perhaps in quantitative psychology. Regardless, the
committee will need to spend time further integrating work across the subgroups. For example,
the analytics group, which has created a good infrastructure using data from previous applicants
for admission, will want to test alternatives identified by the literature-review group. Professor
Holning Lau agreed to consult with Professor Patrick Curran and Professor Michael Kosorok on
which alternatives could be tested with existing data.

Dean Panter asked members to review sections of the interim report that involve their subgroups
and also to summarize their plans for next steps for the groups.

The committee then discussed news reports regarding the U.S. Department of Justice’s inquiry
into early-decision practices at other schools. Mr. Stephen Farmer stated that the University
practices early-action (rather than early-decision) admission and does not share applicant data
with other schools.

Dean Panter adjourned the meeting at 11:55a.
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Carolina’s Commitment to Diversity and Inclusion

The University of North Carolina is committed to creating and sustaining a diverse and inclusive
community of students, faculty, and staff. This commitment derives from our experience that our
differences strengthen our educational programs, enhance the development of our students, and
enable us to achieve our mission as a public university—one that strives for excellence in
teaching, learning, creating, and discovering, and in serving all the people of North Carolina.

Diversity, Inclusion, and Excellence as Pillars of Our Mission

In the words of our current mission statement, adopted by the Board of Trustees and approved by
the Board of Governors in 2009, UNC-Chapel Hill “embrace[s] an unwavering commitment to
excellence as one of the world’s great research universities.” As “the nation’s first public
university,” we exist to “teach a diverse community of undergraduate, graduate, and professional
students to become the next generation of leaders,” even as we “invest knowledge and resources
to enhance access to learning and to foster the success and prosperity of each rising generation.”
We commit to these educational objectives in order “to enhance the quality of life for all people”
in our state.

Inscribed within this mission is the conviction and proved experience that diversity, excellence,
and service to the people of North Carolina are integrally and inextricably connected. The
University puts into practice what a significant and growing body of educational and
organizational re- search has established: that diversity enhances learning, fosters discovery, and
strengthens service, especially in a community in which all individuals are valued for the unique
combination of attributes that make them who they are. Of course, learning, discovery, and
service require other re- sources, including intellect, integrity, and a capacity for hard work,
especially if they are to be con- ducted at the highest possible level. But none would flourish
without diversity and inclusion and the benefits that the two, taken together, provide.

This understanding—that diversity, inclusion, and excellence are mutually reinforcing pillars of
our mission to achieve academic excellence and to prepare graduates to succeed and lead—has
been embraced by our faculty for decades. As early as 1998, in its Statement on Principles of
Service, Diversity and Freedom of Inquiry, the Faculty Council made explicit the connections
among the three, affirming that the University had an obligation to “create and sustain an
environment of educational excellence,” “promote intellectual growth through intense and
rigorous educational dialogue,” and “foster mutually beneficial interactions among students,
faculty, staff, and administrators who possess diverse backgrounds and wide varieties of
perspectives and life experiences.” These connections were further explored and defined in the
2003 and 2011 academic plans, the former stating explicitly that “Diversity is critical to the
University’s effectiveness in fully preparing students for the world,” and the latter affirming
“how much Carolina’s learning environment is enhanced by students, faculty, and staff from
multiple backgrounds and ethnicities interacting together.” These themes were in turn echoed by
Faculty Council in its November 2016 resolution, On Commitment to Diversity and Inclusion,
which reinforced that “student body diversity is a vital and necessary component of academic
excellence,” and which enumerated several specific educa- tional benefits conferred by such
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diversity. The 2016 resolution also noted the critical role that inclusion plays in securing the
educational benefits of diversity, since “students from all backgrounds [need] to feel welcome,
supported, and prepared for academic success” if they are to thrive academically and personally
and contribute to the education of their classmates.

We hope this document will contribute substantially to this lived experience and ongoing
conversation about diversity and inclusion on our campus, and to our continued development as
a public university whose high calling is to strive for excellence in teaching, learning, creating,
and discovering, and in serving all the people of our state.

It is worth noting that our understanding of these issues has changed and deepened over time.
Although the University enrolled its first student in 1795, it was another full century until we
enrolled our first female student, and another thirty years until we enrolled our first American
Indian student, and another twenty until we enrolled our first black student. The student body at
the University has changed dramatically since then—partly because our state and nation have
changed, but also because those who came before us on this campus came to realize that the
differences we had resisted were in fact crucial to the excellence we sought. Without their vision
and wisdom, and without their sacrifice, the contribution we now strive to make would not have
been possible.

Our Broad Commitment to Diversity and Inclusion

The University seeks, welcomes, and benefits from diversity in all its forms. No list can fully
express the rich variety of backgrounds, experiences, identities, and perspectives that comprise
our community, much less our state, nation, and world. We may focus on certain elements of
diversity for good reasons, including current conditions or a sense of where our state and world
are heading. This focus often leads us to describe diversity in terms of background, belief, and
experience; socioeconomic status; race and ethnicity; veteran or military status; physical ability;
sexual orientation; or sex, gender, gender identity, or gender expression. But we recognize that
human experience and identity cannot be fully captured in any of these ways, and we respect and
welcome other differences that likewise strengthen our academic programs and campus by
enhancing our individual and collective learning experiences.

We also seek, welcome, and benefit from diversity in all its combinations. Rather than think of
people categorically, we recognize that no person is one-dimensional and no two people the
same in every respect, even if they identify with one another along a particular dimension.
Although the University is often required to report categorically about elements of diversity in
our student body and faculty, and although such reporting can offer important perspectives about
our campus, we owe all members of our community the opportunity to be recognized as the
capable and complex individuals they are, rather than reduced to a single identity or interest.

If this respect for difference, and for difference within difference, is a crucial component of
inclusion, then inclusion itself is crucial to our ability to extend the educational benefits of
difference to every member of our community. When people feel welcome to bring their unique
combinations of experiences and backgrounds into their interactions with their students,
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classmates, and professors, then discussions become richer, discoveries go deeper, and
perspectives grow broader. This is the educational experience we strive to create, and it depends
on both diversity and inclusion.

Our Commitment in Action

This commitment to diversity and inclusion—driven by our conviction that the two are integral
to one another and to the excellence we seek as an institution—has most recently manifested
itself in our recommendation regarding the new University Office of Diversity and Inclusion.
This office will be charged to build understanding across differences, promote the free exchange
of disparate ideas, and create conditions to ensure that the educational and social benefits of
diversity are equitably realized. This office will also address the issues of our contemporary
society and strive to position all students, faculty, and staff to reach their greatest potential. We
believe that this vision is consistent with the University’s experience and understanding of
diversity and inclusion, and we are excited about the difference this office will make, over time,
in the education of our faculty, staff, and students, and by extension in the life of our state.

But this is just one recent manifestation of the University’s commitment to realize and secure the
educational benefits of diversity and inclusion. This commitment has long been borne out in
many other ways: in our work to attract and enroll outstanding students from widely diverse
backgrounds, including, but not limited to, those from low-income households and those whose
races and ethnicities are underrepresented on our campus; in our efforts, both in and out of the
classroom, to foster debate, discussion, collaboration, and other engagement across differences;
and finally, in our efforts to encourage success for students of all backgrounds, so that they will
leave our campus prepared for the intellectual, civic, and personal challenges and opportunities
they will face, and ready to make important contributions in every walk of life, both across North
Carolina and beyond.

These actions belong to no one division, school, department, or individual. Rather, they depend
on the involvement of our community as a whole. All of us are responsible for attracting,
challenging, and supporting great students who will contribute to the education and experience of
everyone on our campus; and for engaging in earnest and respectful debate and discussion; and
for drawing on the strengths and differences of our classmates and colleagues as we develop new
and creative solutions to the problems we face as a state and as a society. In these ways, our
institutional commitment to diversity and inclusion reinforces our commitment to excellence and
propels us forward in all that we do.

Such sustained action to secure the benefits of diversity and inclusion has long been recognized
as crucial to our success as a public research university. In 2011, our academic plan, recognizing
that a “community that welcomes difference as a vital ingredient of creative change will thrive in
manifold ways,” reiterated the call to action. The November 2016 Faculty Council resolution —
the result of the Diversity Syllabus, a series of purposeful conversations at monthly Council
meetings held over a period of two years — called on the University to continue “creating and
sustaining a diverse and inclusive environment” and urged ongoing action to prepare “a diverse
group of students to work together to meet the broad range of complex challenges facing North

62



Carolina, the Nation, and the world.” More recently, Chancellor Carol L. Folt, speaking at the
University’s March 2017 Diversity in STEM Conference, called on our community to continue
to act to foster diversity and inclusion, reminding her audience that “it increases our educational
impact to have a room full of people with different ideas” who “come from different
backgrounds” and “walked a different path into that very moment of debate and learning.”

The need for sustained and purposeful action to foster diversity and inclusion, and to secure their
benefits for our community and especially our students, cannot now be overstated. We live in a
time of extraordinary challenge and promise. All around us—across our campus, state, country,
and world—are causes and controversies, opportunities and obstacles, and potential and
predicaments that require creative thinking, different perspectives, and rigorous and respectful
debate. Diversity and inclusion not only enable these practices; they help them lead to innovative
answers and shared understanding.

The need for understanding, too, cannot be overstated. The last several years have revealed
fundamental challenges in our civic life, in the form of real and urgent concerns about issues
involving race, religion, identity, culture, and intellectual diversity. Events and circumstances
arising across the country, including some in Chapel Hill, have sparked important discussions
about discrimination, bias, and equity. On our own campus, students, faculty, and staff have
expressed frustration with the prejudice they have experienced or witnessed on campus and
across our state and nation. In the face of these controversies, which are both urgent and painful
to many in our community, our success as an institution will depend on our ongoing actions to
foster diversity and inclusion and secure their full benefits.

The Benefits of Diversity and Inclusion

The University’s commitment to diversity and inclusion reflects our lived and learned experience
that they yield lasting and transformational educational benefits—an understanding informed not
only by a substantial and growing body of literature but also by feedback from our own students
and faculty. These benefits are interrelated; each reinforces the others. Together, they strengthen
the educational experience we provide to our students, and they enable our excellence in
teaching, learning, creating, and discovering, and in serving all the people of North Carolina.

The 1998 and 2016 statements by Faculty Council, and the 2003 and 2011 academic plans,
outlined several specific benefits deriving from diversity and inclusion. The following
description is consistent with these statements, elaborating on some of the benefits as a means of
providing a clear basis for action and assessment in the future. Just as this description builds
upon the previous work of our colleagues, we expect future colleagues to build upon our own
work, since our understanding of these benefits is dynamic and developing over time.

Promoting the robust exchange of ideas. Living and learning within an environment of diverse
classmates, faculty, and staff encourage the vibrant exchange of ideas, perspectives, and visions,
especially when all feel included and encouraged to share their points of view. Students, faculty,
and staff need practice in articulating their perspectives to others, just as they need practice in
hearing the perspectives of others. This practice of exchanging and engaging with ideas,
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including those we do not necessarily share, is essential to higher learning in general. It is also
particularly important for the nation’s first public university, for whom lux and libertas—Ilight
and liberty—are founding principles.

Broadening and refining understanding. In similar ways, discussion and dialogue with
classmates, professors, and colleagues of different beliefs, backgrounds, preferences, cultures,
races, ethnicities, and the like—differences of every kind—inform, modify, and expand our own
understandings, opinions, and visions. We often leave conversations on campus—whether they
take place in classrooms, laboratories, or libraries, or during meals or workouts or walks—seeing
things differently from the way we saw them before. Sometimes a problem, or its possible
solution, has snapped into sharper focus; sometimes it has come to seem still more complicated,
with many more shades of gray than we had previously recognized. Regardless, in being exposed
to, and in trying to account for, the diverse perspectives of the other parties to our conversation,
we have broadened and refined our own understanding. In a very real sense, this is the essence of
the education we strive to provide to each student, and it is consistent with our mission to serve
as “a center for research, scholarship, and creativity.”

Fostering innovation and problem-solving. The opportunity to study and learn within a diverse
and inclusive environment serves as a catalyst for new insights and solutions. By hearing a
different idea, merging elements of two separate ideas, or formulating an outside-the-box
hypothesis, we shine light on the right answer, move closer to a potential solution, or see an
entirely new dimension of a challenge we first thought was less complex. Moreover, diverse and
inclusive teams bring different problem-solving approaches to bear on difficult challenges,
pushing team members to dig deeper and achieve better results. In all these ways, diversity and
inclusion foster innovation, fuel creativity, and drive development and advancement across all
disciplines and courses of study—enabling the University to fulfill its mission of “leading
change to improve society and to help solve the world’s greatest problems.”

Preparing engaged and productive citizens and leaders. Our students come from every corner of
North Carolina, all fifty states, and countries around the world. To help them prepare to thrive as
citizens and leaders, as well as employees and employers, in the increasingly diverse
communities and workplaces that await them, the University strives to offer them the opportunity
to live, learn, and work within a campus community that is itself diverse. When students
collaborate effectively with classmates whose backgrounds, experiences, and perspectives differ
from their own, they prepare themselves to serve and work with people of all backgrounds no
matter where their personal and professional paths might lead them. The competence and
confidence they gain in interacting with diverse constituents, and the legitimacy they earn as a
result, position them for engaged and productive lives as citizens and leaders. This is a crucial
opportunity that the University must provide to students, given that its mission is in part to teach
them “to become the next generation of leaders.”

Enhancing appreciation, respect, and empathy. These same learning opportunities, within and
beyond the classroom, offer the distinct but related benefit of deepening appreciation for others,
awakening students to the ways in which differences of upbringing, culture, identity, and
experience combine to contribute to our differences as individuals. Within a community that is
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both diverse and inclusive, this appreciation of difference leads to greater respect, both for the
various groups with which students identify and for individual students themselves, who like all
human beings are irreducible and unique. By allowing us to step regularly into someone else’s
shoes, diversity and inclusion destroy stereotypes, bridge divisions, and promote empathy—
experiences that enable our students to understand not only each other but also “all people in the
State,” whom our mission obliges us to serve.

These educational benefits of diversity and inclusion are substantial, essential to our mission, and
borne out daily through our common life together. But beyond our own conviction and
experience, these benefits are well recognized in an expansive and growing body of scholarship,
and they are shared, with mission-specific variations, by many other institutions of higher
learning. They have also been validated by the Supreme Court of the United States, in its
decisions affirming the limited and nuanced consideration of race and ethnicity as one factor
among many in student admissions.

Realizing the Benefits of Diversity and Inclusion

The achievement of these crucial benefits requires sustained and purposeful action. From
pipeline programs and recruitment initiatives that reach students as they consider whether to
apply to the University, to admissions and student-aid practices that allow us to enroll an
outstanding and diverse student body, to the many programs that encourage excellence once
students arrive, to the ways in which teaching and learning are being reinvented to optimize
outcomes—in all that we do, we seek to act out our commitment to diversity and inclusion.

These efforts combine to help us achieve our overarching goals for diversity and inclusion:
attracting and enrolling a diverse student body and creating an inclusive environment in which
students learn, live, interact, and thrive. And these goals in turn help us secure the educational
benefits of diversity: promoting the robust exchange of ideas; broadening and refining
understanding; fostering innovation and problem-solving; preparing engaged and productive
citizens and leaders; and enhancing appreciation, respect, and empathy.

What follows are examples of some of the many specific programs and initiatives that the
University has undertaken in order to achieve these goals and realize these benefits.

Attracting Students from Diverse Backgrounds

Building a community of students with rich and varied backgrounds begins long before students
submit their applications. For this reason, the University takes deliberate steps to ensure that
talented students from all walks of life are considering the opportunities we offer and preparing
themselves to compete for admission.

Our 1st Look program, for example, introduces low-income middle-school students to the idea of
college as a pathway to a successful career and a satisfying life. While most college outreach
begins in high school, research has shown that students who experience a college atmosphere by
middle school are more likely to enroll in postsecondary education and to prepare for college
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while in high school. To promote these outcomes, 1st Look welcomes low-income middle-school
students to our campus and helps them envision the long-term reward for academic achievement,
using UNC-Chapel Hill as a setting to illustrate the experience of college. Although 1st Look
takes pains not to promote prematurely any specific university, aiming instead to help students
believe that college is both possible and worth pursuing, one important benefit of the program is
that it allows students from low-income households to experience our campus first-hand and talk
with current University students.

A second outreach effort, Project Uplift, has for more than 40 years welcomed 1,000 rising high
school seniors to Chapel Hill each summer, offering them the opportunity to live and learn on
our campus. Led by the University Office of Diversity and Inclusion, with support from the
Office of Undergraduate Admissions and other campus departments, Project Uplift aims both to
enhance the diversity of the University’s applicant pool and to help students stay focused on
postsecondary enrollment. The program works through a network of partner high schools to
invite high-achieving low-income students, as well as African-American, Native-American,
Latino/Latina, Asian-American, and rural students, to spend two days on campus experiencing
the academic and social climate of the University. Staffed by current students, staff, and faculty,
many of whom come from backgrounds similar to those of the students the program serves,
Project Uplift helps students forge lasting relationships and gain confidence in their ability to
navigate the University and other schools. Through a companion program, Uplift Plus, a smaller
number of students receive scholarships for five weeks of summer-school study at the
University.

A third outreach program, the Carolina College Advising Corps, places recent University
graduates in partner low-income high schools, where they work closely with students to help
them search for, enroll in, and succeed at colleges and universities that will serve them well,
including, when appropriate, our own University. Housed since its inception in the Office of
Undergraduate Admissions, the Carolina Corps has expanded dramatically in its ten-year history:
from four advisers, eight partner high schools, and 1,400 graduating seniors in 2007, to 51
advisers, 71 partner high schools, and 14,000 graduating seniors in 2017. Our advisers—trained
over the course of the summer by Corps leaders and staff members from the admissions and
student-aid offices at the University— work intently on behalf of all students who seek their aid,
helping them aim high in the search for schools and scholarships, complete admissions and
financial-aid applications, and enroll in colleges and universities where they will thrive. The
Carolina Corps continues to yield outstanding results: last year, new partner high schools
experienced an average increase in the college-enrollment rates of their graduating seniors of 19
percentage points; longer-term partners, most of which have hosted advisers for four or more
years, experienced continuing gains averaging 1.5 percentage points. The program represents a
major commitment on the part of the University, and it operates at significant scale, serving
approximately 23 percent of all low-income students enrolled in public high schools in North
Carolina, as well as 45 percent of all American Indian, 22 percent of all African-American, and
17 percent of all Latino/Latina students. Although the program focuses on helping all its students
find appropriate postsecondary enrollments, many of these students find their way to the
University, with an estimated 1,000 enrolled as undergraduates during the current academic year.
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A fourth outreach program, North Carolina Renaissance, reflects yet another collaboration
between the University Office of Diversity and Inclusion and the Office of Undergraduate
Admissions. The program brings 35-40 rising high-school juniors from rural communities to
campus for a four-day enrichment program in which students participate in sessions on
leadership, team-building, college admissions, financial aid, and community service.

A fifth program, the Chuck Stone Program for Diversity in Education and Media, sponsored by
the School of Media and Journalism, is a week-long workshop for rising high-school seniors who
are interested in careers in journalism. Named for Professor Chuck Stone, a champion of
diversity in journalism who died in 2014, the program introduces students of varying
backgrounds to multiplatform storytelling and writing through classroom study, mentorships, and
reporting practices.

A sixth program, the Pre-College Expo and Symposium, led by Carolina Higher Education
Opportunity Programs (CHEOP), with support from the Office of Undergraduate Admissions
and other departments, provides high-school students of varying backgrounds with opportunities
to learn about college preparation and admission in workshops, panels, poster presentations, and
a college fair. CHEOP also sponsors a longstanding seventh opportunity, a federally funded
Upward Bound Program that annually helps 99 underrepresented, first-generation, and low-
income high-school students build the skills and motivation needed to pursue and succeed in
college.

An eighth program, sponsored by the American Indian Center, hosts 75 Native American high
school students each summer in a three-day crash course that prepares them for the college
application process. This program is consistent with the Center’s annual forum on the role of
higher education in Native nation-building, which focuses on the partnership between the
University and the state’s tribal nations and ways that they can work together to support
students’ access to higher education and their development and educational attainment.

