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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

September 28, 1989 

Approved 10-5-89 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY. 

RECEIVED ;!-, 

.~ :)CT 1'/ 1989 ~:. 

Present: 
Secretary for Academic Governance 

Anthony Wojcik, chair, Joseph Carter,Lonnie Eiland, 1---_------.1 
Richard Evans, Tim Griffith, Emanuell Hackel, Michael 
J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi 
Meissner, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern 
Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Mary Lee Vance. 

Absent: Carla Barnes, James Zacks, Allan Trapp, Nancy Howath, 
Charles Montgomery. 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's office; Laura Black, MSU News Bulletin. 

1. Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:18 a.m. immediately after a 
quorum was present. He announced that, as a standard procedure, UCAP 
meetings in 1989-90 would begin at 10:15 and terminate at 12:00. He then 
asked UCAP members to introduce themselves and provide a brief 
background concerning their role on the committee and their university 
affiliation. 

2. Barbara Steidle, Provost's office, referred the committee members to the 
packet of materials that each received, calling attention to the schedule of 
meetings, membership roster, list of UCAP subcommittees and section 4.5 of 
the Bylaws of Academic Governance which describes the function of UeAP. 
She described her role on the committee as one of communicator and 
facilitator, with a primary responsibility to carry the views of UCAP to the 
Provost. 

3. Chair Wojcik asked how UCAP members were relating to their constituents -
as representatives or consultants? After a brief discussion, he requested that 
members provide their consultants with information about the deliberations 
of UCAP and to seek the views of those whom they represent. 

4. Chair Wojcik referred members to the list of officers. R. Schemmel will 
represent UCAP at meeting of Academic Council when Wojcik cannot attend. 
R. Matthews asked if representation by proxy for the second representative 
was also possible without notifying Academic Council. B. Steidle answered 
"yes", the vice chairperson may substitute for the chair of UeAP without 
notifying Academic Council but that she would check on the procedure for 
the second replacement and the issue of voting. 
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5. Chair Wojcik called attention to the list of subcommittees and provided a 
rationale for the selection of members to specific committees. Chairs of the 
committees are: 

Incentives and A wards for Teaching 
Peer grading and Grading Policy 
Integrity of Scholarship and Grades 
APERTF 

R. Matthews 
c. Barnes 

E. Hackel 
R. Schemmel 

6. Unresolved Issues - Tabled Items 

Chair Wojcik called attention to the following unresolved items: 

A. Replacement of MAPS with a document entitled "Academic 
Standing of Students" - (L. Eiland will provide a brief 
overview to the committee). 

B. Recommended motions for MSU Entrance 
(Admission) and Exit (Graduation Requirements) 
(UCAP should consider untableing this document) 

C. Foreign language requirement (A. Wojcik will provide 
questions and answer sheet, along with the proposed 
language change to Academic Council for consideration 
at its meeting on November 7, 1989.) 

D. MSU Calendar. The report of the committee that 
considered this issue will be printed in the MSU News 
Bulletin on October 12, 1989. 

7. Approval of the UCAP minutes from May 25, 1989 
E. Hackel moved to approve, L. Eiland provided the second. 
No discussion. Approved. 

8. Approval of the UCAP minutes from June 1, 1989 
E. Hackel requested clarification concerning the Task Force on 
Writing. B. Steidle stated that nomineeshavebeen requested last year 
and that the committee is presently being formed. UCAP provided two 
nommees. 

UCAP minutes are to be corrected to reflect that M. Harrison was 
nominated. Richard Evans is the second nominee. Motion to approve the 
amended minutes was provided by R. Schemmel, seconded by A. Sierra. 
No further discussion - approved. 
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9. Annual Report of UCAP - 1988-89 
At this time the 1988-89 Annual Report for the University 
Committee on Academic Policy arrived and was distributed 
by Chair Wojcik. 

10. Request for Administrative Support to UCt\p 
E. Hackel moved: 

that UCAP ask the Provost for logistic support for the 
committee, to include taking the minutes at meetings. 
J.D. Johnson provided the second - passed unanimously. 

11. Taping of UCAP meetings 
Chair Wojcik asked if there would be any objection to Secretary 
Seefeldt's taping of the meetings. J.D. 10hnson asked if the committee 
functioned under the Open Meetings Act. B. Steidle replied that the 
open meeting standards apply - that there must be freedom of discussion 
but confidentiality may be desirable at some times to ensure open discussion. 
J. Carter asked who would have access to the tapes. Seefeldt replied that 
only he would hear the tapes and perhaps B. Steidle if there were some 
questions of interpretation about what had transpired at the meeting for 
purposes of reporting the minutes. The discussion ended with consensus that 
taping would be permitted if (1) the sole purpose was for recording 
accurately the minutes of the meeting, (2) the tape remained the property 
of the secretary and was erased after the minutes had been approved, and 
(3) the recorder would not be in operation if any member wished to speak 
without being recorded. 

12. Attendance at UCAP meetings 
M. Vance asked if it is appropriate to have a substitute attend when regular 
members cannot attend UCAP meetings. A. Wojcik replied that there are no 
provisions for proxies. 

13. Move to Adjourn 
Having completed the agenda, Chair Wojcik called for a motion to adjourn: 
motion provided by R.Matthews, seconded by R. Evans, approved - meeting 
adjourned at 11 :30 a.m. 

Submitted by 
Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary - UeAP 
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

. RECEIVED 

:~ \8 T G ,t 1989 ~: 
Secretary for Academic Governance 

Approved 10-19-90 

Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Folicy 

October 5, 1989 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair, Carla Barnes, Joseph Carter, Lonnie Eiland, Richard 
Evans, Tim Griffith, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, Roy 
T. Matthews, Kristi Meissner, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, 
Arlene Sierra, Al\~ Trapp, Mary Lee Vance. 

Absent: Nancy Horvath, Charles Montgomery 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin. 

1. Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. He asked for approval of 
the agenda - motion provided by E. Hackel, second by M. Harrison - no discussion 
ensued - agenda was approved as presented. 

2. Approval of Minutes from September 28, 1989: Chair Wojcik announced that the 
minutes should show that Carla Barnes (and not Allan Trapp) is Chair of the 
subcommittee on Peer Grading and Grading Policy. A. Trapp moved to approved 
the corrected minutes, M. Harrison provided the second - approved. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A Wojcik requested that any committee member who 
wishes to serve as a replacement for Jim Zacks as the UCAP representative on the 
University Committee on General Education should contact him. If no volunteer 
comes forward, he will appoint a replacement. 