In addition to these exemplary programs, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions recruits
extensively throughout North Carolina. Last year, for example, the office led or participated in
395 outreach events in 98 of the 100 counties in North Carolina. It also produced and distributed
a publication about preparing and searching for colleges, featuring advisers from the Carolina
College Advising Corps, to more than 10,000 low-income high-school seniors statewide.

Admitting and Enrolling a Diverse Student Body

The University seeks to admit and enroll entering classes of students that are diverse in every
way. We achieve this objective through a carefully designed and implemented process that
provides a comprehensive, holistic, and individualized evaluation of every application; by
recruiting energetically to yield the students we have admitted; and by creating alternative
pathways to enroliment for transfer students and members of the military.
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The process of comprehensive, holistic, and individualized review affords each candidate a
thorough and thoughtful evaluation, all undertaken to admit and enroll a diverse class of well-
qualified students.

8.

10.

11.

12.

This year the University received nearly 41,000 applications for roughly 4,200 places in
the entering first-year class, as well as another 3,000 applications for approximately 800
places in the entering transfer class. The ratio of applications to places necessitates a
highly selective admissions process. Eighty-two percent of each entering first-year class
comes from within North Carolina, as does between 70 and 75 percent of each entering
transfer class.

The University has designed and implemented its admissions practices, including its
careful and limited consideration of race and ethnicity, not only to advance our
institutional commitment to securing the educational benefits of diversity and inclusion,
but also to comply strictly with legal standards established by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

Every application is read in its entirety by at least one admissions officer, and applicants
are evaluated along at least 40 criteria in eight categories. If an applicant chooses to
provide information about race or ethnicity, the University may consider this information,
but even then only as an additional factor among many others, applied in a non-numerical
and non-rote way, and only as a part of the comprehensive, holistic, and individualized
review afforded to every candidate. The University in no way establishes or observes
quotas, but rather views race and ethnicity in the context of the entire application and
against the backdrop of all contributions the student might make to the University
community.

The Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions broadly oversees
admissions practices, and its work includes examining whether race-neutral alternative
practices could be adopted that would allow the University, without compromising other
objectives, to achieve its goals for diversity and inclusion.

The University practices need-blind admissions, in that we do not prefer students who
can pay the cost of attendance over those who cannot. This approach to admissions, when
combined with the University’s scholarship and student-aid programs, furthers our ability
to enroll a diverse and talented student body. Still, because we are a public university
intent on improving lives, and because we value the ways in which high-achieving low-
income students help us secure the educational benefits of diversity for everyone in our
community, we take pains to evaluate candidates for admission in light of the whole of
their socioeconomic circumstances. Rather than enforce rigid cutoffs for grade-point
averages or test scores, we evaluate all our candidates individually, comprehensively, and
holistically, and in light of the opportunities they enjoy and the challenges they face in
their communities, schools, and families. In the words of our Statement on the Evaluation
of Candidates for Admission, which the Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate
Admissions approved in September 2007, this practice requires “not only that we note the
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achievements and potential of each applicant but also that we understand the context
within which achievements have been realized and potential forged.” This method has
borne fruit: between 2009-2010 and 2014-2015, the last year for which federal data are
available, the number of Pell Grant recipients at the University rose by 23 percent— the
third highest growth rate among the 76 leading colleges and universities that the Equality
of Opportunity Project recently labeled “Ivy Plus” or “Elite.”

After admissions decisions have been made, the admissions office works purposefully to recruit
students who have been offered admission, with particular efforts for students who would
contribute to the diversity of the student body and help the University secure the educational
benefits of diversity and inclusion for all its students.

13. Although approaches to increase yield vary from year to year, they typically involve print
and email communications featuring current students; phone calls from current students,
faculty members, administrators, and trustees; and special events, both on campus and in
communities across North Carolina and the United States, that are designed to connect
students with the University community.

14. The University has worked intently over the last several years to recruit admitted first-
generation-college students. Since 2009, the admissions office has offered an annual
series of recruitment events for such students, welcoming students and their families and
featuring first-generation administrators and faculty members at the University. Last year
these efforts culminated in firstwelcome.unc.edu, an effort to connect first-generation
students with members of the University community who are themselves first-generation,
including dozens of faculty members, administrators, and staff members.

15. The admissions office also offers travel grants for admitted low-income students who
could not otherwise afford to visit our campus, on the principle that no student should be
prevented from making an informed choice about his or her enrollment for want of
financial resources.

In addition to these practices for first-year and transfer admission, the Carolina Student Transfer
Excellence Program (C-STEP) provides a pathway for talented lowto moderate-income students
to transfer to the University from partner community colleges across North Carolina.

16. C-STEP guarantees admission to students who earn an associate’s degree from a partner
college with a cumulative grade-point average of at least 3.2 and whose household
incomes are at or below 300 percent of the federal poverty guidelines.

e C-STEP partnerships at three community colleges—Fayetteville Tech, Carteret, and
Craven— are particularly focused on veterans and other military-affiliated students.

e C-STEP also provides students with special events and support services before and after they
transfer, so that the transition from the home college to the University will be as successful as
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possible, and in order to pave the way to graduation.

« More than 625 students have enrolled at the University through C-STEP since its inception in
2006, and the overall graduation rate of C-STEP students is 85 percent.

Removing Financial Barriers to Enrollment

Admission is just one step towards enrollment at the University; other steps are necessary in
order to secure diversity, and the benefits of diversity and inclusion, for our student body. One
fundamental step involves breaking down financial barriers, so that no admitted student is denied
enrollment at the University because of socioeconomic circumstances. For this reason, we
commit significant institutional resources to maintain highly equitable aid policies.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Almost alone among public universities in the United States, the University continues to
meet the full demonstrated need of every admitted student who qualifies for federal aid.

More than 70 percent of aid to undergraduate students comes in the form of grants and
scholarships, including $83 million in need-based grants funded by the University.
Another 26 percent of need-based aid comes in the form of loans, and another 2 percent
is awarded as work study.

In response to national research that indicated even small levels of debt deter enrollment
for low-income families, the University in 2004 launched the Carolina Covenant, a
commitment to debt-free financial aid for our lowest-income students. For qualifying
students—currently dependent undergraduates from families at or below 200 percent of
the federal poverty level, indexed by family size—the Covenant offers a full-need aid
package comprised entirely of scholarships and modest work-study.

The Carolina Covenant is not just a financial-aid packaging policy; it is also embodies a
public promise, giving the University a concise message to assure low-income applicants
that they will not have to worry about debt and loan repayment in order to attend and
graduate. The Office of Scholarships and Student Aid maintains a separate website
dedicated to the Covenant, carolinacovenant.unc.edu, and a description of the program is
included in all outward-facing aid and admissions materials distributed by the University.

The Covenant, in concert with other programs and initiatives, has proven effective in
contributing to diversity and inclusion on our campus. Beginning with 224 students in the
class that entered in 2004, the program now welcomes roughly 700 new students each
year. For the past several years, more than 13 percent of all entering first-year students
have entered as Covenant Scholars; the share among new transfer students, who also are
fully eligible for the program, has been higher still—18 percent in the most recent
entering class. In 2015, new first-year Covenant Scholars had a median parental income
of $25,960; 58 percent will be the first generation in their families to graduate from
college.
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22. All of the programs described above are driven by our commitment to foster both
excellence and equity, and in so doing, to secure the educational benefits of diversity and
inclusion for all our students.

In addition to these need-based aid programs, the University sponsors the Chancellor’s Science
Scholars Program. Launched in 2011, this four-year scholarship program fosters diversity among
future science and technology leaders by providing first-generation students, underrepresented-
minority students, and other students committed to diversity in the sciences an annual merit-
based scholarship, a six-week Summer EXCELerator program, intensive academic advising and
mentoring, and research opportunities.

In 2016, the University also became a founding member of the American Talent Initiative, a
national campaign launched by leading colleges and universities with the collective purpose of
increasing enrollments and graduation rates among high-achieving, low and moderate-income
students. The goal of the initiative is to enroll and graduate an additional 50,000 such students at
the nation’s top 270 institutions of higher learning by 2025. Although member institutions set
their own goals, focusing on recruitment, enrollment, and retention, they share a commitment to
prioritizing need-based financial aid and reducing gaps in achievement among students of
different socioeconomic backgrounds.

Learning, Living, and Thriving at the University

Diversity in enrollments alone is insufficient to realize fully the benefits of a diverse and
inclusive community. In recognition of this reality, the University invests in a host of programs
to provide opportunities—both in and out of the classroom—for students from different
backgrounds to interact with one another and enjoy the benefits that diversity and inclusion can
provide. We also operate a broad range of programs to ensure that all students have the support
and encouragement they need to succeed at the University. We know that students must be
welcomed, included, and supported to maximize their potential and their contributions to the
campus community. As Stephen Farmer, Vice Provost for Enrollment and Undergraduate
Admissions, said in his 2016 University Day address, “All of our students come from
somewhere, and all of them travel their own paths to Chapel Hill. But they belong at the
University, and the University belongs to them.”

Creating a learning environment that leverages diversity and inclusion to spur growth, fuel
creativity, and spark intense dialogue. Everyday learning that takes place in lecture halls, seminar
rooms, and laboratories across campus and in every area of study—from art history to business
to physics to sociology—draws upon the diversity of our students’ backgrounds and perspectives
to provoke better understanding and more innovative exploration.

o Class discussion is made more enlightening by the inclusion of diverse voices. The
University embraces the freedoms of thought and expression as part of striving to provide
classroom atmospheres where students feel comfortable bringing their unique perspectives to
the table. Such perspectives benefit the entire classroom, allowing each student to gain new
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insights and fostering the dismantling of stereotypes.

« Collaboration in study groups, labs, and group projects provides students with the
opportunity to gain valuable experience working in diverse teams—a skill that is essential for
their futures in increasingly diverse workforces and communities. These collaborative
experiences also demonstrate to students the important role that diversity plays in reaching
creative and innovative solutions to pressing problems.

o Course offerings in many departments and curricula include classes that are focused on the
topics of diversity and inclusion. These classes range from “Intersectionality: Race, Gender,
Sexuality and Social Justice,” launched in Spring 2017 and co-taught by faculty members in
English and Comparative Literature, Political Science, and American Studies, to “Diversity
and Equality in Cities,” taught in the Department of City and Regional Planning.

o Faculty-led diversity initiatives also take place all over campus, sparked by professors who
value and cultivate the educational benefits of diversity in their classrooms, discussion
groups, and laboratories.

o Professor Kelly Hogan in the Department of Biology modified her teaching methods
in large introductory courses to focus on high-value activities instead of lengthy
lectures, resulting in improved results for all students, including black and first-
generation-college students. Professor Hogan and others are sharing this innovation in
teaching through the Center for Faculty Excellence and other University structures,
spurring the adoption of more interactive and effective teaching methods throughout
introductory science courses. To support these initiatives, the University is
reconfiguring classrooms to make them more effective for interactive group learning.

o Professor Joseph DeSimone of the Department of Chemistry, winner of the 2008
Lemelson-MIT Prize, has publicly recognized diversity as a “fundamental tenet of
innovation,” recruiting nearly 40 percent of the postdoctoral scholars in his research
laboratory from underrepresented minority groups. Professor DeSimone has also
given speeches and lectures on the importance and power of diversity in the
advancement of science and society, and he has co-written an essay on the subject,
“Driving Convergence with Human Diversity,” published in Science Translational
Medicine.

o Faculty also lead and participate in other events and programs to reinforce the
importance of diversity and inclusion, such as last year’s day-long THINKposium
program, which included nearly 400 faculty and staff members. The University’s
diversity-liaison program engages approximately 60 volunteers within schools,
institutes, centers, and departments who work to advance efforts to foster diversity
and inclusion.

Providing opportunities for students to experience the benefits of diversity and inclusion outside
the classroom. The University launched Carolina Conversations to create a forum for students,
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faculty, and staff to engage in robust and honest discourse on topics related to race, intellectual
diversity, religion, identity, and culture. The series, initiated by Vice Chancellor for Student
Affairs Winston Crisp, fosters an inclusive environment that promotes productive dialogue
across differences of opinion. For example, an event in March 2015 that focused on racial issues
and current events was attended by more than 150 students, faculty, and staff, including
Chancellor Folt and Vice Chancellor for Workforce Strategy, Equity, and Engagement Felicia
Washington. Subsequent events have included student-only conversations, discussions about
inclusive classrooms, a dialogue about the First Amendment and hate speech on campus, and a
discussion about sexual assault. The series has also extended funding to students who wish to
hold their own Carolina Conversations.

The University has hosted town hall meetings to allow students, faculty, and staff the opportunity
to voice their opinions on campus issues. In November 2015, for example, a town hall allowed
our community to come together in the wake of events across our country to discuss present
challenges to our ongoing efforts to enhance inclusion. The town hall generated frank exchanges
of views, expressions of urgency, and clear calls to renewed action. Chancellor Folt, who
participated in the town hall discussion, responded by appointing a Special Assistant, Dr. Rumay
Alexander, to convene a group of senior leaders to develop and implement further efforts to
make the University more welcoming and inclusive, including an extension of the Carolina
Conversations series into the following year.

The Division of Student Affairs provides programs and services for students that complement
their academic pursuits, with the aim of enabling students to become responsible citizens in their
communities, a goal furthered by the cultivation of a diverse and inclusive campus. Student
Affairs advances inclusion through initiatives across its departments, including:

e Carolina Housing and Residential Education, which provides housing for more than 10,000
students and works to foster an inclusive and accessible residential environment through
various programs;

e The Campus Y, a 150-year-old public-service student organization, jointly led by students
and staff, that houses more than 30 student-initiated social-justice committees and supports
roughly 2,000 student volunteers annually, with a particular focus on community inclusion,
education and youth development, public health, global issues, and advocacy; and

« Carolina Union, which offers cultural, social, educational, and entertainment programs to the
entire University, and which serves as a hub for student organizations such as Ahmadiyya
Muslim Student Association, Asian Students Association, LGBTQ Center, and others.

The Minority Student Recruitment Committee, the student arm of the University Office of
Diversity and Inclusion, is made up of students who coordinate academic, cultural, and social
programming with the goal of cultivating an inclusive campus. The committee partners with
other student organizations, including the Black Student Movement, the Carolina Indian Circle,
and the Carolina Hispanic Association, to create workshops and seminars and to support student
organizations on campus.
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Ensuring all students have the support necessary to thrive at the University. As noted above, the
newly reconstituted University Office of Diversity and Inclusion—housed within the Division of
Workforce Strategy, Equity, and Engagement, but integrally connected to the Office of the
Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost, the Division of Student Affairs, and other key elements
of the University—is charged with positioning students to reach their full potential. In keeping
with this mission, the office will continue to operate a range of programs to promote and
maintain a diverse and inclusive environment on campus, including Achieving Carolina
Excellence, a pre-orientation program that assists new undergraduate students from
underrepresented populations in their transition to the University through sessions on academics,
cultural activities, and service-learning projects, and Carolina Latinx Collaborative, which raises
awareness of Latinx issues and cultures, in addition to supporting Latinx students through
various services, including a mentoring program and bilingual support.

Thrive@Carolina is a University-wide initiative to strengthen success for all students, led by a
working group convened by Provost James W. Dean, Jr., and drawing on the resources of offices
and departments across campus. The initiative seeks to build support for all students, with the
specific goals of helping the University achieve the highest overall graduation rates among
public universities in the Association of American Universities and eliminating gaps in
graduation rates between low-income, first-generation-college, and underrepresented students
and the student body at large. As a result of this initiative, the University has funded and filled
positions that support first-generation-college students, staff a tutoring hub for students enrolled
in STEM courses, and make transition courses more widely available to all students. The
initiative has also provided grants to faculty and staff members for collaborative projects that
strengthen student success.

Carolina Firsts is an initiative in the College of Arts and Sciences, with support from schools and
departments across the University, to encourage and support the nearly 20 percent of University
undergraduates who will be the first generation in their families to graduate with four-year
degrees. The program helps students make the transition to University life by collaborating with
the Office of Undergraduate Admissions in the recruitment of admitted students, connecting
enrolling students with faculty and staff advocates, hosting events during orientation and at
graduation, and providing awards and recognition. The program also includes a student
organization of the same name that offers students a supportive network of peers.

Men of Color Engagement is another initiative in the College of Arts and Sciences that works to
foster excellence among male students of color at the University. The program helps students
secure research opportunities, facilitates introduction to graduate and professional programs, and
provides a forum for discussion of race-related issues. One initiative of the program, Carolina
MALES, hosts monthly networking gatherings with alumni and campus professionals, connects
students with mentors, and organizes an annual summer immersion trip to a major city. Each of
these initiatives complements the University’s ongoing efforts to enhance the academic success
of minority male students, as reflected in the Provost’s Minority Male Workgroup:
Recommendation Report.
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CHEORP offers the NC Health Careers Access Program, which supports underrepresented and
low-income undergraduate students who aspire to enter the health professions through an
intensive, nine-week summer Science Enrichment Preparation Program, a health careers club,
and information about careers in the health professions. The office also sponsors the Ronald E.
McNair Scholars Program, a federally-funded TRiO program that provides programming and
support for undergraduates who are either first-generation-college students from low-income
backgrounds or members of an underrepresented group and who plan to pursue doctoral studies.
Thirteen rising juniors are chosen each year to participate in the two-year program, which
includes an intensive summer research experience, counseling and advising, faculty mentorship,
graduate school tours, and other activities.

In addition to these programs and initiatives, several University centers sponsor programs that
provide essential encouragement to, and raise awareness of, students who are diverse along many
different dimensions; these centers include, for example, the LGBTQ Center, the American
Indian Center, and the Sonya Haynes Stone Center for Black Culture and History. The
University also provides dedicated support to student veterans through the Student Veterans
Assistance Coordinator in the Office of the Dean of Students and through a Veterans Resources
Team that includes specific points of contact in various departments, including academic
advising, student wellness, accessibility resources and services, campus recreation, housing and
residential education, and more.

Continuous Evaluation of Our Progress

While substantial work remains to be done, the undergraduate student body today is more
diverse than ever before. The University enrolls students from all 200 counties in North Carolina,
all 50 states across the nation, and more than 100 countries around the globe. The undergraduate
student body is 58 percent female and identifies as 12 percent Asian or Asian American, 8
percent black or African-American, 8 percent Hispanic of any race, 4 percent two or more races,
and 0.5 percent American Indian or Alaska Native. The University is also one of the most
economically diverse institutions among elite universities in the United States, with nearly 20
percent of all undergraduate students being first-generation-college students and more than 40
percent receiving need-based financial aid. Today the University has the most veterans on
campus since World War 11, and 7 percent of the student body identifies as military-affiliated.
Taken together, these students bring to our campus varying perspectives, experiences, beliefs,
and goals, and they come from households headed by immigrants, small-business owners,
physicians, unskilled laborers, pastors, community activists, police officers, lawyers,
homemakers, and teachers.

The range and diversity of interest in our student body, and the range and depth of talent, are
substantial. Our students come to us aspiring to lives in public service, business, community
development, health affairs, military service, research, teaching, the arts, and athletics. Last year
alone, 3,000 undergraduate students produced original research in 140 courses in the humanities,
natural sciences, and social sciences. Others studied around the world, with nearly a third overall
participating in study abroad during their careers at the University. Our students also engaged
deeply with communities across North Carolina, the nation, and the world, recording more than
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500,000 hours of community service last year alone. By virtue of these and other educational
experiences, our students are graduating fully equipped to make differences in the varying paths
they will travel within and beyond North Carolina.

While these results are remarkable, our work is far from complete. Although our commitment to
diversity and inclusion will remain unwavering, we recognize that our efforts to achieve these
ends must be constantly reevaluated and improved, especially in the face of present challenges.
Progress is an iterative process: it requires persistent effort and evaluation. Likewise, assessing
the effectiveness of our efforts to secure the benefits of diversity and inclusion requires the active
gathering of information from across our campus regarding how diverse the University is; how
included our students, faculty, and staff are and feel; and how fully our students are experiencing
the important benefits of diversity and inclusion both within and outside of the classroom.
Collecting quantitative data is just one aspect of this assessment; a full picture of diversity and
inclusion at the University will also require that we provide students with opportunities to tell us
their stories and experiences, and for the University to then act upon this feedback.

Towards this end, the University will continue tracking the diversity of our student body, using
measures such as the Carolina Metrics database and other efforts from the Office of Institutional
Research and Assessment. But recognizing that diversity and inclusion cannot be captured in
quantitative data alone, we also commit to hearing our students’ experiences of diversity and
inclusion through means such as senior surveys, Carolina Conversations, climate assessments,
leadership surveys, and other instruments, including revised course evaluations that will invite
feedback on matters of diversity and inclusion. Our various schools, divisions, departments, and
groups across campus will continue their own efforts to assess, and they will communicate their
results through reports and conversations with senior leaders.

We will also expand the ways in which we gather information about diversity and inclusion.
Collecting broader data through additional surveys and climate studies, creating more
opportunities for students to express themselves to campus leadership, and developing more
refined assessment criteria for our diversity and inclusion programs are among the efforts in
which we will invest. Indeed, this need for expanded assessment is one of the reasons we have
chosen to strengthen and refocus the University Office for Diversity and Inclusion.

Our work will not end with the launch of this office. We will search for new ways to measure
and assess the progress and impact of diversity and inclusion at the University, and this search
will require that we identify other areas in which we will need to collect information, as well as
other opportunities for careful development and considered judgment of the many ways in which
our students experience the educational benefits we must offer. Substantial input from students
will be essential to these efforts, as will the broad engagement of faculty and staff.

Moving Forward, Achieving More, Always Improving

Now is the time for bold and renewed commitment. Diversity and inclusion are now as important
as ever, and their benefits, as our experience continues to show, are real, transformative, and
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lasting. Our mission requires that we do all we can to provide these benefits to every student who
chooses to enroll at the University.

Steady progress, while sometimes uneven, marks the success of all great institutions. This
progress will never come easy or fast; history proves that reality, as do the challenges of recent
years. Advancement along any dimension may be difficult, tedious, and exhausting, and often
accompanied by passionate debate, frustrating confusion, and substantial trial and error. These
dynamics, however messy they might feel in action, are the ingredients of long-term progress,
especially when driven by commitment and the strength of resolve. Experience has shown that,
in the pursuit of progress, a new idea, hypothesis, or insight emerges from diverse perspectives
and robust discussion.

To further our mission, and especially our service to all the people of North Carolina, we will
continue to invest substantially in ensuring broad access to the University for talented and hard-
working students from diverse backgrounds. We will foster this access by maintaining and
improving our outreach and recruitment efforts, our holistic admissions policies and practices,
and our broad program of need-based financial aid. We will also continue to build and sustain an
inclusive campus community through opportunities for robust dialogue and through programs
that encourage excellence for all students.

In all instances, we will ensure strict compliance with our obligations under the law. Advised by
the Office of University Counsel, and benefiting from the oversight of the Advisory Committee
on Undergraduate Admissions and the advice of its Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies, we
will continue to confirm that our admission practices adhere to the legal standards defined by the
Supreme Court. We will also evaluate continuously whether any alternatives to present practices
would allow us to achieve our diversity objectives, along with other mission-critical objectives,
in new ways.

Through the creation of the University Office for Diversity and Inclusion, and in the naming of a
new Associate Vice Chancellor for Diversity and Inclusion to lead this office, we will enhance
the oversight, coordination, and assessment of the many efforts to foster diversity and inclusion
on our campus. All of this work will inform, and align fully with, the University’s new strategic
framework, which is currently in development.

In all of these ways, the University will continue to focus on diversity and inclusion as crucial
components of the excellence that our mission requires us to pursue and to achieve. We must
continue to strive to ensure that the University is a place where individuals from every
background are welcomed, respected, and included. Our students expect no less of us, and our
mission demands no less from us.
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The Report of the Working Group on Race-Neutral
Alternatives: Exploring Race-Neutral Alternatives in
Undergraduate Admissions
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Exploring Race-Neutral Alternatives in Undergraduate Admissions
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Introduction

In November 2013, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill convened a campus-
wide working group to explore alternatives to race-conscious practices in admission. The
members of the working group are named in Appendix A. The charge of the group was to
identify reasonable alternatives to race-conscious practices in admissions; evaluate each
alternative to determine whether it yields an entering class with equal or greater diversity and
academic quality; and to present its findings to the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate
Admissions.

This report summarizes the work of the committee. Because our efforts were informed by
larger legal, institutional, and research contexts, we framed our findings within a brief discussion
of the legal history of affirmative action in the United States, our institutional mission especially
as it relates to diversity and academic quality, a description of our current admissions policies
and practices, and our knowledge of other research being conducted on race-neutral alternatives.
Each of these contexts influenced the race-neutral alternatives we chose to pursue, as well as the
criteria used to evaluate them.

Legal History of Affirmative Action

The U.S. Supreme Court first ruled on the use of race in university admissions in 1978 in
Regents of the University of California v. Bakke. In a split vote, the Court declared set-aside
programs unconstitutional, but reserved the right of universities to use a student’s race or
ethnicity as one factor among many when making admissions decisions. The use of race, Justice
Powell wrote, must be “precisely tailored to serve a compelling governmental interest” (Bakke,
438 U.S., at 299). Using this standard, Justice Powell approved the use of race to further one
interest and one interest only — the attainment of a diverse student body — arguing that the
“nation’s future depends upon leaders trained through wide exposure to the ideas and mores of
students as diverse as this Nation of many peoples” (Id., at 313). Importantly, Justice Powell
defined diversity broadly: “the diversity that furthers a compelling state interest encompasses a
far broader array of qualifications and characteristics of which racial or ethnic origin is but a
single though important element” (Id., at 315).

The Court revisited affirmative action in higher education twenty-five years later in 2003,
in Gratz v. Bollinger and Grutter v. Bollinger. Writing the majority opinion in both cases,
Justice O’Connor affirmed student body diversity as a compelling government interest,
explaining that the “educational judgment that...diversity is essential to [the institution’s]
educational mission is one to which we defer” (Grutter, 539 U.S., 16). Even when the use of race
is permitted to further a compelling state interest, however, the government must show that the
means to achieve that end are narrowly tailored. The Court concluded that the individualized,
holistic review used by the University of Michigan Law School met the narrow tailoring

79



requirement, while the awarding of bonus points to students of particular races/ethnicities — a
system used in undergraduate admissions at The University of Michigan — did not. The Court
advised:

When using race as a ‘plus’ factor in university admissions, a university’s
admissions program must remain flexible enough to ensure that each applicant is
evaluated as an individual and not in a way that makes an applicant’s race or
ethnicity the defining feature of his or her application. The importance of this
individualized consideration in the context of a race-conscious admissions
program is paramount (Grutter, 539 U.S., 24-25).

The Court also instructed universities to make “serious, good faith consideration of workable
race-neutral alternatives,” though without requiring “exhaustion of every conceivable race-
neutral alternative,” nor consideration of alternatives that would jeopardize other aspects of an
institution’s mission (Id., 27). In Grutter v. Bollinger, for example, the Court agreed with the
Law School that race-neutral alternatives like lottery systems and the lowering of admissions
criteria would jeopardize the school’s mission. “Because a lottery would make... nuanced
judgment impossible, it would effectively sacrifice...every other kind diversity” (Id., 28). And
because lowering admissions standards would sacrifice academic quality, the Law School would
become a different kind of institution altogether.

Although Grutter v. Bollinger upheld the use of race in admissions, the Court nonetheless
stipulated that race-conscious admissions programs must have a logical end point. Justice
O’Connor concluded by prophesying “that 25 years from now, the use of racial preferences will
no longer be necessary to further the interest approved today” (Id., 31). Until that time, however,
the Court advised universities to conduct periodic reviews to determine if race-conscious policies
are still necessary to achieve student body diversity, and to pay attention to the results of race-
neutral alternatives already implemented in states like California, Texas and Washington where
racial preferences in admissions are prohibited by state law. “Universities in other States can and
should draw on the most promising aspects of these race-neutral alternatives as they develop”
(1d., 30).

Most recently, in Fisher v. Texas, the Supreme Court remanded the case back to the Fifth
Circuit court for failing to hold the university to the demanding burden of strict scrutiny, which
requires the university to prove that the use of race serves a compelling government interest, and
that it is narrowly tailored to achieve that end. The courts may grant deference to universities’
judgment that diversity is essential to its academic mission, but with respect to narrow tailoring,
the university receives no deference. Justice Kennedy writes, “It is at all times the University’s
obligation to demonstrate, and the Judiciary’s obligation to determine, that...it is ‘necessary’ for
the university to use race to achieve the educational benefits of diversity. The reviewing court
must ultimately be satisfied that no workable race-neutral alternatives” would achieve the same
ends (Fisher, 570 U.S., 2).

Existing Research on Race-Neutral Alternatives
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The Courts instructed universities across the nation to pay attention to the results of
“natural experiments” being conducted in states like California, Texas, and Washington, all three
of which banned affirmative action in the late 1990s. Although the impact of eliminating
affirmative action varies across state — given the demographics of a particular state, for example,
or the number of public institutions it houses — the research conducted on outcomes resulting
from actual policy changes has obvious advantages over simulations and modeling (e.g.
eliminating the need to make assumptions about student behavior, shedding light on
unanticipated consequences, documenting change over time). Before investigating our own
alternatives, the working group familiarized itself with alternatives being implemented in other
states and existing research on current practices. The research falls under three broad (albeit
somewhat arbitrary) categories: impact on minority representation, impact on applicant behavior,
and impact on academic quality.

(1) Impact on Minority Representation

In an article titled “Affirmative Action and its Alternatives in Public Universities: What
Do We Know?” Long (2007) investigates the impact of affirmative action bans in Texas,
California, Washington, and Florida. Texas, California, and Florida all implemented some
version of a top x% plan; Washington focused on increasing outreach and recruitment. Long
(2007) concludes that “despite the many alternative strategies implemented at public universities
in these states, schools have not been able to maintain minority enrollments absent affirmative
action...they have discovered no true substitutes” (315). Furthermore, he argues, any rebounds in
minority enrollment have resulted from the growing minority population in these states; in other
words, the share of minorities in the population of students at select public universities has
declined relative to their share in the population of high school graduates. At UC Berkeley, for
example, minority student underrepresentation in the student body was minus 5 to minus 10
percent relative to their representation among high school graduates prior to the ban on
affirmative action in 1997. After 1997, underrepresentation increased to minus 20 percentage
points below, and has changed very little in the last seven years. Similar patterns were found
across states with the exception of Florida, where the ban on affirmative action has had little
impact on minority representation. Long (2007) attributes Florida’s success to efforts made by
universities in the 1990s to increase applications from underrepresented minorities.

Research suggests that the impact of bans on minority representation plays out differently
at different kinds of institutions. In examining the pool of students admitted to all public
institutions in Texas between 1998 and 2004, Chapa and Horn (2007) found that the share of
White students dropped from 66 to 58%, while Hispanic representation increased and African-
American representation remained constant. When Long and Tienda (2008) investigated
enrollment at the public flagships, however, a different picture emerged. At UT-Austin, for
example, the share of Hispanic and African American students fell from 20% to 17.7%.
Similarly, Hinrichs (2010) modeled the impact of a nation-wide ban on affirmative action, and
concluded that public universities ranked in the top 50 according to US News and World Report
would experience the greatest declines in minority enrollment and subsequent increases in white
enrollment. He concludes that “affirmative action bans do not affect who goes to college, but
they have some effect on where people go to college” (712). Howell (2010) also modeled a
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disproportionate impact, estimate a 2% decline in African American and Hispanic representation
at most four-year colleges as a result of a nation-wide ban, but as much as a 10% drop at the
most selected institutions.

Koretz, et. al. (2002) used data from the California state system to model the impact of
various admissions policies on the diversity of student bodies at selective, moderately selective,
and less selective universities within the state. Using only HSGPA and SAT data (from 1995-
1998), and categorizing matriculation as a series of steps — taking the SAT, establishing UC
system eligibility, applying to specific UC system campus, and gaining admission to a UC
system campus — Koretz, et. al (2002) were able to model the potential impact of each step on the
diversity of the student body in the absence of affirmative action. At highly selective universities
like UCLA and Berkeley, for example, diversity was impacted by each of the following:
underrepresentation of Hispanic students in the SAT-test taking population; the disproportionate
number of Black students impacted by UC eligibility criteria; and a race-neutral admissions
policy that further reduced Black and Hispanic representation.

Koretz et. al. (2002) also modeled the impact of various X% plans on the diversity and
academic qualifications of students admitted to the UC system. The four models considered
were: 1) admitting the top 12.5% of all students statewide (the baseline condition); 2) admitting
the top 12.5% of students at each school; 3) admitting the top 6% at each school, and the top
6.5% statewide; and 4) admitting the top 4% at each school, and the top 8.5% statewide. The
third and fourth models, they concluded, had little impact on the average SAT score or the
proportion of underrepresented students in the admitted pool. Admitting the top 12.5% at each
school had the largest positive impact on diversity — nearly doubling the representation of both
Black and Hispanic students — but also the largest negative impact on academic qualifications,
with an average drop in SAT of over 100 points for underrepresented minorities. Admitting the
top 12.5% at each school also increased representation of first-generation college students,
students from urban schools, and bi-lingual students. Finally, the authors also modeled the
impact of admissions policies that preference demographic factors other than race, such as school
type, mother’s education, income, etc. Ultimately, “none of the alternative admission models
analyzed could replicate the composition of the student population that was in place before the
termination of affirmative action in California” (p. 27).

Epenshade and Chung (2005) examined how preferences for different types of students —
athletes, legacies, underrepresented minorities — impacted the composition of admitted students
at three private, elite, research institutions. According to their model, eliminating affirmative
action would reduce acceptance rates for African Americans from 33.7% to 12.2%, while the
proportion of African American students in the admitted group would drop from 9.0 to 3.3%.
The change in policy would impact Hispanic students similarly; their acceptance rate would be
cut in half (from 26.8% to 12.9%), while their representation in the admitted pool would fall
from 7.9% to 3.8%. The authors also looked at who would benefit most from the elimination of
affirmative action, and concluded that 4 out of 5 spaces not taken by African American and
Hispanic students would be filled by Asian students. By contrast, Epenshade and Chung (2005)
found that athlete and legacy preferences have minimal impact on the diversity of the admitted
pool: “preferences for athletes and legacies do little to displace minority applicants largely
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because athletes and legacies make up a small share of all applicants to highly selective
universities” (p. 304).

Although class-rank plans are by far the most widely used race-neutral alternative, some
institutions have combined class-rank plans with consideration of other factors like geography.
As Rendon, Novack, and Dowell (2005) report, The University of California-Long Beach was
recently faced with competing objectives — to reduce enrollment while maintaining and/or
increasing diversity using race-neutral admissions policies. In fall 2002, the university adopted a
new admissions policy favoring students in the local service area who also met the statewide
eligibility index for moderately selective state schools. The eligibility criteria were increased for
students who lived farther away from the local service area. Because even the lesser stringent
criteria were known to disproportionately impact African American and Latino students,
university officials were not surprised when the diversity of the enrolling class was
compromised. The school was able to shrink enrollment by 32.8%, but African American
enrollment declined by 52.3%, while Latino representation fell 39.7%. The following year, the
university altered its geographic boundaries, extending the local service area to include several
more schools, thereby increasing the number of students eligible for admission under the less
stringent standards. Because the new service areas were ethnically diverse, the university was
able to meet its diversity goals. The authors noted that although geographic preference models
worked in Southern California, they would not necessarily work for universities in less diverse
parts of the country.

Although UC-Long Beach was able to use geographic preferences to create a diverse
student body, socioeconomic preferences have received the most attention in the research
literature as a viable race-neutral alternative. Kahlenberg (2003), writing on behalf of The
Century Foundation and using data from 146 of the nation’s top colleges, concluded that
economic affirmative action provides the best way to meet a number of different goals. Basing
many of his conclusions on the work of Carnevale and Rose (2003), Kahlenberg (2003) argues
that economic affirmative action is a better approximation of merit (e.g. the notion of academic
achievement taken in context of obstacles overcome) than race-based affirmative action;
achieves nearly as much racial diversity yet much greater economic diversity (e.g. students in the
bottom half economically would comprise 38% of students at elite colleges, as opposed to 10%
under current models); and results in the same graduation rates. Kahlenberg (2003) concludes
that economic affirmative action, unlike racial affirmative action and percentage plans, is the
only model that addresses “the fundamental root source of inequality: the division between the
haves and the have nots” (p. 4).

More specifically, Carnevale and Rose’s (2003) study examines the impact of five
different types of admissions models — a race-neutral model based on test scores and grades; a
lottery system; class-rank preferences without a minimum test score; class-rank preferences with
a minimum test score; and a model based on economic preferences — and places each in the
context of the population currently attending elite institutions (of which the least-represented
group, they argue, are low SES students). Using data from the top 146 colleges and universities,
the authors find that a race-neutral model based on academic merit would reduce representation
of underrepresented minorities (the only model of the five to do so), a class-rank model without a
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minimum SAT score would increase racial and economic diversity, but puts some students at
risk academically, a class-rank model with a minimum SAT would have a negative impact on
racial and economic diversity but a positive impact on graduation rates, while a model based on
economic status would compromise racial diversity only slight, improve economic diversity
substantially, and maintain student performance. Carnevale and Rose’s (2003) conclusion,
however, differs slightly from Kahlenberg’s (2003). Economic affirmative action, they
recognize, is not a substitute for race-based affirmative action. “Income-based policies are not
an effective substitute for conscious racial and ethnic enroliment targets, unless low-income
African American and Hispanics can be chosen disproportionately from the qualified pool of low
socioeconomic status students...” (p. 153).

St. John, Simmons, and Musoba (2002) build upon the publicly accepted notion of merit
as academic achievement in the context of obstacles overcome. Merit, they argue, “is not simply
where you wind up, but what you did with what you were given” (p. 37). Using this as their
theoretical foundation, they built a merit index that accounts for the quality of school attended by
each individual student. They calculate a simple index by subtracting the average SAT score of
an applicant’s high school from the applicant’s own score, and a more complex index by
assigning higher weights to schools with disproportionately poor performance. According to
their analysis, using data from two universities, the simple merit index increased diversity in the
applicant pool, while the more complex index predicted persistence as well as the SAT. They
conclude that although “the merit-aware approach can provide a fair and just way to screen
admissions applicants, it is not a substitute for affirmative action” (p. 44)

(2) Impact on Applicant Behavior

Harris and Tienda (2009) investigated an often overlooked component of race-neutral
admission policies —their impact on the application rates of minority and non-minority high
school graduates. “Despite their centrality in shaping the composition of entering classes, with
few exceptions application rates have been relatively ignored as a focus of inquiry. Partly this
reflects data constraints and partly the fact that litigation targets criteria used in institutional
admissions decisions, not individual decision to apply...or enroll” (p. 2). Building on the
findings of Koffman and Tienda (2008), who reported that the top 10% law did little to raise the
application rates at public flagships of students from poor high schools, Harris and Tienda (2009)
investigated application rates by ethnicity. Using ten years’ worth of data (1993-2003) from
public high schools in Texas, the authors found that Hispanic and black application rates to the
Texas flagship universities fell after affirmative action was banned, and that there disadvantage
has grown over time. “This result,” they conclude, “has profound policy implications that
transcend admission regimes because they redirect attention away from the seemingly
irresolvable differences about race or class rank preferences to encouraging greater numbers of
qualified applications to apply” (p. 20). They identify the cultivation of a college-going culture
at under-resourced high schools, coupled with financial aid, as a short-term, low cost strategy for
improving diversity.

Five years earlier, Long (2004) found a similar impact on the application behavior of
underrepresented minorities in both Texas and California. The changes, he discovered, widened
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an already existing gap between the number of SAT score reports sent to in-state public colleges,
particularly in California, by minority and non-minority students. In addition, Long (2004)
discovered that minority students began sending SAT scores to lower quality colleges post-
affirmative action, while White and Asian American students began doing the opposite. This
indirect effect of the elimination of race-based preferences, he argued, could be more detrimental
than the direct impact caused by the policy change itself. Like Harris and Tienda (2009), Long
(2004) argues that “college administrators and policymakers should focus their attention on
efforts to boost minority applications. Such a strategy could ultimately be the most effective
method to maintain minority enrollments after the elimination of affirmative action” (p. 341).

Similarly, Niu, Tienda, and Cortes (2006) document disparate educational aspirations of
minority and non-minority students in Texas, within the context of the Top 10 percent law.
Using data from 2002, they found that high school seniors from low-income schools, compared
to their affluent counterparts, were less likely to choose selective institutions as their first choice
school. In addition, Black and Hispanic students were less likely than white students to choose
selective institutions, as either their first preference when planning for college, or when choosing
to enroll. Within top decile students, however, minority group status and high school type did
not impact enrollment; students from affluent and low-income schools, for example, were
equally as likely to choose selective institutions. What these results concealed, however, were
differences in application rates of students by high school type; even top-decile students from
low-income schools and/or underrepresented minority groups were much less likely to actually
seek admission than other top-decile students.