He then noted that the report of the Calendar Issues Clarification Committee will 
appear in the October 12, 1989 issue of the MSU News Bulletin and will also be 
on the agenda of the next meeting of Academic Council. This stimulated a 
discussion concerning clarification of the disposition and timing of the report. R. 
Matthews questioned in what form the report would appear on the agenQa. B. 
Steidle noted that it is the issue of the academic calendar, and not the report, that 
is on the calendar of Academic Council. R. Schemmel asked when the report was 
distributed to deans and department chairs. (Answers concerning its receipt varied 
from "September 29" to "several days ago"). A Sierra noted that the document is 
not easy to read and asked that the decisions pertaining to the document be 
associated with its availability to faculty. R. Matthews asked, "What are the 
options of Academic Council?" B. Steidle replied that Academic Council could 
send the semester resolution back to Academic Senate or choose to resolve the 
issue in Academic Council. When questioned about why the calendar issue 
received such early attention on the Academic Council agenda, she replied that 
items that are referred to Academic Council from Academic Senate receive first 
priority. A. Wojcik encouraged UCAP members to read the report and indicated 
that he would provide a summary of its content at the October 19th meeting of 
UCAP. 
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Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle clarified several issues that were 
unresolved from the UCAP meeting on September 28, 1989. 

A. Open meetings: Neither the main meetings of UCAP, nor meetings of its 
subcommittees are subject to the Open Meetings Act. 

B. The College of Social Science is seeking a replacement for James Zacks to 
UCAP. Zacks has a class at the time UCAP meetings are scheduled and 
will later be on sabbatical leave. 

C. Substitutions for the chair of UCAP and its second representative to 
meetings of Academic Council may take place without notice to Academic 
Council. In either situation, the replacement has voice but not vote. 

D. She has not had an opportunity to ask Provost Scott about the possibility of 
secretarial support for minute-taking at UCAP meetings. 

Review of UCAP memo to Academic Council: "Recommended Motion for MSU 
Entrance (Admission) and Exit (Graduation) Requirements": Chair Wojcik asked 
R. Evans to comment on motions 1 and 2 and R. Schemmel to comment on 
motion 3 of the report by George Mead to Academic Council, dated May 24, 1989, 
entitled Recommended Motions for MSU Entrance (Admission) and Exit 
(Graduation) Requirements. 

R. Evans remarked that the four motions are in reference to the APERTF Report 
(which was attached to George Mead's memo to Academic Council). The central 
purpose of the APERTF Report was to upgrade the preparation of high school 
students. Another purpose was to attempt an equalization of preparation of 
students entering MSU. The recommendations are not an attempt to change the 
pool from which MSU's students are drawn. The committee on APERTF 
contacted every high school in Michigan concerning their reaction to the report. 
One-third responded, indicating that they believed the recommendations to be 
reasonable. 

R. Evans noted that the majority of students who now are admitted to MSU would 
meet the requirements. The intent of APERTF is to have Admissions look more 
broadly at admissions criteria, especially in situations where students do not meet 
the criteria so that the diversity of students is maintained. Motion 1 recommends 
subject matter equivalents in (a) preparatory composition and literature courses, 
(b) college preparatory mathematics, (c) college preparatory science and, ( d) 
college preparatory work in history and social sciences. 

Motion 2 recommends that effective Fall term, 1993 and thereafter the graduation 
requirements for a bachelor's degree will include demonstration of knowledge in 
mathematics equivalent to four years of college preparatory mathematics at the 
high school level. The exit requirements are really entrance requirements which 
students are encouraged to acquire prior to admission to MSU. 

R. Schemmel referred to motion 3 of George Mead's memo which addresses the 
foreign language requirement. She stated that the APERTF Committee viewed 
their report as subject to a review after four years, with the exit requirement 
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then asked L. Eiland to review the main points of the document written by George 
Van Dusen to Larry Sommers, dated May 1, 1989, in which Van Dusen proposed a 
revision of the Minimum Academic Progress Scale (MAPS). R. Schemmel then 
reviewed the three main points of Section 2, Van Dusen' s memo. R. Evans asked 
about the status of the document. A. Wojcik replied that it is on the agenda for 
the next meeting of Academic Council. B. Steidle added that it had been an 
agenda item previously but it was not considered. Further discussion focused on 
entrance of students to colleges that have higher than a 2.0 entrance requirement, 
the meaning of a "19-term maximum expected time for completion" - last sentence 
of Mead's memo, the time-frame status of students who drop out voluntarily and 
the ability of students to meet minimum academic progress if they are required to 
take remedial courses. Because UCAP had previously proposed approval of the 
motion, no action was taken. 

The Incomplete Grade Marker: B. Steidle referred UCAP members to her memo 
regarding the Incomplete Grade Marker, dated September 29, 1989. She called for 
UCAP to provide for a terminal date to resolve the incomplete grade (I). E. 
Hackel moved as follows: 

For students who have an I on the transcript and who do not enroll for a 
year, the I should become an I/U at the end of that period. Second by C. 
Barnes. Approved without dissent. 

E. Hackel asked whether a student who has paid for the credit but is not enrolled 
could complete the work to remove an I. B. Steidle offered to seek the answer. 

Although items (8.) Request to Phase Out and Discontinue the Metallurgy Major 
Leading to the Bachelor of Science Degree, and (9.) College of Business Change in the 
Minimal Criteria Admission as Juniors remained on the agenda, the time for adjournment 
had arrived. Motion to adjourn by A. Trapp, second R. Matthews. Meeting adjourned at 
12:03 p.m. 

Minutes provided by 
Vern Seefeldt, Secretary, UCAP 

UCAP10.5 
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Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Tim Griffith, Emanuel Hackel, Lonnie 
Eiland, David Johnson, Roy Matthews, Kristi Meissner, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald 
Schwab, Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance 

Absent: Joseph Carter, Richard Evans, Michael Harrison, Nancy Horvath, Charles 
Montgomery, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, James Zacks 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin. 

1. Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:25 a.m. A quorum was achieved at 
10:35 a.m. Motion was made by E. Hackel and seconded by L. Eiland to approve 
the agenda. Motion carried. 