Like underrepresented minority students in Texas and California, underrepresented
minority students in Washington reacted similarly to affirmative action bans in their state.
Brown and Hirschman (2006) discovered that representation of minority students at the flagship
university — University of Washington — fell from 8.2% of the first-year class to 5.7% of the
first-year class following the passage of 1-200 (the law banning affirmative action). While
admission rates declined the first year of the ban — from 84 to 70% for African American
students the authors concluded that the drop in applications explained the decline in minority
student representation more than the change in admission rates due to the ban. By 2003, the
application rates of minority students in Washington had largely rebounded to pre 1-200 levels;
nevertheless, the gap in application rates between minority and non-minority students persists,
and the authors concluded that even a modest gain in the proportion of minority applicants who
apply would have significant impact on the composition of the first-year class. They conclude
that affirmative action policies signal an “institutional welcoming environment” that “serves as a
counterweight to the normal reluctance of prospective students to apply to institutions that may
be perceived as intimidating” (p. 106).

Others, however, have found little change in the application behavior of underrepresented
minority students in the face of affirmative action bans. Card and Kreuger (2004) used SAT-
sending patterns as a proxy for applying to an institution, and found little difference in the rates
of application for Hispanic and Black students pre and post affirmative action in California or
Texas. Their sample, however, was limited to highly-qualified underrepresented minority
students. “A particular concern,” they write, “is that highly qualified minorities — who were not
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directly affected by the policy change — would be dissuaded from applying to elite public
schools, either because of the decline in campus diversity or because of uncertainty about their
admission prospects” (abstract). They found no evidence to support the concern.

More conflicting evidence comes from Long, Saenz, and Tienda (2009), who like
Koffman and Tienda (2008), investigated the application behavior of students in Texas by high
school. Koffman and Tienda (2008) concluded that students from affluent high schools are more
likely to seek admission to public flagships compared to graduates of schools serving students of
low to moderate socioeconomic means, even after the implementation of the Top 10 percent law.
In the end, they found that the admission guarantee did little to raise flagship application rates
from poor high schools. Long, Saenz, and Tienda (2009), however, contend that the applicant
pool at Texas flagships has become more geographically diverse in the post-Hopwood era; a
smaller share of students come from traditional feeder schools, while applicants from students
attending rural and high-poverty schools has increased. “After 1998, the overrepresentation of
students from low-poverty high schools began a downward trend, as the share of UT enrollment
from the highest poverty high schools inched upward. Most impressive is the growing
representation of students from schools where 40 to 60% of students receive free or reduced
lunches” (p. 15). Long, Saenz, and Tienda (2009) believe the transparency of new admissions
policies — possibly even more than the “institutional welcoming environment™ attributed to
affirmative action — encourages traditionally underrepresented students to apply.

(3) Impact on Student Quality/Academic Performance

Chan and Eyster (2003) modeled the impact of race-neutral alternatives on student
quality, recognizing that most universities value both academic preparedness as well as diversity.
In both theory and practice, they argue, the elimination of affirmative action leads universities to
adopt admissions policies that partially ignore student qualifications, resulting in a less
academically able student body. “For any admissions rule that partially ignores qualifications,
there exists an affirmative action rule that yields the same diversity and strictly higher student
quality. In fact, affirmative action maximizes total student quality for any level of diversity” (p.
859). Furthermore, the authors argued that using socioeconomic status as a proxy for race would
reduce quality and diversity; since class is negatively correlated with academic performance
across all ethnic groups, a policy favoring all low-income students would reduce quality.
Because very few academically qualified low-income students are minorities, a policy admitting
only qualified low-income students would compromise diversity.

Furstenburg (2009) examined the academic performance of students admitted as a result
of class-rank policies, who would not have been competitive otherwise. Whereas little evidence
has been found to support the mismatch hypothesis — the notion that students admitted under
affirmative action are academically unqualified — Furstenburg (2009) demonstrated that students
admitted under race-neutral policies in Texas had lower first and sixth-semester GPAs, and lower
probability of graduation. The effect was strongest for White and Hispanic students. He
concluded, “To the extent that administrators at selective institutions want to maintain their
academic standards, policy makers should reconsider policies such as Top Ten Percent Law.
Admissions policies without guarantees and admissions decisions based on individual
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evaluations of applicant’s qualifications are likely to avoid this problem” (p. 17). [Note:
Furstenburg’s (2009) findings seem to contradict those of Chapa and Horn (2007), though he
focused on a subpopulation of students — those not likely to be admitted otherwise — while Chapa
and Horn (2007) included all students admitted under the Top 10 percent plan].

Fletcher and Tienda (2009) approach the question of academic performance and
affirmative action from a different angle, investigating the relationship between the quality of the
high school a student attends and his/her college success. The persistence of an achievement
gap between minority and non-minority students has puzzled scholars for quite some time;
“despite voluminous social science literatures that document and evaluate the dimensions and
evolution of academic achievement gaps,” the authors write, “they remain poorly understood” (p.
1). In this study, Fletcher and Tienda (2009) replicate previous research, reducing — but not
eliminating -the achievement gap between minority and non-minority students by controlling for
test scores and class rank. When they take into account differences across high schools,
however, gaps between black-white and Hispanic-white students in several college outcomes are
eliminated or reversed, regardless of institutional selectivity. The authors claim their study
illustrates “how high school quality foments race and ethnic inequality in college performance”

(p. 1).

The University’s Philosophy, Policies, and Guiding Principles Regarding Diversity,
Academic Excellence, and Undergraduate Admissions.

In a 2008 policy paper prepared by the College Board’s Access and Diversity
Collaborative, the Board advises universities seeking race-neutral alternatives to ask itself a
series of questions, the first and most important of which is whether or not the institution’s
diversity-related goals are clearly defined and understood. “If goals are not clear, then the
viability of race-neutral policies can’t be evaluated with any precision. The determination of the
viability of a policy designed to achieve some goal is dependent on the goal itself” (Coleman,
Palmer, & Winnick 2008). Indeed, all institutional goals — not just goals related to diversity —
much be clearly defined for the purpose of this project, since any race-neutral alternative is
evaluated not only on the merits of its ability to create a diverse class, but also the degree to
which it supports and/or conflicts with other institutional goals. The Supreme Court does not
expect universities to pick and choose among its priorities. For this reason, the working group
outlined the university’s longstanding commitment to diversity, as defined and documented in
various policy statements, with special attention to the ways in which this commitment informs
current practices in undergraduate admissions.

1) The Mission of the University.

The admissions policies and practices of The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
derive from and are aligned with the mission of the University (Appendix C). Our mission
statement confirms that Carolina exists “to serve all the people of the State, and indeed the
nation, as a center for scholarship and creative endeavor.” The University’s mission statement
explicitly recognizes Carolina’s long history of preparing undergraduate students for leadership
roles both within North Carolina and nationwide. We are charged to “provide high-quality
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undergraduate instruction to students within a community engaged in original inquiry and
creative expression, while committed to intellectual freedom, to personal integrity and justice,
and to those values that foster enlightened leadership for the state and nation.”

2 The Board of Trustees’ Policy on Undergraduate Admissions.

The Board of Trustees’ policy on admissions establishes a framework of competitive
admissions and mandates that candidates by selected largely on the basis of the University’s
“special responsibility to residents of North Carolina” and its “judgment of the applicant’s
relative qualifications for satisfactory performance” in the program to which the applicant seeks
admission. At the same time, this policy explicitly states that these two broad selection criteria

...shall not prevent the admission of selected applicants (a) who give evidence of

possessing special talents for University programs requiring such special talents,

(b) whose admission is designed to help achieve variety within the total number

of students admitted and enrolled, or (c) who seek educational programs not

readily available at other institutions.

The policy goes on to frame the interest in variety as an affirmation of the University’s
“commitment to achieve excellence, to provide for the leadership of the educational,
governmental, scientific, business, humanistic, artistic, and professional institutions of the state
and nation, and to enrich the livers of all the people of North Carolina.”

For admission to the first-year or freshman class, the policy specifies several criteria—
including “satisfactory evidence of scholastic promise” gleaned from the applicant’s academic
record, recommendations, test scores, application, and predicted first-year performance—but
delegates to the Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admission the authority to
approve procedures to assess this evidence.

3) The Academic Plan.

The University’s Academic Plan, adopted in 2003 after more than a year of campus-wide
deliberation, elaborates on our mission by articulating six overriding academic priorities, all
grounded in the critical principle that the University must provide “the strongest possible
academic experience for undergraduate, graduate and professional students.” These priorities
differ in focus but reflect shared judgments about the nature of Carolina academics: that
diversity, broadly construed, is fundamental to student success; that different students may
contribute to this success in different ways; and that Carolina, to fulfill its mission, must educate
leaders who are prepared to engage deeply with and function effectively within an increasingly
multicultural society. The plan observes that Carolina undergraduates “gain from a diverse
residential environment that complements and enriches their academic work,” and calls for
greater enrollment of students who will “add to the geographic, intellectual, artistic, and cultural
diversity of the student population.” The Plan also calls upon the University to “increase
diversity among faculty, students and staff,” because diversity is “critical to the University’s
effectiveness in fully preparing students for the world.”

88



4 Other Statements of Guidance Regarding Undergraduate Admissions.

The principles inscribed in the Academic Plan are anticipated or echoed in many other
documents endorsed by the University’s Board of Trustees, Chancellor, and Faculty Council. In
1995, the Chancellor’s Task Force on the Recruitment and Retention of Minority Students and
Faculty emphasized the fundamental educational value of diversity and called upon the
University to continue its efforts to identify, recruit, and enroll talented students of every
background. In 1998, the Faculty Council passed a resolution encouraging the University to
continue its efforts to recruit and enroll students of diverse backgrounds, perspectives, and
experiences, since interactions within such a student body constituted a necessary precondition
for educational excellence. In 200, the Chancellor’s Minority Affairs Review Committee found
diversity to be “a fundamental prerequisite to both educational excellence and to the University’s
ability to serve all the people of the state.”

Finally, in 2005, after a formal, year-long assessment found “widespread agreement
among students, faculty, and staff that “they [had] learned and benefited” from their interactions
with colleagues from different backgrounds, the University issued its first diversity plan. The
plan found that Carolina could not “achieve its educational, research, and service mission”—
including its mission to prepare students to “become leaders in [a] complex world”—without a
University community diverse in “social backgrounds, economic circumstances, personal
characteristics, philosophical outlooks, life experiences, perspectives, beliefs, expectations, and
aspirations.” Calling for “the admission of students” who could contribute to such diversity, the
plan also established, as an institutional goal, the “achieve[ment] of critical masses of
underrepresented populations,” since the absence of such critical masses “impedes the
educational process” and “can place undue pressure on underrepresented students and interfere
with all students’ experiencing the educational benefits of a diverse learning environment.”

(5) Guidelines and Procedures of the Faculty Advisory committee on Undergraduate
Admissions.

The Faculty Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions is delegated by the
Trustees to set procedures for assessing undergraduate applications. The Committee has defined
procedures designed to help the University achieve its mission by affording each candidate a
series of comprehensive, holistic, and individualized evaluations. Since approving the addition of
an essay to the first-year application in 1997, the Committee has acted consistently to maintain
and strengthen the University’s commitment to such evaluations. The Committee added a
required teacher recommendation to the application in 2001; affirmed the use of comprehensive
review in 2002; and, in 2003, reviewed and affirmed the University’s admissions practices,
including its flexible and nuanced use of race and ethnicity as one factor among many, in light of
the Gratz and Grutter decisions.

In addition to taking these steps, the Advisory Committee has endorsed or drafted two

general statements about the practices, procedures, and criteria applicable to the University’s
undergraduate admissions process. Both statements ground admissions practices in the mission
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of the University, mandate comprehensive and individualized evaluations for all candidates, and
articulate a broad range of criteria to be used in these evaluations.

In 1998, the Committee reviewed and endorsed the Faculty Statement on Principles of
Service, Diversity and Freedom of Inquiry. Adopted by the full Faculty Council in April 1998,
this statement confirmed that diversity “in its many manifestations” was essential to the
fulfillment of the University’s educational and service missions, and that such an expansive
notion of diversity required that admissions decisions include

...consideration of (1) quantifiable data and qualitative information regarding
educational preparation (including, when relevant, class rank, courses, degree(s),
educational program, employment, grades, major, standardized test scores,
volunteer activities, and work experience); (2) life experiences (including their
variety, type, uniqueness, duration, and intensity); (3) factors that may contribute
to diversity of presence (including, without limitation, age, economic
circumstances, ethnic identification, family educational attainment, disability,
gender, geographic origin, maturity, race, religion, sexual orientation, social
position, and veteran status); (4) demonstrated ability and motivation to overcome
disadvantage or discrimination; (5) desire and ability to extend knowledge-based
services to enhance the quality of life of all citizens; and (6) motivation and
potential to make a positive contribution to the educational environment of the
University and to the University’s fulfillment of its mission to serve all the people
of the State, to enhance the quality of life for all people in the State, and to
improve conditions of human life.

In April 2007, the Committee discussed and approved a statement on the evaluation of
candidates for admission. The statement endorses admissions practices that are designed to yield
a “scholarly community” which in turn will help the University achieve its mission:

In evaluating candidates for undergraduate admission, the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill seeks to shape the entering class so that its collective
strengths will foster excellence within the University community; enhance the
education of everyone within it; provide for the leadership of the educational,
governmental, scientific, business, humanistic, artistic, and professional
institutions of the state, nation and world; and enrich the lives of all the people of
North Carolina.

In doing so, we aim to help the University fulfill its stated mission: to serve “the
people of the state, indeed the nation, as a center for scholarship and creative
endeavor,” and to be “a community engaged in original inquiry and creative
expression, while committed to intellectual freedom, to personal integrity, and
justice, and to those values that foster enlightened leadership for the state and
nation,” and indeed the world.
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The qualities we seek in each class are those that foster such a community,
including intellect, talent, curiosity, and creativity; leadership, kindness, and
courage; honesty, perseverance, perspective, and diversity. Although we expect
each successful candidate to demonstrate strength in many of these areas, we do
not expect every candidate to be equally strong in all of them. Just as there is no
formula for admission, there is no list of qualities or characteristics that every
applicant must present.

In shaping the class, we evaluate individual candidates rigorously, holistically,
and sympathetically. We seek to assess the ways in which each candidate will
likely contribute to the kind of campus community that will enable the University
to fulfill its mission. This assessment requires not only that we note the
achievements and potential of each applicant but also that we understand the
context within which achievements have been realized and potential forged.

These comprehensive and individualized evaluations, taken together, do not aim
to maximize any single, narrow outcome—for example, the average SAT score or
the average eventual GPA of the entering class. Rather, they aim to draw together
students who will enrich each other’s education, strengthen the campus
community, contribute to the betterment of society, and help the University
achieve its broader mission.

Race-Neutral Alternatives at UNC-Chapel Hill

Prior to the convening of the working group, The Office of Undergraduate Admissions
(UADM) conducted preliminary analyses of the viability of race-neutral alternatives. Using data
from the fall 2012 applicant pool, UADM modeled the impact of a top 10% plan on the academic
quality and diversity of the enrolling class of North Carolinians (Appendix B). According to the
model, granting automatic admission to all North Carolina applicants with an official class rank
in the top 10% of their graduating class would have led to a decline in the average SAT and
predicted first-year GPA of the enrolling class, and a one percentage point gain in
underrepresented minority students. The admission rate for North Carolinians who did not
officially rank in the top 10% of their graduating class would have dropped from 31 to 10
percent. In the context of the applicant pool, a top 10% plan would yield a less academically
qualified class, even if a slightly more diverse one.

Because the preliminary model does not account for changes in applicant behavior that
might result from changes in admissions policies (i.e., students who had not previously applied
under comprehensive, holistic review might apply under a top 10% plan), the working group
wanted to model the impact of race-neutral alternatives on the entire population of North
Carolina public high school graduates rather than those already in the applicant pool. In addition,
while North Carolinians comprise 82% of the enrolling class each year — of which over 80%
graduate from North Carolina Public High Schools — the preliminary analyses did not attempt to
model the impact of a top 10% plan on out-of-state students or North Carolina students attending
private, parochial, or independent schools. By examining the impact of race-neutral alternatives
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on each sub-group of the class, we aimed to achieve a clearer understanding of the impact on the
whole. Finally, although top x percent plans are frequently the most common alternatives
explored, we wanted to explore other admission criteria like strength of the high school
curriculum, test scores, and type of high school attended, in addition to class rank.

The working group received IRB approval (study #: 14-0605) from the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill on May 1, 2014 to conduct an exploratory study of race-neutral
alternatives in admissions using data for North Carolina Public High School graduates. We then
submitted a proposal to the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (DPI) via the North
Carolina Education Research Data Center (NCERDC) on June 4, 2014 requesting data for all
spring 2012 graduates of North Carolina public high schools, the most recent year for which data
was available. The NCERDC approved our request on June 16, 2014 granting us access to
seventeen student, teacher, school, and district level files for spring 2012 graduates. The files
include data points that describe students academically (e.g. rank, test scores, number of
Advanced Placement courses taken, etc) and demographically (e.g. gender, ethnicity), as well as
data points that describe the socio-economic environment in which schools reside (e.g. % of
students receiving free and reduced price lunch, expenditures per student, teacher turnover, etc).
We paid $2,210 dollars to NCERDC for access to the data.

Because we receive applications from students in nearly all fifty states as well as many
foreign countries, it was not feasible to obtain a data set for the entire population of spring 2012
high school graduates for out-of-state students. For these groups we had to follow the
methodology established by UADM in the preliminary analyses, attempting to model the impact
of race-neutral alternatives using the applicant pool. Similarly, data for high school graduates of
North Carolina private and parochial schools is not housed in a single location as is data for
graduates of North Carolina public schools, nor do these students often have an official class
rank. For this segment of the population, we obtained aggregate data from the College Board
Enrollment Planning Service (EPS) for UNC’s top 20 private feeder high schools; these top 20
feeder high schools account for nearly 60% of all admitted students attending NC private high
schools.

Because admissions yield models are based on data available to the university only after
students apply, and because we are relying on non-applicant data for NC public and private high
school graduates, we cannot predict the probability of enroliment for any individual student in
this study; unlike the preliminary analyses that relied on data from the applicant pool, and
modeled the impact on the enrolling class, this analysis will rely on data from the pool of high
school graduates, but model the impact of race-neutral alternatives on the admitted class. By
modeling the impact of race-neutral alternatives on the admitted class, we are making two
necessary assumptions: that the students we identify would, in fact, apply; and that their
enrollment patterns would be similar to the enrollment patterns of the actual admitted class,
yielding an enrolling class of comparable size.

The admitted classes that resulted from the various race-neutral alternatives explore were
evaluated on two grounds — the extent to which they resulted in an admitted class of equal or
greater academic quality, and the extent to which they resulted in an admitted class of equal or
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greater diversity. As is outlined in our institutional mission and guiding principles, the
University defines diversity broadly; in addition to race and ethnicity, diversity includes
differences in social background, economic circumstance, age, philosophical outlooks, family
educational attainment, sexual orientation, religion, disability, veteran status, and life
experiences, among other characteristics. Because diversity manifests itself in ways that are not
easily quantified, the goal of admitting and enrolling a diverse class can only be accomplished
using a holistic, comprehensive, individualistic review, as is current practice. In assessing the
diversity of classes admitted using race-neutral alternatives, we are necessarily focusing on
diversity narrowly, in terms of race/ethnicity, and to some extent, socio-economic background.
As such, this exercise cannot capture the loss of diversity, as it is more broadly defined, that
might result from top x % plans, and other race-neutral alternatives.

When conducting holistic, comprehensive, and individualized review of applicants,
academic potential is similarly assessed in multiple ways. Traditional, quantifiable measures like
standardized test scores, GPA, and class rank are considered. But applicant essays, letters of
recommendation, and extracurricular activities are taken into account as well, all of which give a
more nuanced understanding of the academic achievement and potential of each student. Again,
this analysis reduces academic quality to the quantifiable. Academic indicators available across
data sets included class rank, percent of students taking Advanced Placement course average
number of Advanced Placement courses taken, and average and middle 50% test scores.

Definitions of the variables used in the study to measure diversity and academic quality
are included in appendix D. When necessary, lengthier explanations/definitions are provided to
alert the reader to the ways in which the data source from which the variable was derived
impacted its meaning. Finally, a note on two other important terms that merit definition: race-
neutral and race-conscious. The working group referenced guidelines provided by the College
Board in determining which alternatives might meet the standard of ‘race-neutral’ (Coleman,
Palmer, & Winnick 2008). The two terms are defined as:

1) Race-conscious policies include two types of policies: a) those that involve
explicit racial classifications; and b) those that are neutral on their face but that
are motivated by a racially discriminatory purpose, resulting in racially
discriminatory effects.

2) Race-neutral policies include two types of policies: a) those that, with respect
to both operation and intent, are neutral; and b) those ‘inclusive’ outreach and
recruitment policies that expand efforts to generate additional applicant interest,
which may be facially race-conscious and/or race-conscious in intent, but which
do not confer material benefits to the exclusion of non-targeted students

Thus, as the College Board points out, “facially neutral policies may in some cases actually
qualify as race-conscious, given the underlying motivation” (4). Which creates the somewhat
paradoxical effect, the working group notes, that any race-neutral alternative sought to achieve
the same end (e.g. diversity), is not, by definition, a race-neutral alternative. As Long (2014)
writes: “It would therefore seem that any policy that attempted to give weight in admissions

93



decisions to any other factors aside from race with the goal of boosting minority admissions
would be deemed to be not ‘race-neutral’ and would instead be deemed ‘race-conscious’ and
face the strict scrutiny test.” (5). Or, as Justice Ginsberg notes in her dissenting opinion in
Fisher, “only an ostrich could regard the supposedly neutral alternatives as race unconscious. As
Justice Souter observed, the vaunted alternatives suffer from ‘the disadvantage of deliberate
obfuscation.””

Despite this inherent tension between race-neutral and race-conscious, the working group
selected alternatives in the context of the following: 1) by taking note of alternatives
implemented by peer institutions in other states; 2) by paying attention to the research literature,
which documents actual and simulated results of race-neutral alternatives; 3) by drawing on our
own knowledge/research about which factors predict academic success at UNC-Chapel Hill; 4)
by considering which alternatives would be practicable/feasible in their implementation; and 5)
by choosing those alternatives most likely to bear results in line with other institutional goals.

(1) Preliminary Results NC Public
A. Top 10% Plan

The first race-neutral alternative the working group explored was a top 10% plan,
granting automatic admission to all NC public high school graduates ranked in the top 10% of
their high school class. This yielded an admitted class nearly double the size of the actual
admitted class, making it an unviable alternative. Given the popularity of top 10% plans,
however, we decided to compare the demographic and academic characteristics of this
population to the actual admitted class as an exploratory and information gathering exercise. By
all available indicators, the ethnic/racial diversity of the top 10% pool is equal to that of the
admitted class — 16.7% underrepresented minority compared to 16.4%, and 30.4% non-white
compared to 30.6%. In terms of geographic diversity, all 100 NC counties are represented by the
top 10% plan, only 98 in the actual admitted class. A larger share of the top 10% are attending
schools with more than 50% of students on free-and-reduced-price lunch — 38.4% compared to
20.2% suggesting greater socio-economic diversity. The academic quality of the top 10%,
however, falls short relative to the actual admitted class. A smaller proportion of students are
pursuing Advanced Placement courses — 71.8% of the top 10% are taking at least one, compared
to 99.0% of the actual admitted class — and they’re taking fewer overall - five on average,
compared to nearly eight in the admitted class. The average SAT (CR+M) of the top 10% class is
130 points lower than the actual admitted class as well.

B. Top 4.5% Plan

We continued to explore top x % plans; for our second attempt, we determined that
granting automatic admission to the top 4.5% of all NC public high school graduates yielded an
admitted class of 4,040 students, compared to the actual admitted class of 4,097. Although
nearly equal in size, the top 4.5% admitted class is both less diverse and less academically
qualified than the actual admitted class. The average SAT (CR+M) of the top 4.5% is 75 points
lower than the actual admitted class, and less than half of those ranked in the top 4.5% are taking
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5 or more AP courses, compared to 92% of students in the admitted group. Only 24% of students
identify as non-white, compared to 30.6% in the admitted class; the proportion of
underrepresented minorities dropped more than two percentage points as well.

C. Top x % & Socioeconomic Diversity Plan

In our third and final top x % plan, we incorporated socioeconomic diversity as part of
the admissions criteria, granting automatic admission to the top 7.5% a students attending high-
poverty schools, and the top 3% attending low poverty schools. Although this increased the
representation of underrepresented minority students from 16.4 to 17.8%, and increased
socioeconomic diversity as measured by the proportion of students attending high poverty
schools, the academic quality of this group suffered. The average SAT (CR+M) dropped over
100 points relative to the actual admitted class, and only 40% of these students pursued a
curriculum of 5 or more AP courses.

D. Strength of Curriculum Plan

Previous research conducted by UADM suggests that students who take five college level
courses throughout their high school career perform just as well as their peers who pursue more
extreme programs (Kretchmar & Farmer 2013). Students who don’t pursue any college-level
work, however, don’t perform as well as those who take five or more. On the basis of this
finding, we used strength of high school curriculum rather than class rank as the criterion for
admission; in order to admit a class equal in size to the actual admitted class, a testing threshold
of 1150 SAT or higher was added as well. Granting automatic admission to all NC public HS
graduates pursuing 5 or more AP courses who have also met the testing criterion yielded an
admitted class of 4,108 students. This group of students earned an average SAT just 4 points
lower than the actual admitted class, and pursued an equally rigorous curriculum. Although a
smaller proportion are ranked in the top 10% of the class, they come closest to mirroring the
overall academic quality of the actual admitted class. The diversity of the group, however,
declined significantly. Only 6.4% of the class identified as underrepresented minority, and only
12.7% attended a high school with more than 50% of students qualifying for free-and-reduced-
price lunch. In addition, these students represented just 81 of the 100 North Carolina counties.

E. Testing Plan.

Lastly, we examined the academic qualifications and diversity of a class admitted on the
basis of test scores alone, granting automatic admission to all students earning a combined score
of 1280 or higher on the Critical Reading and Math portions of the SAT. The resulting class
would outpace the actual admitted class in terms of testing (by 60 points, on average), but would
fall short on class rank and strength of the curriculum. Diversity would be significantly
compromised, with declines in geographic, socioeconomic, and racial/ethnic diversity. Only
4.8% of this group identified as underrepresented minority, only 11.8% attended a high-poverty
school, and only 91 North Carolina counties would be represented.

(2) Preliminary Results — Out-of-state Students
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A. Top 10% Plan

Admitting all students in the out-of-state applicant pool with an official class rank of top
10% or higher yielded an admitted class two-thousand students larger than the actual out-of-state
admitted class. Even so, only 43% of the out-of-state applicant pool reported an official class
rank, which means many viable candidates were excluded from consideration altogether. Thus,
although not likely a viable alternative, we approached this model as an exploratory and
information gathering exercise.

Although less racially/ethnically diverse — the percent of underrepresented minorities
drops from 27.1% to 14.7% - a larger proportion of the top 10% requested fee waivers and were
first-generation-college. Academically they pursued nearly as rigorous a curriculum as the actual
admitted class, but a smaller proportion were ranked in the top 5 and 3% of their class, and their
average SAT was 100 points lower.

B. Top 5% and Testing Threshold

In order to achieve a class size similar to the size of the actual admitted class, we
combined a testing and class rank threshold, granting automatic admission to anyone ranked in
the top 5% of their class with a combined score on the Critical Reading and Math portion of the
SAT of 1230 or higher; this yielded 2,880 students, just five more than the actual admitted
group. Although comparable in size and academic quality, only 5.4% of this group identified as
underrepresented minority, compared to 27.1% of the actual admitted class.

C. High School Grades (Performance = 10) and Testing Threshold

In order to include students not reporting official ranks, we developed a threshold based
on test scores and high school grades, granting automatic admission to all applicants with
straight A’s in their four years of high school who also earned a combined score on the Critical
Reading and Math portion of the SAT of 1220 or higher. Again, this yielded a class similar in
academic quality, with nearly equal test scores and strength of curriculum. Of those reporting an
official rank, a higher proportion were ranked in the top 5 and 3%, relative to the actual admitted
class. But again, diversity was compromised. A higher proportion were non-resident alien —
16.3 percent compared to 10.6 percent — but only 7.2 percent identified as underrepresented
minority and 33.2 percent as non-white, compared to 27.1 and 51.1 percent in the actual admitted
class, respectively.

(3) Preliminary Results — NC Private

Because so few students attending North Carolina private and parochial high schools
report official class ranks, modeling a top x % plan with this segment of our population was not
feasible. Instead, we pulled aggregate academic and demographic data from the College Board
for each of our top 20 NC private feeder high schools; these 20 schools accounted for 60% of all
admitted students from NC private high schools. For each school, we calculated the percent non-
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white, percent underrepresented minority, the average SAT (Note: the average SAT for each
school was approximated based on number of graduating students in each SAT band), percent
first-generation college, percent taking at least 1 AP course, and average number of AP courses
taken for the graduating class. In order to model a hypothetical admitted class on the basis of our
top 20 feeder schools, we then weighted these indicators by the number of students graduating
from each high school. In essence, the resulting profile is an estimate of the profile of all NC
private high school graduates, as reasonably as it can be approximated.

The hypothetical class was similar to our actual NC private admits in terms of diversity —
9.0% underrepresented minority compared to 9.8% in the actual class and 17.5% non-white
compared to 19.8%. And a larger proportion were first-generation college. Academic quality,
however, declined — with an estimated 200 point drop in SAT, and a 25 percentage point drop in
the number of students taking at least 1 AP. Strength of curriculum, in general, declined with
students from the top 20 feeder schools pursuing, on average, 3 college level courses, compared
to students in our actual admitted class, who pursued 6, on average.

In sum, no single model, applied to any three of the segments of our population, would
produce an admitted class that is equal to or stronger than our actual admitted class in terms of
both diversity and academic quality. Some of the alternatives mirror or exceed the actual
admitted class in terms of diversity, but not academics, or vice versa, but no alternative allows us
to achieve the same level of excellence and diversity as our current practice of holistic review.

(4) Applications Quest

Two members of the working group — Barbara Polk (chair) and Jennifer Kretchmar —
attended a webinar on October 23, 2014 hosted by Dr. Juan Gilbert of the University of Florida,
developer of a patented software program called Applications Quest. Applications Quest is
described as a holistic review software program designed to maximize diversity without giving
preferential treatment to applicants on the basis of race. After speaking with Dr. Gilbert, Ms.
Polk and Ms. Kretchmar shared the information they learned with other members of the working
group for the purpose of deciding whether to conduct a pilot study.

In general terms, Applications Quest works by creating clusters of students from the
available applicant pool; similarities among applicants are maximized within clusters, thereby
maximizing differences between clusters. The number of clusters created corresponds to the
number of offers of admission being made; the member of the cluster who is “most different”
from the other members is identified for admission. Differences and similarities are determined
using any nominal or numeric variables identified as relevant and/or important by the admissions
staff (e.g. race, nationality, major, family income, etc). Significantly, no single factor is weighted
more heavily than another, so that no applicant receives preferential treatment on the basis of
any single characteristic.

The software gives admissions staff the capability of entering minimum admissions
standards using one or more variables. If no standards are used, the average academic
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qualifications of the selected group will generally mirror the average academic qualifications of
the applicant pool. When using more than one minimum standard, standards can be set using
‘and’ or ‘or’ statements (e.g. GPA >=3.0 and SAT>=1200, GPA >=3.0 or SAT>=1200).
Students who do not meet the minimum standards are dropped from the applicant pool. Any
students who are admitted despite not having met the minimum standards, referred to here as
‘exceptions,’ are also removed from the applicant pool.

The working group foresaw a number of significant obstacles to adapting Applications
Quest to our needs. First, the software would require the use of predefined, minimum standards
in order to select an admitted class with comparable academic quality to the one selected using
individualized, holistic review. The standards are rigid and mechanistic, such that anyone who
falls below them is automatically disqualified from further consideration. Pre-defined cut-offs
are antithetical to our guiding principles and mission. Just as individualized, holistic review
protects students from race or ethnicity becoming the defining feature of his/her application,
individualized, holistic review protects students from any single variable — such as a test score or
GPA - becoming the defining feature of his/her application. As stated in our guidelines for
evaluating candidates, “there is no list of qualities or characteristics that every student must
present.”

Second, the implementation of Applications Quest would essentially result in a tri-partite
admissions model, such that different groups of students would be subjected to different
processes and/or standards — the group falling below the minimum standards evaluated in a
formulaic, mechanistic way; the second group evaluated using Applications Quest; and the third,
the ‘exceptions,” according to other standards/processes altogether. This too, is at cross-purposes
with our current practices, in which every candidate receives the same individualized, holistic
review and is evaluated according to the same standards.
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Appendix A. Members of Race-Neutral Alternatives Working Committee

Patrick Akos
Taffye Clayton
Jennifer Kretchmar
Lou Perez
Catherine Pierce
Barbara Polk

Kara Simmons
Debby Stroman
Lynn Williford
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Appendix B. Preliminary Analysis of Race-Neutral Alternatives

Our goal for the fall 2012 first-year class was 3,960 students, including 3,247 from North
Carolina. More than 10,000 North Carolinians applied. Fifty percent of those who applied were
offered admission; 65 percent of those admitted will enroll.

The applicants from North Carolina included 4,179 whose high schools reported official class
rank and who ranked within the top 10 percent of their graduating class.

Through the practice of comprehensive review described in our reading document, 3,194 of these
students, or 76 percent, were offered admission. Of these students, 2,117, or 66 percent of those
admitted, have accepted our offer of admission and will enroll next fall. These enrolling students
will comprise 65 percent of the 3,247 North Carolinians in the entering first-year class.

If we had offered admission to all 4,179 of the top-10-percent North Carolinians who applied,
our yield model projects that we would have enrolled an additional 751 students, increasing the
number of top-10-percent students in the entering class to 2,868, or 88 percent of all North
Carolinians enrolling.

A total of 379 spaces would have remained for the more than 5,800 other North Carolinians
applied. Assuming that 65 percent of the students admitted from this group would have enrolled,
we would have needed to offer admission to 583 students. The resulting admission rate for
North Carolinians who did not officially rank in the top 10 percent of their graduating class
would have been 10 percent, as opposed to a rate of 31 percent under comprehensive review.
The students denied would have included hundreds of non-underrepresented minority students
attending independent high schools and public magnet and suburban high schools—students who
were admitted under comprehensive review.

A top-10-percent policy would have yielded a first-year class with a higher percentage of
underrepresented students: 16 percent vs. 15 percent under comprehensive and holistic review.
In effect, more non-underrepresented students would have been denied admission under a top-
10-percent policy than under comprehensive and holistic review.

Under a top-10-percent policy, every academic indicator other than the share of the class ranking
in the top 10 percent of the high-school class would have declined. For example, the average
SAT (Critical Reading and Math combined) would have been 1262, as opposed to 1317 under
comprehensive and holistic review.

The predicted GPA of the class after the first year at UNC would also have declined to 3.16 from
3.26 under comprehensive review.
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C. Mission Statement of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, the nation's first public university, serves North
Carolina, the United States, and the world through teaching, research, and public service. We
embrace an unwavering commitment to excellence as one of the world's great research
universities.

Our mission is to serve as a center for research, scholarship, and creativity and to teach a diverse
community of undergraduate, graduate, and professional students to become the next generation
of leaders. Through the efforts of our exceptional faculty and staff, and with generous support
from North Carolina's citizens, we invest our knowledge and resources to enhance access to
learning and to foster the success and prosperity of each rising generation. We also extend
knowledge-based services and other resources of the University to the citizens of North Carolina
and their institutions to enhance the quality of life for all people in the State.

With lux, libertas—Ilight and liberty—as its founding principles, the University has charted a
bold course of leading change to improve society and to help solve the world's greatest problems.

Approved by the UNC Board of Governors, November 2009
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Appendix D. Data Definitions

Application Fee Waiver. Granted to students for whom the $80 dollar application fee presents a
financial hardship; student must submit College Board fee waiver form or a letter from a school
official requesting fee waiver on student’s behalf.

Class rank. A student’s numeric position in their high school class, based on grade point
average. Often expressed as percentile, or the student’s numeric position divided by the total
number of students in the class.

First Generation College. Student for whom neither parent and/or legal guardian has attained a
four-year degree.

Free and Reduced Price Lunch. Federally-assisted meal program operating in public and
nonprofit private schools and residential child care institutions, providing nutritionally balanced,
low-cost or free lunches to children each school day.

Non-white. Any racial/ethnic category other than Caucasian, including African-American,
Asian-American, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander, or any combination thereof. Percent non-white is calculated by dividing number of no-
white by the total number of students (as opposed to total number of students reporting a
race/ethnicity).

Highest Reported Score. Highest official score earned by each student on either the SAT
(Critical Reading and Math combined) or the ACT Composite, with the ACT Composite
converted to the SAT Critical Reading and Math scale using the standard concordance table
approved by the College Board and ACT. This method of summarizing test scores best
represents the way that scores are used by the University. Under guidelines for standardized
testing approved by the Advisory Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, when any candidate
for admission submits results from both the SAT and the ACT, the University considers the test
with the stronger results.

North Carolina County. One of the one hundred counties located in the state of North Carolina.

Middle 50% SAT (CR+M). The values between which 50% of all SAT (CR+M) scores in the
group fall.

Performance rating. A 1-10 rating given to each applicant to UNC-Chapel Hill as a measure of
high school grades/performance. A student who has earned straight A’s in all four years of high
school is scored a 10; a student earning 1-2 B’s is scored a 9; a student earning 3-4 B’s is scored
an 8, a student presenting an even mix of A’s and B’s earns a 4. The scale is calibrated to our
applicant pool, such that the lower values typically represent students with C’s and D’s, rather
than students with failing grades.
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Program rating. A 1-10 rating given to each applicant to UNC-Chapel Hill as an indicator of
the strength of a student’s high school curriculum. Strength is measured as a function of the
number of college-level courses (Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, Dual
Enrollment) pursued between 9™ and 12" grades. A student with 10 or more college-level
courses is scored a 10, a student with 1 to 3 college-level courses is scored a 3, while students
with no college level courses are scored a 1 or 2.

The average program rating for all actual and hypothetical admitted classes derived from our
applicant data is a proxy for average number of college-level courses pursued during high

school. Because many of our students take more than 10 college-level courses, the proxy is likely
an underestimate. The average program rating for hypothetical admitted classes derived from
data provided by the Department of Public Instruction or the College Board is based on
participation in Advanced Placement Courses only. While the average for these students is based
on an actual count of AP courses taken (as opposed to an average of score given on the 1-10
scale described above), it is still an underestimate of participation in college-level courses given
the absence of data on participation in International Baccalaureate and Dual Enrollment courses.

SAT (CR+M). Score earned by student on the Critical Reading and Math portion of the SAT.
Average SAT scores for NC public and private actual admitted classes are calculated using all
reported scores, regardless of whether or not a student reported a higher ACT score. Although
this isn’t representative of the way we use scores in the admissions process (see highest score
reported), this method of calculating makes for a more fair comparison to average SAT scores
calculated for NC public and private hypothetical admitted classes, since ACT data is not
available for those populations .

Top 10%. Student who is ranked in the top 10% of his/her high school class.
Top 5%. Student who is ranked in the top 5% of his/her high school class.
Top 3%. Student who is ranked in the top 3% of his/her high school class.

Underrepresented minority. Any student who identifies as African-American, Hispanic/Latino,
and/or American Indian/Alaskan Native.
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Appendix F
Charges for the Three Working Subcommittees
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CHARGE FOR THE LITERATURE REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE
December 16, 2016 (updated January 13, 2017)

This Subcommittee shall perform a literature review to provide the Committee with a better
understanding of the research that the University should undertake to continually assess its need
for race-conscious admissions strategies. The literature review shall address questions such as
the following:

e The previous UNC-Chapel Hill working group on race-neutral strategies wrote a report
that included a literature review of studies on universities’ need for race-conscious
admissions programs. What studies have been published since that working group’s
previous literature review?

e What are race-neutral admissions strategies that have been adopted by other schools,
especially peer schools and aspirational target schools? Should UNC-Chapel Hill study
the potential effects of adopting of these practices?

e What has been said in academic literature and public policy reports about the types of
studies a university should conduct to assess its need for race-conscious admissions?

e Has there been any discussion in court documents (e.g., briefs and judicial opinions)
about the types of studies a university should conduct to assess its need for raceconscious
admissions?