2. Approval of Minutes of October 5. 1989 Meeting: Motion made by R. Schemmel 
and seconded by G. Schwab to approve the minutes with one addition. Motion 
passed without discussion. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik asked if anyone present would take the 
minutes for this meeting, as V. Seefeldt was not present. M. L. Vance agreed to 
be the recorder for the meeting. 

He then reported that the Academic Council had met, and reviewed the MAPS 
document. He noted that there had not been much discussion, other than to say 
certain terms like "extenuating circumstances" and "maximum" were of some 
concern on the document. He stated that UCGE had been dissolved, and that 
there would be no need to have a representative from UCAP on UCGE any 
longer. 

A Wojcik pointed out that the Calendar Issues Clarification Committee Executive 
Summary had been included in our packets of information. He informed UCAP 
that the semester system conversion had been approved with very little discussion. 
He noted that there had been some discussion about forwarding the issue to the 
Senate, but that this motion was defeated. R. Matthews indicated that a petition 
was in the works. A. Wojcik then asked B. Steidle to clarify the membership of a 
couple of committees: Faculty Council and Academic Council. B. Steidle 
responded that the Faculty Council was an elected group of faculty representatives 
who met as a corporate body. The Academic Council is composed of 
representatives from faculty, students, and administrators, and acts as a corporate 
body representing all of these constituencies. Standing committees are also 
represented on Academic Council. B. Steidle stated that the Provost had made a 
statement to the Board of Trustees essentially noting how the Council had voted, 
and expressed his satisfaction at the vote outcome. He then explained that he 
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would take formal motions to the Board of Trustees' December meeting. B. 
Steidle then said that the time frame for the petition drive was unlimited by the 
Bylaws. However, any action to be considered by the Senate had to be sent to 
them two weeks in advance. The Board had given Scott a clear message that they 
wanted a motion, with any/all comments conveyed by faculty, in the December 
meeting. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle noted a ''hang-over'' issue from last year 
re the number of graduate credits which could be taken in an unclassified (LLE) 
status. She said that last year UCAP had moved for a 12-credit limitation, but that 
the Graduate Council had moved for a 15-credit limitation. This issue has 
returned to UCAP to be discussed at the next meeting. Minutes of the UCAP 
decision meeting, along with copies of the document, will be distributed to UCAP 
members before the next meeting. B. Steidle also volunteered to hunt up other 
relevant information. 

Consultation Item: Request to Phase Out and Discontinue the Metallurgy Major: 
A. Wojcik pointed out that this was an item from the previous meeting that had 
not been covered. B. Steidle explained that this was not a new issue. Entrance 
into the major had ceased in 1975. The change was made primarily because of (1) 
changes within the discipline; and (2) resources of the department, which did not 
want to request funds for it in its then current form. She further stated that UCAP 
was to review the request; that no particular action was required; but that advice 
was solicited. In addition, she noted that no students would be adversely affected. 
A. Wojcik added that all details had been carefully taken care of. B. Steidle 
volunteered to pass on any comments. 

Information Item: College of Business Program Admission Change in the Minimal 
Criteria: A. Wojcik noted that this was also an item from last meeting's agenda. 
B. Steidle stated that this decision was made in conjunction with current budgeting 
and class pressure issues. She entertained a request for comments. She reminded 
UCAP that last year the item had come forward, but that there had been requests 
for more information. A Wojcik informed UCAP that "combined core courses" 
referred to only four classes, and that once a student was in the program, no level 
of performance other than the regular MSU minimum grade standards was 
required for graduation. Discussion from UCAP led to B. Steidle clarifying what 
courses were appropriate choices (math, accounting, economics, computer science). 
G. Schwab expressed concern about whether students accepted into the program, 
who then didn't do well, might be adversely affected. B. Steidle repeated that 
there were no retroactive actions available in such cases. D. Johnson mentioned 
the fact that business actions like this impacted on his Department of 
Communication. B. Steidle commented that no department can hold other 
departments responsible for their requirements unless such action is formally 
agreed to in the curricular review process. R. Matthews pointed out that core 
colleges cannot limit their enrollment, and was concerned with the influx of 
students moving into other departments. B. Steidle noted that this has been 
historically true, that reference to this issue is made in the APERTF document, 
and that it is very difficult to predict at the outset what courses students would 
take. A Wojcik concluded the discussion by saying consultation needs to be done 
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with departments. B. Steidle added that the Provost's office is aware of this, but 
would be duly reminded. 

Review of UCAP Memo to Academic Council: Recommended Motion for MSU 
Entrance (Admissions) and Exit (Graduation) Requirements: A. Wojcik turned the 
floor toward R. Schemmel, who reported that this had been on the UCAP agenda 
two weeks ago. She explained that a lot of work had gone into the motions. She 
stated there had been problems with the term ''holistic'' and with the social science 
requirement in motion one. A Wojcik and the subcommittee revised the motion. 
R. Matthews clarified that basically the word ''holistic'' had been eliminated in favor 
of an explanatory clause, that an extra half year had been added to the social 
science requirement, with the content broadly defined. G. Schwab expressed 
concern that some schools don't offer a sufficient amount of math. B. Steidle 
stated that students would not have this held against them, and that it was not an 
insurmountable barrier. She noted that an earlier survey by the Admissions Office 
had revealed that the four-year English requirement was actually more problematic 
than the math, according to the applicant pool at that time. K. Meissner agreed 
that there was flexibility, but that counselors in high schools needed to have this 
emphasized. B. Steidle said that all schools would be sent MSU catalogs and other 
information which would clarify the requirements and that a preliminary alert had 
been conveyed in the expectation of action by Council. She continued that the 
policy was intended to lead schools to get students more academically prepared, 
and that counselors needed to work on this. R. Matthews questioned how real the 
improvements would be. B. Steidle replied that the establishment of standard 
course minimums was quite realistic, but that content issues might remain. R. 
Matthews reminded UCAP that R. Evans had received responses from only 1/3 of 
the high schools. B. Steidle clarified that there had not been an official survey. R. 
Schemmel pointed out that other universities across the nation were instituting 
many of the same types of requirements. R. Matthews again expressed concern 
over rural vs. urban schools' ability to meet the requirements. He added that h~ 
approved of the intention, but was not sure about preparation and wanted to keep 
it realistic. A. Wojcik referred to a quote from Senator Sederburg regarding 
faculty impressions of the amount of time being spent teaching remedial material. 
A motion by R. Schemmel was made to accept the modified motion #1. It was 
seconded by E. Hackel, and approved. A Wojcik announced that he had asked R. 
Schemmel and R. Evans to attend the Academic Council meeting. 