Proposed next steps

o Hire aresearch assistant from the School of Law by early February. This assistant can
work up to 20 hours per week.

o Hire another research assistant with expertise in quantitative methods by late early
March.

Subcommittee Members

Professor Holning Lau (School of Law), chair
Research Assistants from the School of Law

108



CHARGE FOR THE DATA ANALYTICS SUBCOMMITTEE
The Data Analytics Subcommittee of the Race-Neutral Strategies Task Force is charged to:

1. Identify available data sources and different, feasible analytic approaches that could
support the careful consideration of race-neutral approaches in undergraduate admissions
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

2. Empirically evaluate these analytic approaches and their ability to achieve important
institutional outcomes for incoming undergraduate classes.

3. Provide regular updates and data reports to the larger Race-Neutral Strategies Committee
so that broad input may be provided about the different analytic approaches, legal
context, direction, and findings.

Subcommittee Members
Professor Michael Kosorok (Biostatistics and Statistics and Operations Research) and Patrick

Curran (Psychology and Neuroscience), co-chairs
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CHARGE FOR THE
IMPACT OF DIVERSITY ON THE STUDENT EXPERIENCE SUBCOMMITTEE

The subcommittee is charged with gathering the perspectives of current students on their
educational experiences at the University, particularly as it relates to how diversity has
contributed to their overall experience at UNC. Student perspectives will be pulled from a
variety of sources, including institutional and departmental surveys related to student
engagement, student responses from the campus climate survey, along with institutional
demographic information by College, School, department and major. A review of the literature
on the impact of diversity on the student experience will also be conducted.

Action ltems

Aggregate and synthesize responses to diversity related questions related to student engagement
from the following institutional and departmental assessments.

e Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) — first-year survey
Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) — student engagement
Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership (MSL)

Campus Climate Survey for UNC Undergraduate Students
Arts and Sciences Foundation — Alumni Survey
Departmental assessments with diversity specific questions
Disaggregate data by race and gender

o Department/School/College
Retention by department by race and gender
Racial make-up by major
Common themes across instruments
What questions have not been asked?

Note: Undergraduate Education has the data on retention and racial make-up by department

Subcommittee Members

Hazael Andrew, Assistant Director of Carolina Housing

Belinda Locke, Ph.D., Coordinator of Assessment and Strategic Planning for Student Affairs
Bettina Shuford, Ph.D., Associate Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs, Chair

Jared Ward, Coordinator of Co-curricular Learning & Assessment, Carolina Union

Ada Wilson, former Director of Inclusive Student Excellence, Office of Diversity and Inclusion
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INTERIM REPORT FOR THE LITERATURE REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE?
l. Executive Summary

My research assistants® and | reviewed literature about three race-neutral admission strategies:
(1) percent plans, (2) socioeconomic affirmative action programs, and (3) race-neutral diversity
essays. These strategies can be “race-conscious,” meaning that schools can adopt these strategies
with the aim of securing a racially diverse student body. These strategies are, however, “race-
neutral” in that they do not overtly differentiate applicants by race. This literature review focuses
on publications that were not captured in the previous review that the Committee on Race-
Neutral Strategies performed for its 2016 report.

The research we reviewed suggests that percent plans are unlikely to be effective and efficient
substitutes for admission strategies that overtly consider race. For example, research on the
University of Texas at Austin’s percent plan is, at best, inconclusive regarding the program’s
effectiveness. While Black and Latino representation among admitted students increased after
the University of Texas adopted its percent plan, that increase may be attributable to
demographic changes in Texas as opposed to the percent plan. Moreover, even if a percent plan
produces a racially diverse class, it does so inefficiently: by admitting students based on class
rank alone, universities must ignore other aspects of student quality that it might consider
important (e.g., standardized test scores, extracurricular activities, leadership skills, resilience,
etc.). Similarly, research generally suggests that socioeconomic affirmative action programs—
which grant preferential treatment to applicants from disadvantaged socioeconomic
backgrounds—are also unlikely to produce desired levels of racial diversity effectively and
efficiently. Meanwhile, there is a dearth of literature on the effects of race-neutral diversity
essays.

Although research casts doubt on the utility of these race-neutral strategies as complete
substitutes for overt considerations of race, the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies should
still examine their appropriateness specifically for UNC-Chapel Hill. For its 2016 report, the
Committee conducted simulation-based evaluations of implementing various percent plans at
UNC-Chapel Hill. Those simulations can be updated and expanded. The Committee should also
run simulations of socioeconomic affirmative action programs, perhaps drawing inspiration from
the “Disadvantage Index” used by the University of Colorado at Boulder’s admissions office.
Finally, the Committee should consider having further discussions about the advantages and
disadvantages of race-neutral diversity essays, but there is very little existing empirical research
to inform such discussions.

This memo describes the three categories of race-neutral strategies that we studied. It provides
background information on how universities can operationalize these strategies. It also
summarizes the literature that we reviewed concerning each strategy’s pros and cons.

1. Percent Plans

® This section was written by Professor Holning Lau (School of Law) with input from the Committee.
* Thank you to research assistants Hillary Li, Zachary Layne, and Kerry Dutra. All three were students at UNC
School of Law when they provided assistance on this report.
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Percent plans are perhaps the most well-known form of race-neutral strategy because of the
recent Supreme Court case of Fisher v. University of Texas,” as well as media coverage of that
case. This litigation drew attention to the University of Texas at Austin’s percent plan. Percent
plans are admissions practices in which a certain percentage of students in every high school in
the state are automatically admitted to the state university system. Because high schools tend to
be de facto segregated by race, percent plans indirectly produce some degree of racial diversity
among admitted students. Flores and Horn have written a helpful literature review on percent
plans.® The following summary of research draws extensively from their review.

A. Existing Percent Plans

California, Florida, and Texas have adopted percent plans for their public university systems.
California and Florida guarantee that the top-9 and top-20 percent of high school students in their
states, respectively, will be admitted into their state’s university system. These students are not,
however, guaranteed admission to any particular campus within their statewide university
systems. Public universities in these two states fill the remainder of their student bodies based on
a range of other characteristics, but they do not overtly consider race.

Unlike California and Florida, Texas maintains a system in which the top-10 percent of high
school students are admitted into the University of Texas campus of their choice. Until 1996, UT
Austin gave preferential treatment to racial minorities when making admissions decisions. That
year, in Hopwood v. Texas, the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit invalidated this racial
affirmative action program.” In response, UT Austin eventually began accepting most of its
students through Texas’s Top Ten Percent Plan, while filling the remainder of its class through a
race-neutral holistic review. It later made a change, accepting most of its class through the Top
Ten Percent Place, while filling the remainder of its class through a holistic review that overtly
considers race. This overt consideration of race was challenged in Fisher v. University of Texas
at Austin. The Supreme Court ultimately held that UT Austin was constitutionally permitted to
consiger race in its holistic review of applicants who were not admitted via the Top Ten Percent
Plan.

B. Evaluating Percent Plans

After the percent plans in California and Florida went into effect, enroliment of Blacks and
Latinos in both states’ public university systems grew in absolute numbers; this increase in
enrolled minority students also outpaced the increase in enrollment of White students.? The
increased enrollments of minority students may, however, be a result of demographic changes

> See Fisher v. University of Texas at Austin (Fisher 1), 136 S. Ct. 2198 (2016); Fisher v. University of Texas at
Austin (Fisher 1), 133 S. Ct. 2411 (2013).

® Stella M. Flores & Catherine L. Horne, “Texas Top Ten Percent Plan: How It Works, What Are Its Limits, and
Recommendations to Consider,” Education Testing Service, 2015.

" See Hopwood v. Texas, 78 F.3d 932, 934-935, 948.

® Fisher 11, 136 S. Ct. at 2214.

% Eang L. Ngov, “Following Fisher: Narrowly Tailoring Affirmative Action,” 64 Catholic University Law Review 1,
13-15 (2014).
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and other factors exogenous to the percent plans.*® Notably, the percent plans in California and
Florida only guarantee students admission to the public university system, but not the campus of
their choosing within the university system. Research suggests that these states’ percent plans
have had little effect on diversity at the states’ flagship campuses.1

UT Austin presents a particularly noteworthy case study because it has been the focus of
litigation and a great deal of research. When UT Austin used its Top Ten Percent Plan in
conjunction with race-neutral holistic review, the percentage of Blacks and Latinos in the student
body increased to the levels that had existed when UT Austin used overt racial preferences in the
pre-Hopwood era.*? Research suggests, however, that this increase can be attributed to
demographic changes in Texas.™ As Flores and Hornes, explained: “ignoring the dramatic
changes in the high school graduate population gives the appearance of substantially restoring
access for students of color to levels before the percent plan [in the pre-Hopwood era; however] .

. in realit&/, for a much larger population and share of students of color, it has actually
declined.”

Even though UT Austin was able to attain pre-Hopwood levels of diversity by coupling its Top
Ten Percent Plan with race-neutral holistic review, the Supreme Court in Fisher v. Texas
accepted that this level of diversity did not necessarily constitute a “critical mass” of minority
students.™ The Court did not clearly define “critical mass.” It did, however, note two factors that
can be taken into consideration in evaluating whether a critical mass exists: (1) whether minority
students continue to experience “feelings of loneliness and isolation,'® and (2) the level of
diversity within university subpopulations (e.g., schools, departments, and classes)."’

Even if percent plans are effective in generating racial diversity, there are tradeoffs that
policymakers ought to consider. First, if a university were to fill too many of its seats through a

10 See id. at 14 (acknowledging that “it is difficult to determine whether the increase in minority enrollment is due to
population growth in California . . .”); Richard D. Kahlenberg & Halley Potter, “A Better Affirmative Action: State
Universities that Created Alternatives to Racial Preferences,” Century Foundation (2012), at 45 (reviewing studies
suggesting that there are only a small number of students who are admitted to Florida’s university system and also
would not have been admitted based on grades and standardized test scores alone). It is also difficult to isolate the
effects of California’s and Florida’s percent plans because both states take into consideration socioeconomic factors
when admitting students who are not accepted based on the percent plans; this consideration of socioeconomic
factors may also influence the diversity of enrolled students. For background on reforms to California’s and
Florida’s admissions strategies over the years, see id. at 33-35, 44-46.

' See Richard D. Kahlenberg, “Achieve Better Diversity: Reforming Affirmative Action in Higher Education,”
Century Foundation (2015), at 12 (noting that UC Berkeley and UCLA “were not able to sustain prior levels of
racial and ethnic diversity using race-neutral alternatives . . .”; Patricia Marin & Edgar K. Lee, “Appearance and
Reality in the Sunshine State: The Talented 20 Program in Florida,” Civil Rights Project at Harvard University
(2003), at 29-37 (questioning whether Florida’s percent plan had any effect on minority enrollment at the University
of Florida and Florida State University). See also Catherine L. Horn & Stella M. Flores, “Percent Plans in College
Admissions: A Comparative Analysis of Three States’ Experiences,” Harvard Civil Rights Project (2003), at 50
(“data, albeit scarce in the case of California and Florida, suggest that percent plans have fallen well short of
creating diverse flagship campuses . . .”).

" Fisher 1, 133 S.Ct. at 2416.

'3 Flores & Horne, note 6, at 11.

4.

15 Fisher 11, 136 S. Ct at 2211-2212.
8 1d. at 2212.

7 See id.
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percent plan, that university will need to sacrifice aspects of diversity that percent plans fail to
produce.® If a school were to fill its entire class through a mechanistic percent plan, it would
lose the ability to admit students who are just shy of the class-rank cutoff, but would otherwise
contribute to diversity in meaningful ways. For example, someone who misses the class-rank
cutoff might be a violin virtuoso who would contribute the university’s diversity of talents; or
she might be a someone whose race, religion and sexual orientation intersect in ways that would
contribute to diversity of life experiences; or she might be an individual who overcame a life-
threatening illness and now holds a perspective that is rare among her peers.

Another potential tradeoff of percent plans is the degradation of the student body’s academic
preparedness.*® By requiring schools to admit some students from underperforming high schools,
schools may be forced to compromise the academic quality of their entering classes.

1. Socioeconomic Status Affirmative Action

In socioeconomic affirmative action, applicants from disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds
are given some preferential treatment. Socioeconomic affirmative action contributes not only to a
student body’s socioeconomic diversity, but also potentially to racial diversity because class
correlates with race.

The literature on socioeconomic affirmative action suggests that a socioeconomic affirmative
action program’s effectiveness and efficiency in generating racial diversity hinge on two factors:
(1) the way in which the program defines socioeconomic status, and (2) the weight of the
preference given to students based on socioeconomic status. Most research suggests that
socioeconomic affirmative action programs do not generate racial diversity as effectively and
efficiently as affirmative action programs that overtly consider applicants’ race.

A Designing Socioeconomic Affirmative Action

When designing a socioeconomic affirmative action program, the first decision to consider is
how to define socioeconomic status (SES). Defining SES by income alone is unlikely to create
an affirmative action program that greatly enhances racial diversity because racial minority
families constitute only a small percentage of the country’s low-income families.” Beyond
income, there are many variables—indeed a seemingly endless number of SES variables—that
correlate with race. Commentators have suggested that socioeconomic affirmative action
programs are more likely to produce racial diversity if the programs account for a range of SES
factors at the family and structural levels.?* Family-level SES factors include not only parental
income, but also factors that correlate more closely with race, such as family wealth and net

'8 See id. at 2213.

9 For discussions about how race-neutral admission strategies may compromise the academic quality of the enrolled
study body, see Flores & Horne, note 6, at 12-13; Mark C. Long, “Is There a ‘Workable” Race-Neutral Alternative
to Affirmative Action in College Admissions?,” 34 Journal of Policy Analysis & Management 162 (2015).

% See Brian T. Fitzpatrick, “Is the Future of Affirmative Action Race-Neutral?,” in Samuel Bagenstos & Ellen Katz,
eds., Nation of Widening Opportunities: The Civil Rights Act at Fifty (University of Michigan Press 2015), at 150-
151.

2! See, e.g., Kahlenberg & Potter, note 10, at 15-18.
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worth. Structural-level factors include high school-based and neighborhood-based measures of
poverty.

While most universities have not developed very sophisticated socioeconomic affirmative action
programs, researchers point to the University of Colorado at Boulder (“CU”) as an outlier.?
CU’s program is an example of how universities can methodically account for a variety of SES
factors. CU rates each applicant on a Disadvantage Index that includes four “Student Level SES
Factors” and four “High School Level SES Factors.” The Student Level factors are (1) whether
the applicant’s native language is English, (2) parents’ highest education level, (3) family income
level, and (4) the number of dependents in the family. The High School Level factors are (1)
whether the applicant attended a rural high school, (2) the school-wide percentage of students
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, (3) the school-wide student-to-teacher ratio, and (4) the
size of the 12th-grade class.

Beyond the question of how to define socioeconomic status, there is the question of how much
weight to give socioeconomic status when reviewing applicants. In other words, in designing an
admissions program that gives some applicants preferential treatment based on SES, a school
needs to decide how much of a boost those applicants will receive. As Gaertner and Hart have
explained: “the effectiveness of class-based affirmative action with respect to maintaining racial
diversity hinges upon the sizes of the boosts class-based systems confer. Poverty and minority
status are not perfectly correlated, so if class is intended to replace race in college admissions,
the boost attached to an identification of disadvantage or overachievement must substantially
outdo the boost attached to minority status.”*

B. Evaluating Socioeconomic Affirmative Action

Researchers have found it difficult to study empirically the effectiveness of socioeconomic
affirmative action programs because very few universities have adopted formal socioeconomic
affirmative action programs such as the University of Colorado’s.* When a school does not have
a formal method for assigning and tracking admissions preferences based on SES, it is difficult
to study the effects of SES-based preferences. Most studies are, therefore, based on simulations
of hypothetical SES-based admission policies. Most simulation studies have found that
socioeconomic affirmative action is not an effective and efficient replacement for racial
affirmative action because class and race are not correlated strongly enough.?

There have been a few studies that do suggest class can be an effective substitute for race in
affirmative action, but these studies have notable limitations. For example, Carnavale et al.’s

%2 See Matthew N. Gaertner & Melissa Hart, “Considering Class: College Access and Diversity,” 7 Harvard Law &
Policy Review 367 (2013).

2 1d. at 400.

2 «It is difficult to evaluate the effects of SES-based affirmative action in practice . . . because such plans are not
widely used.” Sean F. Reardon et al., “Can Socioeconomic Status Substitute for Race in Affirmative Action College
Admissions Policies? Evidence from a Simulation Model,” Educational Testing Service, 2015, at p. 3.

% See Gaertner & Hart, note 22, at 377-378 (“up to now, the research on class-based policies has shown these
policies to be poor substitutes for race-conscious admissions in maintaining racial diversity.”).
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simulation yielded promising results.?® They built a simulation model for the nation’s 193 most
selective universities.?” They found that the combined enrollment of African American and
Hispanic students would rise from 11 to 13 percent of total enroliment if schools were to adopt
their hypothetical SES-based affirmative action policy.”® Moreover, they found that the
combined enrollment of African American and Hispanic students would rise to 17 percent if
schools were to adopt a top-ten percent plan in addition to their hypothetical SES-based
affirmative action policy.” Carnavale et al.’s simulation is, however, based on certain
assumptions that may result in overstating the effectiveness of socioeconomic affirmative action.
For example, Reardon et al. note that Carnavale et al.’s simulation uses socioeconomic
information that is typically not available to admissions offices.*® Reardon et al. also contend that
Carnavalﬁ et al.’s simulation makes certain assumptions about applicant behavior that are not
realistic.

Gaertner and Hart’s study suggested that the acceptance rate for underrepresented minorities at
the University of Colorado, Boulder (CU) increased when the school moved from racial
affirmative action to socioeconomic affirmative action.®? The authors noted that their research
results were “a marked contrast to previous simulations and empirical studies.”*® They believe
that that their findings can be explained by the fact that CU now gives a large boost to applicants
based on SES status, whereas the boost that CU previously gave based on race was quite small.
“Where the race-related boost is relatively small, a significant class-related boost can make a
considerable difference.”® Gaertner and Hart caution that socioeconomic considerations are
unlikely to maintain the racial diversity produced by racial affirmative action programs if race-
based considerations were assigned very strong weight to begin with.*

When evaluating the effectiveness of socioeconomic affirmative action, one should be mindful
of the complicating factors that were discussed above in relation to percent plans.* The first
consideration is the idea of critical mass. Even if a university implements a new socioeconomic
affirmative action program that successfully maintains the level of racial diversity that was
previously attained through race-based admissions, that level of diversity does not necessarily
qualify as a critical mass. The race-based admissions program may have been ineffective at
yielding a critical mass of minority students because the race-based preferences were too weak or
poorly designed. Another consideration is the tradeoffs of assigning preference based on SES.

By placing a great deal of emphasis on class, a university may end up diminishing aspects of
diversity that are not correlated with class.

% Anthony P. Carnevale, Stephen J. Rose & Jeff Strohl, “Achieving Racial and Economic Diversity with Race-
Blind Admission Policy,” in Richard D. Kahlenberg, ed., The Future of Affirmative Action: New Paths to Higher
Education Diversity after Fisher v. University of Texas (Century Foundation Press 2014).

2"'1d. at 187-188.

% See Carnevale et al., note 26; Kahlenberg, note 11, at 13 (summarizing the research of Carnevale et al.)

%% See Carnevale et al., note 26; Kahlenberg, note 11, at 13 (summarizing the research of Carnevale et al.)

% Reardon et al., note 24, at 5.

4.

%2 Gaertner & Hart, note 22.

% 1d. at 369-370.

% 1d. at 400.

% 1d. at 399-400.

% See footnotes 18-19 and accompanying text.
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IV.  Race-Neutral Diversity Essays

Universities have increasingly required applicants to submit a “diversity essay” as part of the
undergraduate admissions process. These schools prompt applicants to write an essay regarding
how that student will contribute to the university’s community and/or its diversity. For example,
the University of Washington requires its first-year applicants to answer the following short
essay question:

Our families and communities often define us and our individual worlds. Community
might refer to your cultural group, extended family, religious group, neighborhood or
school, sports team or club, co-workers, etc. Describe the world you come from and how
you, as a product of it, might add to the diversity of the University of Washington.*’

Such prompts are race-neutral in that they do not define diversity and, therefore, do not require
applicants to address race or any other specific demographic characteristic. Applicants might,
however, choose to write about experiences related to race. For example, an applicant of color
might write about her experiences overcoming discrimination in her predominantly white
hometown; she might contend that these life experience give her a perspective that would
contribute to the university’s diversity. An admissions office might indeed view this perspective
to be a valuable contribution to diversity. Note that, by giving favorable treatment to the
hypothetical applicant who overcame discrimination, the admissions office is not giving
preferential treatment based on race per se but is rewarding the applicant for her experience
overcoming adversity. The admissions office is not simply using the diversity essay to elicit
information to fulfill a racial quota, which would run afoul of constitutional law.

To the extent that diversity essays elicit information that strengthens applications from racial
minorities, diversity essays help to increase racial minorities’ representation among admitted
students. To the best of my knowledge, however, there have been no empirical studies on
diversity essays’ impact on the racial composition of admitted students. This lack of research
likely stems from universities’ reluctance to share proprietary information about their scoring of
application essays.*®

Some scholars doubt whether admissions essays help to increase racial diversity, especially at
public universities in states where race-based affirmative action has spurred legal controversy.
Carbado and Harris contend that university applicants in California may feel pressured to
conceal or downplay their race when writing admission essays.*® The California state
constitution, as amended by Proposition 209, bans racial affirmative action in public schools.
Accordingly, applicants might mistakenly believe this ban dictates that they should not discuss
their race at all in their application materials. Applicants of color may be reticent to write about
life experiences that would demonstrate their strengths (leadership skills, overcoming adversity,

37 <2018 Freshman Writing Section,” University of Washington, available at
https://admit.washington.edu/apply/freshman/writing-section (last visited Oct. 27, 2017).

% Cf. Anna Kirkland & Ben B. Hansen, ““How Do I Bring Diversity?’: Race and Class in the College Admissions
Essay,” 45 Law & Society Review 103, 108 (2011) (noting that “Previous work attempting to ‘get inside’ the
admissions process notes that many institutions are quite reluctant to grant access to admissions processes . . .”).
¥ Devon W. Carbado & Cheryl 1. Harris, “The New Racial Preferences,” 96 California Law Review 1139, 1148
(2008).
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etc.), because those experiences relate to their racial identity, and they worry that their
applications will be compromised by discussing race.

Kirkland and Hansen’s research, however, suggests that the concerns of Carbado and Harris
might be overstated.”’ In Kirkland and Hansen’s focus group, respondents said that they were
aware that the University of Michigan welcomed applicants to discuss race and ethnicity despite
Michigan’s ban on racial affirmative action. Kirkland and Hansen’s analysis of a sample of
application materials submitted to the University of Michigan supports this view.

One potential factor worth noting is that diversity essays, like the more general personal
statement in applications, might disadvantage lower-SES applicants. Applicants from higher SES
groups tend to have access to better resources that enable them to write stronger essays. These
resources range from privately hired application coaches to stronger writing instruction at their
local public schools.

IV.  Next Steps

This literature review has cast doubt on the utility of race-neutral strategies as complete
substitutes for overt considerations of race. Still, the literature suggests that the outcomes of race-
neutral admission strategies vary depending on the circumstances surrounding the particular
universities at issue. Accordingly, the Committee on Race-Neutral Strategies should examine
these strategies’ appropriateness specifically for UNC-Chapel Hill. For its 2016 report, the
Committee conducted simulation-based evaluations of implementing various percent plans at
UNC-Chapel Hill. Those simulations can be updated and expanded. The Committee should also
run simulations of socioeconomic affirmative action programs, perhaps drawing inspiration from
the “Disadvantage Index” used by the University of Colorado at Boulder’s admissions office.
This examination of a version of the index is a promising approach because UNC-Chapel Hill
can identify matches or close proxies for most variables comprising the Colorado index and can
potentially supplement that index with additional variables. Finally, the Committee should
consider having further discussions about the advantages and disadvantages of race-neutral
diversity essays, but there is very little existing empirical research to inform such discussions.

0 Kirkland & Hansen, note 38, at 126-127.Error! Bookmark not defined.
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INTERIM REPORT FOR THE DATA ANALYTICS SUBCOMMITTEE*"

The Data Analytics Subcommittee of the Race-Neutral Strategies Task Force focused work
efforts on two inter-related projects. First, a variety of statistical models were fit to data drawn
from the application pool for UNC undergraduate admission from years 2012 through 2016 with
the goal of examining the viability of race-neutral alternatives in the application review process.
Second, simultaneous equation models (also called path analysis) were fit to the 2015 UNC
panel of the Multi-Institution Study of Leadership with the goal of estimating the potential
positive student benefits of being embedded within a diverse intellectual community. Each
project is briefly summarized, preliminary results are described, and future directions are
delineated.

Committee Charge

The Data Analytics Subcommittee of the Race-Neutral Strategies Task Force is charged to:

1. Identify available data sources and different, feasible analytic approaches that could
support the careful consideration of race-neutral approaches in undergraduate admissions
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

2. Empirically evaluate these analytic approaches and their ability to achieve important
institutional outcomes for incoming undergraduate classes.

3. Provide regular updates and data reports to the larger Race-Neutral Strategies Committee
so that broad input may be provided about the different analytic approaches, legal
context, direction, and findings.

UNC Admissions Data

Initial data analytic efforts focused on the 2016 applicant pool that consisted of 33,950
completed applications. Preliminary variables of interest included biological sex, self-identified
racial group membership, whether the applicant received a fee waiver, state residency, whether
the applicant self-identified as a first-generation college student, six separate measures of
academic readiness (e.g., test scores, GPA, quality of written essay, etc.), whether the student
was admitted, and whether the student ultimately enrolled. Of the total pool, 5.7% did not
endorse any racial category. Of the remaining 31,984, 89.5% reported membership in a single
racial category and 10.5% reported belonging to two or more racial categories. A total of 19.9%
of all applicants self-identified as an under-represented minority (URM: African American,
Latino/Hispanic, Native American/Hawaiian Pacific Islander). Of the 33,950 applicants, 11%
requested a fee waiver, 15.5% reported being a first-generation college student, and 59% were
female. Finally, 28% of applicants were admitted and 12.4% enrolled.

To model the University’s current admissions process, a series of logistic regression models of
varying complexity were estimated in which the full set of measured variables described in
Appendix F (e.g., certain applicant factors captured in the admissions data) were used to predict
admission status. Variables entered the model both linearly and nonlinearly with the inclusion of
extensive interactions and polynomial terms. These models were then extended to use the model-

*! This section was written by Professor Patrick Curran with input from Professor Michael Kosorok and the
Committee.
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building process of random forests. Numerical results were extensive. Key findings reflect that
there are a large number of unique applicant variables that predict admissions status, including
underrepresented minority status. Importantly, however, when the model was evaluated without
information about applicants’ racial/ethnic status, the model’s accuracy in terms of the prediction
of the applicants’ admissions outcome was virtually unchanged. This finding reflects that
underrepresented minority status does not meaningfully drive the prediction accuracy of the final
multivariate model. Put differently, applicants’ racial/ethnic status does not dominate the
outcome decision within the current admissions process.

There are four primary directions to which we next turn. First, these initial models were only
fitted to available 2016 data; the models will be expanded to a simultaneous analysis of all five
years of data to formally examine stability and change in trends over time. Second, efforts will
be made to link the existing admissions data to extant family-level data to provide more
comprehensive information about constructs such socioeconomic status (SES); the currently
available data only provide information about first generation status and fee waiver requests.
Much more comprehensive information about family income, parent education, and parent
occupation are needed to more fully assess SES. These data allow us to have a fuller
understanding of a student’s full record, continue to identify relevant and available indicators
about family background and SES from the literature, and discuss how educational benefits flow
from a diverse student body during college. Third, more advanced machine learning methods
will be used to build optimal prediction models based on all available information within and
across time. These models will provide an estimate of differential weights that can be applied to
each variable domain in the prediction equation; once available, weights can then be fixed and
adjusted to determine the subsequent impact on incoming class characteristics as a function of
competing alternative selection weighting processes. Finally, the data analytic committee will
carefully review expert reports prepared in the University’s lawsuit to ensure that future analyses
consider promising directions and approaches. Taken together, these results will provide a
stronger understanding of the current applicant review and the admissions process.

Multi-Institution Study of Leadership

The second focus of the Data Analytics Subcommittee was on the analysis of data drawn from
the 2015 panel of the UNC implementation of the Multi-Institution Leaders Study (MSL). The
MSL is a national study examining predictors of student leadership in over 250 academic
institutions. UNC has participated in the MSL since 2012. Complete survey responses were
obtained from 832 UNC undergraduate students. Extensive measures were obtained from each
subject covering a broad range of activities related to the undergraduate experience. Key initial
variables included the following:

Construct Original Recoded Variable
Variable Name Name
Biological Sex DEM7 FEMALE
Year of Enrollment DEM3.1 YEAR
Under-Represented Minority Status DEM10a.1- URM
DEM10a.8
Belonging (sense of belonging climate) BCLIM BELONG
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Climate (non-discriminatory climate) DCLIM CLIMATE
Participation (been a member in college ENV6a PARTIC
organizations)
Diverse Interactions (socio-cultural SOCCUL DIVINTER
conversations)
Resilience OUTRES RESIL
Leadership Capacity OMNIBUS LEADCAP
Leadership Efficacy OUTEFF LEADEFF
Grade Point Average DEM13 GPA
Academic Involvement sum(ENV4a- ACADINV
ENV4g)

A series of competing models were fit to the sample data to examine potential relations among
student characteristics, sense of belongingness, diverse interactions, and school success. A path
diagram of one competing model is:
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These results indicated that students who self-identify as URM have lower levels of sense of
belongingness on campus and view the campus climate as more discriminatory. Higher levels of
belongingness and participation in activities is associated with greater diverse interactions on
campus, and this in turn is related to higher levels of academic resiliency. Interestingly, URMs
report higher levels of resiliency compared to non-URMs after controlling for all other
influences in the model. These preliminary results indicate that greater diverse interactions is
associated with higher levels of academic resiliency, but that URMSs report feeling less belonging
to the campus community and are less likely to view the community as inclusive. This is only
one example of a number of competing models examining these complex multivariate relations.

The Subcommittee is pursuing multiple future directions in this work in collaboration with the
Data Analytics Subcommittee. These directions will help provide more nuance to our existing
findings related to perception of campus climate, sense of belonging, engagement in co-
curricular and academic engagement, psychosocial development and resiliency by race.
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First, members of the Subcommittee will seek to link the MSL data to the existing undergraduate
admissions data so that the extensive information provided by the student when applying for
admissions can be incorporated into the student experiences once on campus.

Second, Subcommittee members will extend these analyses to include prior panels of data
(dating back to 2012) to examine stability and trends in these relations over time.

Third, Subcommittee members will expand the models to include data from other sister
institutions, so we may compare and contrast the Carolina experience with that reported by other
comparison universities. Specifically, the Subcommittee plans to work with organizations that
administer national benchmarking surveys to explore the possibility of adding additional
diversity-related survey items to these benchmarking surveys. If granted permission by the
national study administrators for MSL and SERU, the benchmarking analysis will involve
creating a diversity index measure to compare outcomes based on low, medium and high levels
of diversity within- and across-campuses participating in the national data collection. A diversity
index, used in several research studies, represents the probability that any two people from a
random sample will differ on the basis of race and ethnicity. Interactional diversity is likely to
increase as the structural diversity on campus increases (Chang, 1999).

Fourth, the Subcommittee members will conduct modeling using other national data sets, such as
the Student Experience in the Research University (SERU) and the Skyfactor Benchwork survey
for residential living.

Fifth, the Committee chair, along with colleagues with expertise in measurement and item
response modeling, will examine the psychometric properties of student ratings of education
benefits of diversity across multiple academic courses. Student characteristics (e.g., gender,
need, first generation status, underrepresented status), faculty characteristics (e.g., gender,
underrepresented status, rank), and course characteristics (e.g., size, gateway, division) will be
assessed for differential item functioning and the multilevel nature of the ratings will be
examined if possible.

Finally, the Subcommittee members will continue to be informed by the review of the academic
literature on the theoretical models and research related to these concepts.

INTERIM REPORT FOR THE STUDENT EXPERIENCE SUBCOMMITTEE®

Historically public universities have considered race as a factor in admissions decisions as one
means of achieving and maintaining the democratic goal of equal access to education. However,
persistent legal challenges have been somewhat effective in limiting the parameters of the
practice of race-conscious admissions policies. Most recently, the Supreme Court in Fisher v.
University of Texas ruled race-conscious admissions policies acceptable if implemented to
achieve a diverse student body. The ruling came with a caveat that universities considering race
in admissions provide ongoing evidence demonstrating the educational benefits of racial/ethnic
diversity.

*2 This section was written by Dr. Belinda Locke (Division of Student Affairs) and Dr. Bettina Shuford (Division of
Student Affairs) with input from the Committee.
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As part of a coordinated effort, researchers at the University of North Carolina are exploring
existing data sets to demonstrate the ways in which a racially diverse student body contributes to
developmental and learning outcomes. One of the most promising avenues to emerge in the work
to date has been the development, testing and refinement of a model identifying a set of
pathways and mechanisms through which campus climate contributes to educational outcomes
through the mediating influences of student engagement. The model was developed and tested
using an institutional data set based on responses of a random sample of undergraduate students
who participated in the 2015 Multi-Institutional Study of Leadership.

The proposed model draws on Astin’s theory of student involvement (Astin, 1984), and Hurtado,
Milem, Clayton-Pedersen, and Allen’s 1998 framework for understanding campus climate. In
drawing on these two theoretical traditions, the model emphasizes the impact of climate on
student engagement which in turn is theorized to influence educational outcomes. These
complimentary frameworks provide sound scaffolding for the conceptualized model as they
position the self in social context and involvement as an expression of motivation tied to positive
educational outcomes.

Campus Climate Student Engagement Educational

— -
Sense of Interaction

BelonQinq \
Educational
Outcomes
Perceptions of Participatio /
Discrimination n

Structural Diversity

Structural diversity is characterized as the extent to which various racial and/or ethnic groups are
represented within a particular organization or community (Hurtado et al., 1998). Early studies of
structural diversity examined the experiences of women working in corporate environments
(Kanter, 1977). Kanter’s research demonstrated that when the proportion of women in the work
environment reached a threshold of approximately 35%, the climate and culture of the
organization would begin to change. Subsequently, with a “critical mass” of women in the work
environment, some of the negative effects of underrepresentation diminished. Scholars report
similar trends when applying this lens in investigating the experiences of underrepresented
minorities (URMs) on college campuses. Hurtado, Dey, and Trevifio (1994) found that campuses
with limited structural diversity provided fewer opportunities for learning across social and
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cultural differences. Chang (1999) came to a similar conclusion in reporting that students from
different backgrounds tended to interact more with one another as the structural diversity of a
campus increased. Fries-Britt and Turner (2001) and Steele and Aronson (1995) demonstrate the
detrimental effects of stereotyping on college performance for minority students attending
predominantly white institutions (PW1). Looking at the experiences of African American,
Hispanic, and Philipino students at a large PWI, Smedley, Myers and Harrell (1993) reported an
association between the stress experienced by URMs and heightened psychological distress. As
part of a decade long research program, The Diverse Learning Environments Survey (Hurtado,
Cuellar, Alvres, & Colin, 2009) was administered to students attending 58 four-year colleges.
Findings suggest that as structural diversity increased, URMs reported diminished perceptions of
discrimination and increased sense of belonging (Hurtado and Carter, 1997; Hurtado, Han,
Saenz, Espinosa, Cabrera & Cerna, 2008; Hurtado & Ruiz, 2015). Additional studies support a
connection between structural diversity and educational benefits for minority and majority
students (e.g., Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & Hagedorn, 1999; Bowman, 2010; Garces
& Jayakumar, 2014; Hurtado, Chang, Saenz, Espinosa, Cabrera, & Cerna, 2007). While the
literature highlights different mechanisms by which underrepresentation of one’s racial group on
campus influences college outcomes, there is agreement for the premise that increases in
structural diversity enhance the climate of the learning environment and educational benefits for
all students. Due to the limitations of existing data, the proposed model does not empirically test
the influence of structural diversity on learning and development. However, structural diversity
provides a critical lens through which to view and interpret relations between students’
perceptions of climate, involvement in educationally purposeful activities, and outcomes.

Campus Climate and Student Engagement

Hurtado et al. (1998) articulate a framework for understanding the dimensions of campus climate
influencing student learning and development in diverse learning environments. The framework
conceptualizes campus climate as a product of institutional context, structural diversity, and
psychological and behavioral dimensions. The model put forth here originates with students’
perceptions of campus climate. Specifically, it invokes sense of belonging and perceptions of
discrimination, aligning with Hurtado and colleagues’ psychological dimension of climate for
diversity (1998). The pathways in the proposed model represent processes or mechanisms
through which structural diversity impacts learning and development. The proposed pathways
between campus climate and student engagement reflect alignment with current directions in
research on achievement motivation that emphasize engagement as developing within a
framework of personal and contextual influences (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Reschly
& Christenson, 2012). An extensive body of literature focused on college-student success also
highlights the intertwining roles of individual and environmental factors in shaping students’
engagement in academic and co-curricular learning environments (e.g., Astin, 1984; Hurtado,
Dey, Gurin, & Gurin, 2003; Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 1991; Tinto 1993). Scholars have
employed a plethora of variables in studying the impact of students’ perceptions of campus
climate on various educational outcomes. Whereas multiple directions have proven fruitful, the
focus here is on sense of belonging and perceptions of discrimination as key dimensions of
campus climate contributing to student engagement.
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Like campus climate, student engagement, is a complex construct comprised of multiple
dimensions (Hu & McCormick, 2012). Educational research defines engagement in terms of
behavioral, cognitive, and affective dimensions (Finn & Zimmer, 2012). Within the context of
the current work, student engagement is conceptualized by observable actions or behaviors. The
choice to emphasize behavioral engagement is predicated on several factors. First, Astin’s theory
emphasizes the role of behavioral engagement in characterizing student involvement as the effort
invested in experiences in and outside of the college classroom (1984). He notes that while
thoughts and feelings contribute to motivation, it is inevitably the actions a student takes that
defines involvement. Second, Astin’s theory informed the development of the Multi-Institutional
Study of Leadership and therefore the instrument provides ample measures of behavioral
engagement. And finally, whereas the development of cognitive and affective engagement has
been shown to overlap, evidence suggests different circumstances, processes, or pathways
contributing to behavioral engagement in educational settings (Archimbault, Janosz, Morizot, &
Pagani, 2009). As such, the following sections highlight literature emphasizing associations
between sense of belonging and perceptions of discrimination as psychological dimensions of
campus climate and participation in educational purposeful activities and interactions as markers
of engagement.

Sense of Belonging and Student Engagement

Students’ sense of relatedness represents a basic psychological need that in part provides the
motivational basis for engagement, learning and mastery (Connell & Wellborn, 1991). Terms
such as relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985), sense of belonging (McMillan & Chavis, 1986)
mattering (Schlossberg, 1989), social connectedness (Schreiner, 2010), and social integration
(Tinto, 1993) are used in extant literature to describe feelings or perceptions that one is securely
and satisfyingly connected to others in a group or community (Connell & Wellborn, 1991). From
a motivational perspective, when a learning environment enhances a student’s sense of
belonging, they are more likely to engage in activities and behaviors associated with educational
achievement. Conversely, if a learning environment undermines students’ sense of belonging,
they are more likely to disengage and withdraw from participating in activities linked to growth
and development. Succinctly, perceptions and experiences of the learning environment influence
student engagement through the shaping of self-appraisals of belonging (Connell & Wellborn,
1993).