Discussion of modified motion #2: R. Schemmel explained that (1) the 
modification delineated areas where courses were to be taken; (2) had substituted 
"waived" for the word "met;" and (3) had specified that the motion should be 
reviewed to determine whether the exit requirement should be an entrance 
requirement. R. Matthews asked if the subcommittee had spoken to the math 
department chair, as he was concerned about the possible added pressure on them. 
B. Steidle responded that CRUE and APERlF had originally done so and that the 
motion was intended to relieve pressure. D. Johnson pointed out that Appendix B 
of the document addressed this item. A Trapp moved, and C. Barnes seconded, 
approval of the modified motion #2. It was approved. 

R. Schemmel next described modified motion #3, explaining that "waived" was 
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substituted for "met," and that there was an additional note regarding review of the 
requirement at the end of four years. A Wojcik mentioned that the statement 
regarding "foreign" versus "second" language had been decided on as the simpler 
course of action. He further added that he knew the issue would be raised by the 
Academic Council, and felt that they could address it as they saw fit. He then 
stated that he believed motion two and three were now parallel, in terms of 
terminology. R. Schemmel moved, and E. Hackel seconded, approval of the 
modified motion. All voted in favor of the motion, except for one nay, C. Barnes. 
Motion passed. 

It was noted that the next Academic Council meeting would be November 14th. 
R. Matthews requested that UCAP give the May 24th memo to the Academic 
Council a hard look. He expressed a desire to see, in particular, the issue of 
UCAP review of the requirements examined in greater detail some time in the 
near future. 

Highlights of CICC Report: A. Wojcik reported that the document had been 
distributed to the Academic Council as an informational item, and was not 
discussed. He explained how the document had been developed. First, the 
committee broke up into four subcommittees, whereupon each generated an 
interim report to the committee as a whole. This process was repeated, until a 
writing committee was established. This committee was composed of the 
chairpersons of each of the subcommittees. L. Eiland added that the committee 
made several efforts to· solicit expert input. 

R. Matthews expressed concern with the second paragraph of the Executive 
Summary (page 3 in the MSU News-Bulletin). He was supportive of the change 
but was concerned with whether the conversion of courses would indeed increase 
the breadth, depth, or sophistication of all courses and with the impact on the 
actual number of courses. A Wojcik agreed that courses would have to be re
packaged, but believed that the conversion would necessitate course reduction. D. 
Johnson suggested that since faculty tend to move around, courses could terminate 
at that point. B. Steidle stated that the conversion would reduce student course 
requirements, would reduce the number of courses faculty could teach within the 
new framework, and would be accomplished within the review of majors. She 
expressed hope that faculty would look at the issue of curricular review of majors 
and of courses qualitatively rather than just numerically. She stressed that we are 
dependent on the good will of faculty, and assured UCAP that the relevant 
channels of academic governance would be involved in reviewing the recommended 
changes. A Wojcik stated that the College of Engineering already has 
subcommittees to interface with other units in addressing curriculum revision. 

G. Schwab inquired about UCAP responsibility for the calendar. A Wojcik 
explained that all governance committees last year had been asked to look at the 
issue. UCAP had approved the calendar change, but had some concerns. The 
CICC report had been brought to the committee since it was not known if the 
Academic Council would request further response. He expressed concern that 
events might move rapidly, that UCAP needs to be aware of the document, and 
that UCAP might get heavily involved in the future. 
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Interim Policy on a DruC Free Workplace: E. Hackel wondered why this was 
being discussed. A Wojcik explained that he had gotten a memo from Eileen Van 
Tassell, that it had gone before UCAP last year, and that now he needed 
comments. Several members: C. Barnes, L. Eiland, D. Johnson, R. Schemmel, 
and others voiced curiosity as to what they should do with it. D. Johnson felt the 
imposition of regulations was getting out-of-hand. A Wojcik commented that he 
required advice. R. Schemmel recommended that we go on record, that we 
support the document, and that classes should not be obstructed. R. Matthews 
noted that it is University policy to continue classes if the instructor is removed. E. 
Hackel pointed out that the Code of Teaching Responsibility already says that, and 
that UCAP shouldn't be bothered by this. D. Johnson supported the document, 
but did not feel we should act as a surrogate police force for enforcement. L. 
Eiland moved that we go on record supporting the document. R. Schemmel 
seconded. Concern was then expressed by C. Barnes and D. Johnson about student 
behavior both on and off campus. C. Barnes asked to add a friendly amendment 
to support the document, but to require more information as to what the duties 
and responsibilities of the faculty and staff were in carrying this out. B. Steidle 
clarified that the document included ALL employees, including students. L. Eiland 
moved that the motion be tabled until he could get more information. E. Hackel 
seconded it, and the motion to table the issue carried. 

Round Table: A. Wojcik regretted that there was not time to go around the table. 
He inquired whether anyone had anything specific to say. A. Trapp moved, and E. 
Hackel seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Motion passed. Meeting 
adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Minutes prepared by 

Mary Lee Vance 

UCAP10.19 
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Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair, Joseph Carter, Lonnie Eiland, 
Tim Griffith, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, 
Roy T. Matthews, Kristi Meissner, Penny A.C. Robertson, Rachel 
Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen Strommen, Allan 
Trapp 

Absent: Richard Evans"Nancy Horvath, Charles Montgomery, Arlene Sierra, 
Carla Barnes, tlary Lee Vance. 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's office; Laura Black, MSU News Bulletin. 

1. Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:19. A motion to approve the 
agenda was provided by E. Hackel; second by R. Schemmel. Approved as 
printed. 

2. 

3. 

Approval of Minutes from October 19, 1989 
Chair Wojcik called for a review of the minutes from October 19, 1989. J. 
D. Johnson, K. Meissner, R. Schemmel, M. Harrison, 1. Carter and E. Hackel 
provided corrections which were incorporated into the final version of the 
minutes. The motion to approved the amended minutes was provided by K. 
Meissner; second by R. Schemmel. Approved without dissent. 

Chairperson's Comments 
At this point, chair Wojcik introduced Penny A.C. Robertson as the 
representative from C.O.G.S. and Ellen Strommen as the newly appointed 
representative from Social Science. 

Chair Wojcik stated that Provost Scott will ask UCAP's advice on two issues (1) the 
proposed charge of semester system and the appropriateness of the proposed 
conversion guidelines, and (2) the semester system transition team. The Board of 
Trustees has set December 1 as the deadline for a recommendation on a calendar 

. change. The Faculty Senate will deliberate about the issue on November 15,-1989, 
--- and Provost Scott desires advice from UCAP on the narned documents by November 

17, 1989. Advice from all committees is to reach him by November 22, 1989. If 
the Senate does not approve' of the change to semesters, the issue revens to 
Academic Council. Provost Scott will not engage another round of deliberations 
beyond that point R. Matthews asked if Provost Scott had stated what he will 
recommend to the Board of Trustees. B. Steidle replied that Provest Scott's 
comments concerned the process and not the substance of his recommendations. 
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she was a student in and of Lifelong Education and recommended the greater 
flexibility that the higher limit of credits provides. M. Harrison asked what Assistant 
Provost Votruba's opinion is on the matter. B. Steidle answered that he has not 
given a specific figure--he is comfortable with the range that is being suggested. 

After determining UCAP' s former position, J. Carter moved 
that no more than 15 (rather than 12) credits in Lifelong 
Education: Unclassified option may be accepted toward 
fulfilling the course requirements in a graduate degree 
program. 

Vote = 14 yea, 1 nay = motion carried 

Subcommittee Reports 
Incentives and Rewards for Teaching (Report by R. Matthews) 

The committee met, set its agenda and determined its course of action. Its 
immediate need is to learn from Dr. Banks the outcome of his request to all 
units that they report how teaching is valued in terms of rewards, tenure and 
promotion. The report from last year's committee and the evidence they 
gathered was reviewed. SIRS rating forms were also discussed as were 
specific sections of the CRUE document. R. Matthews remarked that the 
subcommittee views its task as requiring the support of UCAP and the 
Provosts' office. 

Peer Grading and Grading Policy (Report by A. Trapp) 

The recommendation on peer grading by UCAP (last year) was sent to 
Academic Council but Academic Council referred it back to UCAP, meaning 
that they did not accept the substance of the report. B. Steidle inquired if any 
of the current members of UCAP participated in the discussion of peer 
grading when it was before Academic Council. No one answered 
affirmatively. J. Carter stated that our recommendation should state that the 
instructor is in charge of determining the student's grade. J.D. Johnson 
replied that he was not comfortable with having students' input eliminated, 
but the instructor should be responsible for reviewing the students' input. If 
the policy is too stringent it will not be possible to evaluate performances in 
some classes. Evaluating the performance of others is part of the educational 

-·process. At this point, A. Trapp moved that: - .. - ... 

Instructors may consider input from student's peerS who the 
instructors believe are in a position to evaluate some portion 
of the student's performance in the class, but instructors are 
solely responsible for determining the final grade. Second 
by E. Hackel - passed without dissent. 
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8. 

Integrity of Scholarship and Grades (Report by E. Hackel) 

The report Academic Integrity of Scholarships and Grades -
Activity in this Area in the Colleges this. Past Year by James B. 
Hamilton to UCAP was distributed. M. Hackel reported that the problem of 
cheating is wide-spread and is also widely discussed across the University. 
Provost Hamilton sees it as an increasingly weigh~y problem. L. Eiland 
suggested that the University return to requiring pictures for identification. 
At this point L. Eiland moved that: 

The university reinstate the picture LD. card for students. 
Second by M. Harrison. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

APER TF Followup (Report provided by R. Schemmel) 
B. Steidle reviewed the progress of the APERTF report within the Provost's 
office. She discussed the problems with admissions presented by Community 
College students, seeking and retaining minority students, ramifications of 
the CRUE report on admissions, the status of placement testing and the 
general problems involved with enrollment management. 

Interim Policy on a Drug-Free Work Place 

Chair Wojcik noted that the report has been tabled. J.D. Johnson moved to 
take the report from the table. Seconded by M. Hackel. (The initial motion 
was to support the document as stated). After a brief discussion J.D. Johnson 
moved that: 

The document Interim Policy on a Drug-Free Work Place is not 
within the purview of the UCAP committee. Second by 
E. Hackel. 

Vote: 11 in favor, 1 opposed. 

9. .. Adjournment 
The hour was 12:15. No time for Round Tables. Motion to adjourn by E. 
Hackel, second by A. Trapp - approved. 

Minutes provided by 
Vern Seefeldt, Secretary, UCAP 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

November 16, 1989 

Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes; Lonnie Eiland, Richard Evans; Tim 
Griffith; Emanuel Hackel; Kristi Meissner; Roy Matthews; Penny A.C. 
Robertson; Vern Seefeldt; Arlene Sierra; Ellen Strommen; Allan Trapp; Mary 
Lee Vance. 

Joseph Carter; Michael Harrison; Nancy Horvath; J. David Johnson; Charles 
Montgomery; Rachel Schemmel; Gerald Schwab. 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin. 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:21 a.m. Noting that a quorum was not 
present, he reviewed the disposition of items previously discussed by UCAP that were 
addressed by Academic Council on November 14, 1989. President DiBiaggio spent some 
time in his opening remarks supporting the proposal for entrance and exit requirements. 
Academic Council members questioned the procedure of substituting new motions for the 
previous ones. An amendment to the second motion concerning the mathematics 
requirement (that mathematics and statistics courses had to be taken at MSU, either from 
the Departments of Mathematics or Statistics and Probability) was soundly defeated. 
Apparently the Curriculum Committee will now determine whether other units besides 
statistics and mathematics will be able to offer courses to meet the exit requirements. 

There was also some discussion about the foreign language requirement (Motion 3). Why 
did UCAP change "second" back to "foreign"? An amendment was added to Motion 3 that 
"American Sign Language and Native American Languages satisfy this language 
requirement." This amendment subsumed the Motion 4 on American Sign Language which 
had been passed last year. Motions 1, 2, and the amended 3 passed by substantial 
majorities. 

B. Steidle commended Chair Wojcik for his adroit management of the motions before 
Academic Council on the entrance and exit requirements. She mentioned that the word 
"consideration" in Motion 1 caused some concern, implying inflexibility to some members of 
Academic Council. 

R. Matthews questioned where the foreign language program in American Sign Language 
and Native American languages would be housed. B. Steidle replied that the fact that we 
accept a foreign language to meet the requirement does not mean that MSU necessarily 
must offer courses in that language. It does mean that the requirement could be met by 
prior training or satisfied by a placement examination. 