Research on adolescence highlights sense of belonging and its relation to engagement in school
contexts (see Juvonen, 2006). This literature demonstrates strong associations between
perceptions of belonging and positive school participation (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Van
Ryzin, Gravely, & Roseth, 2009; Wentzel, 1998). For example, Benner, Graham, and Mistry
(2008) measured school climate employing aggregated measures of sense of belonging, fairness,
and interracial climate to predict student engagement in a racially diverse sample of high school
students attending schools throughout the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area. School-level
perceptions of belonging made significant contributions to adolescent and teacher reports of
participation in educational activities. While sense of belonging has not been as widely studied in
college settings, research on college student development recognizes the importance of social
integration and its influence on student engagement. Tinto identifies social integration as one of
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the primary processes influencing a student’s institutional commitment, persistence and eventual
graduation (Tinto, 1993).

In a series of experiments looking at math motivation and sense of social connectedness,
conditions that increased sense of social connectedness predicted higher levels of motivation to
remain engaged with a challenging math puzzle (Walton, Cohen, Cwir, & Spencer, S. (2012). In
STEM courses belonging emerged as a consistent predictor of academic effort and class
participation (Wilson, Jones, Bocell, Crawford, Kim, Veilleux, Floyd-Smith, Bates, and Plett,
2015). In looking at the experiences of transfer students, Allen, Robbins, Casillas and Oh (2008)
found perceptions of social connectedness to be a key predictor of persistence at the new
institution. While existing research supports relations between sense of belonging and student
engagement across demographics, studies suggest the influence of belonging on engagement and
achievement may be particularly salient for students holding membership in historically
underrepresented racial and/or ethnic groups. In recognizing the salience of belonging for URMs,
Wolf-Wendel, Ward and Kinzie (2009) write “higher levels of engagement are typically
associated with educational environments that are seen by students as inclusive and affirming”
(p. 413). In studying the impact of campus climate on African American students’ college
experiences, Shreiner (2014) found a stronger sense of belonging contributed to fuller student
participation in the campus community. Museus, Palmer, Davis and Maramba (2011) also found
perceptions of fit or inclusion as a key factor in URMs decisions to engage in academic and
social pursuits on campus. Similarly, Hausmann, Schofield, and Woods (2007) identified sense
of belonging as a predictor of student involvement and intentions to persist in a sample of
African American and White first-year college students. Samura (2016) employed case study
methodology to investigate sense of belonging in Asian American college students. Although the
study did not look specifically at belonging as it related to college outcomes, it is unique in that it
highlights sense of belonging as an ongoing process that Asian American students negotiate and
renegotiate to meet the demands of diverse campus contexts. The process required engagement
between competing spheres to negotiate sense of belonging. Whereas some studies suggest
belonging as a precursor of engagement, in this study engagement was an important process
contributing to sense of belonging. Whereas perceptions of belonging can support or impede
college student engagement, sense of belonging develops in contexts characterized by particular
circumstances or conditions. In considering students’ experiences on campuses with varying
degrees of structural diversity, the literature identifies perceptions of discrimination as a key
factor exerting influence on student engagement.

Perceptions of Discrimination and Student Engagement

Analyzing a large national data, Hurtado and Ruiz (2015) reported 68.7% of African American
students enrolled at moderately diverse institutions had reported being the target of racially
biased comments, and 48.1% as feeling excluded from events or activities. Latino students at
moderately diverse institutions also reported high experiences of overt and subtle forms of racial
bias and discrimination with 55.2% reporting being the target of biased comments, and 38.8%
reporting feelings of exclusion. These numbers are troubling under any circumstances, and even
more so in considering the negative consequences of a hostile racial climate on educational
outcomes. While Harper and Hurtado (2007) found evidence indicating Asian Americans were
largely satisfied with their college experiences, other studies highlight Asian students’
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perceptions of hostility and racism as characteristic of their educational experiences (Katori &
Malaney, 2003; Museus, 2008).

Persistence is one of the most widely researched outcomes in relation to perceptions of
discrimination in educational environments. Persistence represents a type of behavioral
engagement, whereas the decision to leave or not to persist represents the ultimate expression of
disengagement. Nora and Cabrera (1996) found first-year persistence at one college predicted by
perceptions of discrimination and prejudice. This held true for both minority and nonminority
students. Similar results were reported by Elmers and Pike (1997) who found intent to persist for
URMs and majority students equally influenced by perceptions of racial discrimination in the
campus environment. Studying the experiences of URMs in STEM, Seymour and Hewitt (1997)
found perceptions of racism within the major predictive of students’ decisions to leave science,
math and engineering majors. As expected the literature illuminates a pattern in which
perceptions of a negative racial climate on campus are associated with decreased quality of
student engagement in and outside of the classroom (Cabrera et al., 1999; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005).

One limitation of the research is that many studies aggregate perceptions of racial climate across
minority groups. For example, in a study employing structural equation modeling (SEM),
persistence for students of color (a category comprised of 7 racial groups) and persistence of
white students were predicted by perceptions of the campus climate (Johnson, Wasserman,
Yildirim, & Yonai, 2014). In contrast, Museus, Nichols, and Lambert (2008) used multi-group
SEM to investigate the relations between perceptions of racial climate and degree completion.
Disaggregating the sample into subsamples (Asian, Black, Hispanic and White), enabled the
researchers to garner more effective insights into the influence of campus racial climate on
degree completion. For all groups, perceived racial climate was the most powerful predictor of
institutional commitment. However, with academic and social involvement variables in the
model, institutional commitment only predicted degree completion for White students.
Interestingly perceptions of campus racial climate predicted academic engagement for Asian and
Black students and social engagement for Asians, Hispanics, and Whites. Juxtaposing the results
of these two studies reinforces the need for careful consideration of study design and
interpretation of results when comparing the impact of perceptions of climate across racial
groups.

Student Engagement and Educational Outcomes

A bird’s eye view of research on college student development suggests that regardless of the
theoretical perspectives invoked engagement in educationally purposeful activities exerts a
significant impact on learning and development (Hu & McCormick, 2012). Whereas a large
proportion of studies examining climate and student engagement focus on retention and
persistence as measures of student success, the literature on student involvement demonstrates
associations between diverse types of involvement and academic, social, and psychological
outcomes. In support of the proposed model, the following sections present studies illuminating
relations between student engagement, conceptualized in terms of participation in educationally
purposeful activities and diverse interactions, and educational outcomes such as academic
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achievement and leadership as these outcomes align with the mission and goals of the
University.

Participation in Educationally Purposeful Activities

Academic and co-curricular contexts are spaces in which students are challenged and supported
to engage with ideas, develop skills, and apply knowledge in preparation for effective
participation in personal, professional and civic pursuits. Hu and McCormick (2012) used data
from the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education and direct assessments to study
patterns of student engagement in academic, co-curricular and social contexts. First-year
persistence was strongly predicted by the extent to which students participated in the learning
environment. Students who demonstrated strong engagement in social and co-curricular contexts,
and those who were strongly engaged in academic, co-curricular and social activities saw
significant gains in leadership ability. Interestingly, students’ orientation toward learning was not
significantly predicted by pattern of engagement. These results suggest patterns of engagement
may predict specific types of learning and developmental outcomes. Looking at academic and
co-curricular engagement individually can provide clearer insights into the mechanisms and
contributions of different types of student involvement.

Academic Engagement. In looking at academic engagement, Kuh (2006) concludes that
interactions with faculty represent an important type of engagement as these interactions may
encourage students to seek out and extend greater effort to other educational activities. This
conclusion has ample support in the literature. Informal and formal interactions with faculty
outside of the classroom demonstrate positive correlations with student learning (Astin, 1993,
Kuh, 2003). Positive interactions with faculty predicted academic competence in first-year
students (Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2005), and the quality of student interactions with
faculty was found to predict sophomore GPA (Graunke & Woosley, 2005). In studying the
experiences of first-generation students, Amelink, 2005 also identified a link between GPA and
positive faculty interactions. Studies highlight the strong influence of supportive faculty
interactions on the academic engagement and persistence of Native American students (Wolf &
Melnick, 1990; Jackson, Smith, & Hill, 2003), while interacting with faculty has proven to be a
strong predictor of positive outcomes for both minority and White students (Nora & Cabrera,
1996). In addition to engaging with faculty, peer interactions may also represent a source of
influence on achievement. For example, students who act as peer educators or tutors experience
positive impacts on learning and development as they must have a strong understanding the
content (Pace 1990), and engage more actively in with the material through teaching (Pascarella
and Terenzini, 1991).

A second line of research that is particularly relevant to understanding the influence of academic
engagement on educational outcomes comes from Kuh’s research on high impact educational
practices (Kuh, 2008). According to Kuh, high impact educational practices are those practices
that are intentionally structured to produce deep, integrative engagement. Examples of high
impact practices include first-year seminars, learning communities, internships, study abroad,
and undergraduate research. While the term “high impact practice” is relatively new, literature
on the types of opportunities that have been identified as high impact is not. For example, in
studying service learning Astin, VVogelgesang, Ikeda and Yee (2000) found a positive association
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with gains in critical thinking, writing, and GPA. In a study of learning communities at the
University of Michigan participants earned higher grades and demonstrated increased intellectual
curiosity (Kurotsuchi Inkelas, 2000). However, unlike the previous study, participation in a
learning community did not predict higher levels of critical thinking. Kardash (2000) evaluated
student outcomes associated with participation in undergraduate research. Ratings of interns and
their faculty mentors showed significant alignment. Both interns and faculty members identified
observing and collecting data, interpreting data, communicating results, and independent
thinking as areas of significant growth. Kuh (2008) has found that URMSs, particularly African
American and Latino students, and students with low ACT scores may experience greater
educational gains from engagement with high impact practices. While these studies are a small
sample of the research on high impact educational practices, they support a general conclusion
that students who engage deeply in meaningful educational activities will most likely experience
gains in learning and development.

Cocurricular engagement. In considering co-curricular involvement, we note a shift in the
range of outcomes represented in the literature. Whereas studies of academic engagement often
focus on measures of academic achievement such as task or domain related learning outcomes or
GPA, studies on gains associated with co-curricular involvement often look at developmental
outcomes such as leadership, intra and interpersonal competence, and intercultural competency.
There are noted exceptions such as residential education programs that correlate with significant
gains in critical thinking (Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, Zusman, Inman, & Desler, 1993). While
students living on campus may indeed participate in educational programming within their
residence halls, Pascarella et al. note that in conjunction with involvement in educational
activities, students who live in residence halls may have higher levels of social interactions with
peers and staff, which also act as an impetus to cognitive growth. While there is little consensus
on the extent to which co-curricular involvement contributes to academic achievement, there is
ample evidence linking co-curricular engagement to the development of leadership skills. Cress,
Astin, Zimerman-Oster, and Burkhardt (2001) used a longitudinal design to study the
development of students’ leadership efficacy across 10 colleges participating in the Coorperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP). After controlling for a number of hypothesized
covariates, participation in leadership programs and activities predicted statistically significant
differences in participants and nonparticipants scores on leadership skills and civic responsibility
with participants scoring higher on both measures. Similarly, Kezar and Moriarty (2000)
identified associations between several co-curricular activities and perceptions of leadership
ability. Positional activities such as participation in a leadership class, holding an elected
position, serving as a resident advisor, and engaging in volunteer emerged as significant
predictors of perceived leadership ability. In contrast, nonpositional leadership experiences such
as participation in student organizations, intramural sports, and Greek life tended to be stronger
predictors of skills associated with leadership such as public speaking, social self-confidence,
and the ability to influence others. While participation in academic and co-curricular programs
has demonstrated links between academic achievement and skills indicative of leadership
capacity, additional studies demonstrate the impact of diverse interactions or interactional
diversity broadly characterized by the frequency and quality of intergroup interaction (Gurin,
Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002).
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Diverse Interactions. Over the course of the last decade, scholars have investigated cross-group
interactions on college campuses as mechanisms contributing to student learning and
development. Interactional diversity relates to structural diversity with homogenous campuses
proving fewer opportunities for cross-racial interaction (Hurtado, Dey, & Trevino, 1994). The
proposed model posits association between diverse interactions and their contribution to
academic outcomes and skills associated with effective leadership. Kuh (2008) outlines four
factors supporting interactional diversity: (1) studying at a college or university that values and
supports diversity by encouraging contact between students from diverse backgrounds, (2)
talking with student, staff or faculty who hold membership in different racial/ethnic groups, (3)
talking with student, staff or faculty who hold different beliefs or personal values, and (4)
attending a college or university that values and supports diversity by including diverse
perspectives into curriculum, class discourse and assignments. A number of studies report links
between students’ exposure to diversity through formal curricular and informal social
interactions (Mayhew, Rockenbach, Bowman, Seifert, & Wolniak, 2016). In a series of
longitudinal studies, interactional diversity in classroom and co-curricular environments had a
positive impact on students’ academic and intellectual self-confidence (Chang, Astin, & Kim,
2006; Chang, Denson, Saenz, & Misa, 2004; Denson & Chang, 2009). Interacting with students
from a different race and/or culture predicts self-reported gains in academic competence and
intellectual development (Hu & Kuh, 2003, Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2006). While formal
interactions through coursework with diverse perspectives represent an important source of
learning, informal interactions with diversity are an ongoing part of many students’ out of class
experiences (Gurin et al., 2002). Parker and Pascarella (2013) used longitudinal data from the
Washash National Study to examine the impact of interactional diversity on leadership
development. Results found meaningful conversations with students from different racial or
ethnic backgrounds predictive of the development of socially responsible leadership skills.
Similarly, Dugan, Kodama and Gebhardt (2012) found associations between engagement in
sociocultural conversations with peers predictive of leadership capacity.

Summarizing Remarks

As a means of exploring the contributions of diversity to educational outcomes, we are testing
and refining a structural equation model examining the relations between students’ perceptions
of campus climate, campus engagement, and educational outcomes prioritized in the University
mission. Although college campuses are complex environments experienced by diverse students
in individual ways, research on campus climate and college student development offers support
for understanding how a diverse learning environment contributes to the quality of effort
students invest in their college experience and subsequently how those efforts impact learning
and development. Students may come to college with certain characteristics and experiences,
however no one set of characteristics can guarantee student success. Theories of achievement
motivation and college student development, and the literature reviewed here, strongly support
the premise that students’ perceptions of the campus climate, their participation in educational
programs and activities, and the interactions encountered during college all play influential roles
in shaping learning and development.
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[With notes and context, indicated by square brackets, added by Abigail Panter and Stephen Farmer for February 2019 report to
Faculty Council.]



OVERVIEW

* The Office of Undergraduate Admissions has the final decision-making authority for all
candidates for undergraduate admission.

 The admissions office follows policies established by the Board of Governors and by the
Board of Trustees.

* By trustee policy, the admissions office also applies procedures approved by the Advisory
Committee on Undergraduate Admissions, a standing faculty committee appointed by the
Chancellor.



SPECIAL TALENT

* Trustee policy provides for the admission of students “who demonstrate special talent for
University programs requiring such talent.”

 The Advisory Committee has approved intercollegiate athletics as one program requiring
special talent.

 The committee has allocated 160 spaces in each year’s entering first-year class for students
who are recruited to participate in athletics.

 These 160 students comprise 4 percent of the entering class.

 The committee has also allocated 24 spaces in each class for students with special talent in
dramatic art and 24 for students with special talent in music.

[In addition to these 160 special-talent student-athletes, each year other student-athletes apply and are admitted competitively and without specific consideration of their talent in athletics.]



COMMITTEE ON SPECIAL TALENT

 The Advisory Committee has appointed a Committee on Special Talent to develop policies
and procedures regarding special-talent admissions and review individual candidates who
do not meet certain thresholds.

« The Committee on Special Talent consists of at least six voting members, the majority of
whom must be tenured or tenure-track faculty members in the College of Arts and
Sciences.

 The committee currently has eight voting members, five of whom are tenured faculty
members in the College.

* The governance of the committee was reviewed and approved by Faculty Committee on
University Government in Spring 2014.



SPECIAL-TALENT STUDENTS REQUIRING COMMITTEE REVIEW

e Any special-talent student with a predicted first-year grade-point average (PGPA) below 2.3
must be reviewed by the Committee.

* So must any student who does not meet the minimum course and admissions
requirements (MCR and MAR) of the public university system.

e So must any student who has committed a possible breach of community standards for
academic or personal behavior.



PGPA

* The formula for predicting first-year grade-point average (PGPA) was first developed for
students enrolling in 2013, using the actual performance of UNC special-talent student-
athletes.

 The formula predicts roughly 30 percent of the variance in first-year GPA.

 The formula has been revised twice since it was first developed; each revision was based
on the performance of students in the four or five most recent entering classes.



FIRST-YEAR SPECIAL-TALENT STUDENT-ATHLETES BY GROUP, 2006-2018

Students Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
(PGPA< 2.3 and Other)| (PGPA>2.3 and <2.6) (PGPA>2.6)
2006 157 29 18% 43 27% 85 54%
2007 156 28 18% 44 28% 81 52%
2008 152 17 11% 65 43% 69 45%
2009 159 30 19% 63 40% 66 42%
2010 148 16 11% 60 41% 72 49%
2011 163 23 14% 49 30% 91 56%
2012 167 23 14% 52 31% 92 55%
2013 154 14 9% 52 34% 38 57%
2014 147 9 6% 51 35% 87 59%
2015 152 9 6% 47 31% 96 63%
2016 149 13 9% 41 28% 95 64%
2017 157 8 5% 45 29% 104 66%
2018 140 9 6% 39 28% 92 66%

[Shaded row — 2013 — indicates entering class for which PGPA and groups were implemented.]



FIRST-YEAR STUDENT-ATHLETES BY GROUP, 2006-2018

Al Not Special Talent Special Talent | oo\ <Gzr.o3u:nz Other) | (PGPA ffgugnzd <2.6) (ngjAuzpza.e)
2006 157 29 43 85
2007 156 28 44 81
2008 152 17 65 69
2009 159 30 63 66
2010 148 16 60 72
2011 163 23 49 91
2012 167 23 52 92
2013 201 47 23% 154 77% 14 7% 52 26% 135 67%
2014 175 28 16% 147 84% 9 5% 51 29% 115 66%
2015 188 36 19% 152 81% 9 5% 47 25% 132 70%
2016 201 52 26% 149 74% 13 6% 41 20% 147 73%
2017 233 76 33% 157 67% 8 3% 45 19% 180 77%
2018 193 53 27% 140 73% 9 5% 39 20% 145 75%

[Shaded row — 2013 — indicates entering class for which PGPA and groups were implemented. “Not Special Talent” includes other student-athletes who applied and were admitted competitively and without specific
consideration of their talent in athletics. “Group 3” in this table represents the sum of these “Not Special Talent” and special-talent student-athletes with PGPAs > 2.6.]



FIRST-YEAR STUDENT-ATHLETES HIGH-SCHOOL GPAS AND TEST SCORES, 2013-2018

HS GPA TEST SCORE
All Special Talent All Special Talent
25th 75th 25th 75th 25th 75th 25th 75th

2013 | 3.37 | 4.28 3.18 | 4.00 | 1030 | 1290 | 990 1180

2014 | 3.45 4.42 3.35 4.11 1030 | 1220 | 1005 | 1190
2015 | 3.44 4.40 3.38 4.10 1030 | 1270 990 1220
2016 | 3.62 4.48 3.50 4.06 1030 | 1300 990 1190
2017 3.69 4.70 3.40 4.10 1110 1400 1060 1260
2018 | 3.60 4.44 3.49 4.14 1100 | 1360 | 1060 | 1275

[Shaded row — 2013 — indicates entering class for which PGPA and groups were implemented.]



FIRST-YEAR STUDENT-ATHLETES HIGH-SCHOOL GPAS AND TEST SCORES, 2013-2018

MAR
Testing HS GPA

2013 201 | 100% 198 99% 200 100%
2014 173 99% 173 99% 174 99%
2015 187 99% 188 100% 188 100%
2016 | 201 | 100% 201 100% 201 100%
2017 233 | 100% 233 100% 233 100%
2018 192 99% 193 100% 193 100%

MCR

[Shaded row — 2013 — indicates entering class for which PGPA and groups were implemented.]



UNC STUDENT-ATHLETES CF. STUDENT-ATHLETES AT OTHER SCHOOLS: TEST SCORES
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UNC STUDENT-ATHLETES CF. STUDENT-ATHLETES AT OTHER SCHOOLS: HS CORE GPA
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NEXT STEPS (FROM FEBRUARY 2018)

e Continue to strengthen feedback mechanisms.
* Refine role of Committee on Special Talent.

* Clarify goals:
 What are we trying to achieve?
* How quickly do we want to achieve it?

 What is the right balance between avoiding risk and providing opportunity?
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