1. Approval of Agenda: At this point Chair Wojcik observed that a quorum was 
present. He asked for approval of the agenda. Motion provided by L. Eiland; 
second by A. Trapp. Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes of the Meeting of November 2, 1989: Chair Wojcik asked for 
a review of the minutes from November 2, 1989. C. Barnes and M. L. Vance noted 
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that they were incorrectly listed as present. Hearing no other corrections, Chair 
Wojcik asked for approval of the amended minutes. Motion provided by E. 
Strommen; second by M. L. Vance. Approved. Chair Wojcik distributed a copy of 
the updated UCAP Committees for 1989-90. 

Chairperson's Comments: Chair Wojcik referred the members to his comments 
made prior to the arrival of a quorum. He elected to delay his comments about the 
semester system until items 5 and 6 of the agenda were under consideration. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle reported that the Faculty Council 
considered the incomplete grade marker at its last meeting and passed it without 
dissent. UCAP's decision on the 15 credits maximum for applicability to graduate 
work through Lifelong Education was sent to Assistant Provost Votruba. A notice of 
the decision was also sent to Professor Van Tassell, Chair of the Steering Committee 
of the Faculty, because it was the Steering Committee which referred the question to 
UCAP. Professor Sheldon Cherney, who had originally raised the question, was 
notified by B. Steidle in a phone conversation. 

Assistant Provost James Hamilton has drafted a memo to the Provost stating that the 
Writing Task Force members are ready to be selected. The expected time for their 
report will be the end of Winter term 1990. 

The other document that is being prepared for reactions by the governance system is 
the document on review of the major which flows from the CRUE report and relates 
to the semester conversion curricular review. 

Chair Wojcik injected that he has discovered that he is a member of Faculty Council 
and will attend the remainder of the meetings. 

Semester System Transition Team and Choice of Semester Calendar: Chair 
Wojcik suggested that items #5 and 6 be reviewed together. He noted that the two 
documents had been sent to UCAP by Provost Scott, who requested our comments, 
recommendations or advice by November 22, 1989. 

Chair Wojcik reviewed the material pertaining to the Semester System Transition 
Team, stating that the CICC Committee attempted to define the mission, 
management function, operational aspects and membership of the Transition Team. 
The Provost has subsequently received suggestions about the composition of the 
committee. M. L. Vance asked whether #27 (Undergraduate University Division 
and Academic Advising) would have one or two members. A. Wojcik indicated that 
one person is indicated. R. Matthews questioned whether time for teaching and 
other responsibilities would be released if one is assigned to this committee. B. 
Steidle replied that the FTE allocated in the report implies released time. A. 
Wojcik asked how persons on the Committee would be rewarded concerning merit 
review, etc. R. Matthews asked whether there were any groups that were not 
represented. B. Steidle remarked that the present identification represents a 
reformulation of the original group. The time distribution of the Committee 
members may differ from year to year, with the bulk of the work likely to be 
accomplished in the earlier part of the three-year period. When the transition is 
underway, the Committee members will serve as consultants to units. She stated that 
if the conversion is to be effective by the Fall of 1992, the new curriculum plan must 
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be in place by the Spring of 1992. Not every course must be defined, but the 
conception of the curriculum must have been determined by Spring 1992. An 
important early issue will be redefinition of service courses. 

Chair Wojcik asked if other constituencies should be added to the Committee. M. 
L. Vance asked how the percentages were determined. A. Wojcik answered, "By the 
number of courses in the represented units." R. Matthews asked how the Curriculum 
Committee would deal with the incredible number of new courses. B. Steidle noted 
that some reinforcements in Pat Walsh's office and on the Curriculum Committee 
may be necessary. Most importantly, the various colleges must take seriously the 
criteria that govern the establishment of courses. To ease the paper flow, we may 
need a mandate that as of a certain date all the former courses cease to exist, in lieu 
of sending individual forms to eliminate them. M. L. Vance asked how students 
could provide input to the process. K. Meissner asked whether Honors College 
courses would be lost in the process due to insufficient funds. T. Griffith suggested 
that an "at large" student be added to the committee. 

After additional discussion about how the Transition Director would be chosen and 
what authority the Director would have, Chair Wojcik suggested that the members 
turn their attention to the document on Choice of the Semester Calendar. 

Chair Wojcik indicated that he would question why the second semester starts so 
soon in January. C. Barnes asked about having the first semester begin after Labor 
Day. M. L. Vance questioned what the semester system does to 2-3 credit courses or 
to students who need 12 credits to graduate. A. Wojcik asked, 'What is the 
definition of a full-time student?" Other concerns were, 'Does our number of 
contact hours meet Federal financial aid guidelines? What about the notion of 
equivalency?" K. Meissner asked if our registration system can accommodate 42,000 
students in two days. B. Steidle replied that by 1992 the Student Information System 
(SIS) will be in place, and that registration will take place over a more extended 
period, with only certain "clean-up" operations occurring in the two-day period. 

At this point Chair Wojcik asked for a "straw vote" of the members concerning their 
choice of a 28- or 30-week school year. The vote was as follows: 

either 28 or 30 = 2 
28 weeks = 3 
30 weeks = 9 

Chair Wojcik noted that he will report the results of UCAP's deliberations via a 
memo to Provost Scott and provide a copy to UCAP members at the next meeting. 
Also, subcommittees will be expected to report at the November 30th meeting. 

Having completed the agenda, the formal meeting was adjourned. Discussion continued in 
the form of a round table until 12:00 noon. 

Submitted by 
Vern Seefeldt, Secretary 

UCAP11.16 
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Secretary for 
Academic Governance 

Approved 1-11-90 
Minutes of the Meeting 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
November 30, 1989 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph Carter, Richard Evans, Tim Griffith, 
Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi 
Meissner, Penny A.C. Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern 
Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance. 

Absent: Lonnie Eiland, Nancy Horvath, Charles Montgomery. 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin; Crystal Branta, 
Department of Health & Physical Education; Joy Curtis, College of Nursing. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:19 and asked for 
approval of the agenda. Motion provided by E. Hackel. Second by A. Trapp. 
Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes from November 16, 1989: Motion provided by J.D. Johnson, 
second by E. Hackel. Approved as printed. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik stated that there will not be a UCAP meeting on 
December 7, 1989. The next scheduled meeting is January 11, 1990. The Agenda 
Planning Committee will meet at 10:30 a.m. on January 2, 1990. 

He called the members' attention to the memorandum that he had sent to Provost 
Scott, dated November 20, 1989, in which comments by members of UCAP concerning 
the Semester System Transition Team and the Choice of Semester Calendar and 
Appropriateness of Proposed Conversion Guidelines were summarized by Wojcik. 

Chair Wojcik commented that UCAP can expect to deal with the following issues of 
policy during the Winter and Spring terms 1990: Implementation of the Student 
Information System (SIS), implementation of the semester system, items from the 
report by APERTF, items from last year concerning changes in the governance 
structure. 

Chair Wojcik's comments stimulated discussion concerning the semester conversion 
system. M. Harrison asked what principles underlie when the semester will begin. B. 
Steidle answered that CICC's dominant principle was that both semesters should have 
an equal number of days. M. Harrison asked whether any consideration had been 
given to alternatives to the standard model. A Wojcik stated that Provost Scott is 
receiving comments and considering alternatives. Scott is reluctant to move ahead of 
the governance system in the implementation of the semester system. 
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4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle stated that some units have a strong 
preference for the 30-week semester while others favor the 28-week plan. The issue of 
summer session has been considered but no decision has been made. The length of 
the summer session will be determined by the ending of the second semester and the 
start of the first semester. The definition of authority for the director of the transition 
team is of concern, as is the representation on the team. Currently the Semester 
Transition Team has 26 members, with 30 considered to be the upper limit. 

On November 17, 1989, the Board of Trustees will receive, as an item of information, 
the new Entrance and Exit Requirements that have been passed by UCAP and the 
Academic Council. A. Wojcik stated that a complete copy of the CICC Report will be 
made available to all UCAP members. 

5. Academic Program Discontinuation: Degree in Health Education and Human 
Performance Program for Undergraduate Majors and Teaching Majors: B. Steidle 
stated that the issue of this Academic Program Discontinuation was before UCAP as 
an information item. At this point C. Branta, representing the Department of Heal th 
Education and Human Performance, was invited to present the proposal (See attached 
report). J.D. Johnson asked, ''What are the trends in enrollment?" Branta replied that 
enrollments have been steady at 12-20 per year. J.D. Johnson stated that he was 
distressed to see this issue before UCAP because of the growing interest in the area. 
He stated that we should be viewing this issue in light of the larger role that health 
education has on the University campus. R. Schemmel asked, ''When the decision was 
made, did you consider eliminating any other majors?" Branta stated that some of the 
students with interests in health could be accommodated in some of the other program 
areas. R. Schemmel recalled the role of leadership that HPE has had nationwide and 
lamented the potential curtailment of this influence. A. Wojcik asked, ''How many 
majors are currently in the program?" C. Branta replied, ''We currently have 194 
folders." R. Matthews asked, "Are there other similar programs? Where will you get 
students for your graduate program if the pool is uncertain?" C. Branta replied the 
recruits to the graduate program come from fields such as psychology, physiology, etc. 
J.D. Johnson asked about the careers of students who have graduated from the 
program. C. Branta replied that the Department does not have a good record of 
follow-up on the vocational careers of its undergraduates. 

E. Hackel asked whether the decision was financially or academically motivated. R. 
Schemmel asked how many undergraduate programs are currently in the department. 
C. Branta replied, ''Three.'' M. Harrison asked why the College of Education was 
moving to strictly a graduate program. A. Wojcik questioned UCAP's function 
pertaining to this report. B. Steidle stated that UCAP had served its function by 
asking questions--that this was not an action item by UCAP. R. Matthews asked for 
exploration in greater depth by UCAP concerning the issue of elimination of 
undergraduate majors in the College of Education. J.D. Johnson stated that if he had 
been requested to vote on the issue of eliminating the health education major, he 
would be forced to abstain because of his belief that health education is an important 
issue on campus. 
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6. Waiver of Residency Requirement: College of Nursing Lansing Area Baccalaureate 
Completion Program: Joy Curtis was present to discuss on behalf of the College of 
Nursing. The request was for UCAP's consent to begin a new class in 1990 because of 
the demand. A Wojcik asked, ''What is the projection of such requests for the future?" 
J. Curtis replied that the College of Nursing anticipates increased requests for off
campus courses. E. Hackel suggested that with the previous successes of these off
campus programs, why not grant a blanket approval for such courses. R. Matthews 
suggested that the College of Nursing review its guidelines so that similar off-campus 
programs could be provided. A Wojcik suggested that College guidelines be 
established to encompass a waiver of residency for such programs. At this time, A. 
Wojcik called for a move to approve the request for the College of Nursing to initiate 
a Lansing Area Baccalaureate Program. E. Hackel moved, supported by M.L. Vance. 
Approved unanimously. 

7. Reports from Subcommittees: The following reports were provided: 

Incentives and Awards for Teaching - R. Matthews 

The Committee has not met since its last report to UCAP. Assistant Provost 
Banks has been contacted and is willing to share the reports of various Deans 
concerning the Incentives and Rewards for Teaching in their respective colleges. 

Peer Grading and Grading Policy - C. Barnes 

A detailed recommendation (See attached) was provided. The report generated a 
lengthy discussion concerning the merits of awarding honors by percentages, having 
a floating GP A for honors, whether or not there is grade inflation and whether 
stating percentages lowers standards and quality. A. Wojcik requested that C. 
Barnes provide the complete report of the Committee's findings for UCAP prior 
to any submission to Academic Council which may be warranted. 

Integrity of Scholarship and Grades - E. Hackel 

The Subcommittee recommended: 

a. That regular communications regarding the matter of academic integrity be 
instituted. The entire University (faculty and administration) needs to "speak 
the same language." It needs to be done in a subtle, gentle, but consistent 
and firm manner. 

b. That the administrative and judicial procedure for dealing with academic 
dishonesty in the category of perceived student cheating should be investigated 
and streamlined. The Subcommittee feels that the process currently is too 
cumbersome and extensible (Le., may be spread out over a very long time.) 

M. Harrison asked whether the intervention of Assistant Deans might shorten the 
judicial process in cases of academic dishonesty. A. Wojcik recommended 
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inserting a statement in each syllabus concerning the penalty for dishonesty. B. 
Steidle suggested that Assistant Deans exchange information about students who 
have been charged with dishonesty in order to implicate flagrant violators. 

APERTF Follow-up - R. Schemmel 

The three motions were passed by Academic Council. 

8. Round Table: The time for adjournment had arrived. Motion to adjourn provided by 
A. Trapp, second by R. Matthews. Approved. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt, Secretary 

ucap 11.30.89 
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State University 
RECEIVE 0 

Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

January 11, 1990 

Approved 1-25-90 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph Carter, Richard Evans, Emanuel 
Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi Meissner, Penny A.C. 
Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen Strommen, 
Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance. 

Absent: Lonnie Eiland, Tim Griffith, J. David Johnson, Arlene Sierra. 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. E. 
Hackel moved to approve the agenda. Second by A. Trapp. Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes from November 30, 1989: Motion provided by A. Trapp, second 
by R. Schemmel. Approved as printed with one correction. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik stated that Dr. Steidle would discuss the 
semester transition in her comments to the group. Wojcik stated that he attended the 
meeting of the Executive Committee of Academic Council, and there were no apparent 
items on their agenda that would be coming to UCAP in the near future. He further 
stated that due to the concern shown by UCAP regarding the dissolution of the health 
major in the Department of Health and Human Performance, he had sent a memo to 
Dr. David Cohen, the Interim Dean of the College of Education, asking him to have a 
representative attend the UCAP meeting on February 8, 1990 to discuss that issue and 
other issues with respect to the undergraduate programs in the college. As yet there 
has been no response. Upon Dr. Steidle's suggestion that Interim Dean Cohen be sent 
the minutes of the meeting (November 30, 1989) in which the discussion took place, 
Chair Wojcik replied that he had sent the section pertaining to the discussion. His 
memo also contained a description of UCAP's charge, regarding undergraduate 
education, as a reference for Dean Cohen. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle began by clarifying a statement attributing 
to her in the minutes of November 16, 1989, on page 3 pertaining to the semester 
conversion calendar, specifically that portion which stated, ''Not every course must be 
defined, but the conception of the curriculum must have been determined by Spring, 
1992." The point of concern is with the interpretation of the word "defined." She 
explained that she did not mean that we wouldn't have to know the nature of the 
courses or what they would be or even how developed they would be. The real point 
of definition was how fulsome the syllabi needed to be for submission to UCc. What 
will be needed are conceptual descriptions or topic outlines, along with indications of 
texts, materials, pedagogical approach, examination approach, etc. The Policy 
Subcommittee of UCC will address this issue more systematically. We do not need the 
day-by-day explanation of the courses. E. Hackel asked who would read all of these 
materials. Steidle indicated that primary responsibility rested with the academic units. 
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The assumption is that the University will operate on a zero-based curriculum building 
plan. Technical issues that will facilitate the process are being addressed, e.g., 
computerized course/program change forms. Some of the rules and regulations 
concerning curriculum review will have to be modified during this time - for example, 
if we did not reuse course numbers we would not be able to provide proper sequence 
numbers for the new courses within a reasonable frame of numbers. 

B. Steidle then provided an update of progress in the University's move toward a 
semester system. The 1-11-90 issue of the MSU News-Bulletin contains the first letter 
to the University from the Provost on this matter. The same message will appear in 
the 1-12-90 issue of the State News. The letter tells where the University is in the 
process and what decision points are being reached. Letters have been sent to units 
with representation on the Transition Team soliciting their nominations. Committee 
chairs of committees that have representatives will receive their letters shortly. The 
size and representation on the Transition Team will remain essentially as proposed. 
Provost Scott will select the director of the Transition Team. B. Steidle has been 
named as the representative from the Provost's Office to work with the Transition 
Team. The Transition Team is expected to be in place by February 5, 1990. 

B. Steidle stated that her impression is that the Transition Team will meet collectively 
for a while, but soon will begin meeting in subcommittees. In addition, there will be 
an Operations Committee which is representative of the major support offices, cutting 
across vice presidential lines. The Transition Team will deal with questions and issues 
related to management of the curricular review process and related operational 
questions while the Operations Committee will concern itself with issues of general 
administration and operations. Certain questions identified by the Operations 
Committee will require discussion in the governance system. There will be a liaison 
between the Operations Committee and the Transition Team. The Vice Presidents 
will designate individuals from units that they wish to be represented. Examples of 
such units include Financial Aids, Admissions, Registrar's Office, Physical Plant, Student 
Affairs. 

Three pertinent questions are currently being addressed. The first of these is the 
actual selection of the calendar dates. At first glance the responses are overwhelmingly 
in favor of the 15 week calendar, but if one considers all the supplemental requests it 
is not possible to satisfy these and have a 15 week calendar. 

R. Matthews: '1sn't it a foregone conclusion that we're going to coordinate our 
calendar with that of the University of Michigan?" 

B. Steidle: "No. The University of Michigan's calendar has an odd number of days. 
The only principle on which they seem to operate is that they begin on Thursday and 
end of Wednesday - then go with what is left between the beginning date and the 
holidays. We can have coordination without duplication." 

The actual establishment of the calendar has always been considered an administrative 
function, so Provost Scott, in conjunction with the rest of the Vice Presidents, will be 
making that announcement. 
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The second question we must address now is the Revised Conversion Schedule. The 
conversion calendar proposed by CICC began in September 1989. Our Transition 
Team won't be in place until February 5, 1990 so the dates will have to be adjusted. 

The third questions is, to what extent can we mesh more closely the undergraduate 
and graduate curriculum conversion? There is some support for operating in a 
sequence that is closer than that proposed by the CICC Report. 

The various deadlines are driven by the implementation date of September 1992, and 
by the publication of Description of Courses and Programs which is necessary for 
scheduling actions and advising. The final approval date for Academic Council is 
March, 1992. The catalog must be in the hands of advisors and students by the middle 
of May, 1992. 

B. Steidle's review prompted questions from R. Matthews, E. Hackel and J. Carter 
concerning our ability to meet these timelines, elimination of current bureaucracy and 
ways to expedite the changes. B. Steidle replied that the College of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources may have a model in place that could be used, including the 
computerization of all course program change forms and the transmission of documents 
via electronic networks. 

R. Matthews: "Will the administration provide forms for the equivalency tables and 
conversion forms and the guidelines to complete the process?" 

B. Steidle: ''We're reluctant to produce any more forms than we already have. We 
may provide examples and samples, but the translation of course requirements is a 
highly individualistic process." 

K. Meissner: 'ls there a model of a major University that has undertaken this task?" 

B. Steidle: ''Yes, a number of universities have done so recently. However, our 
conversion has some basic differences because we are not only trying to convert to a 
new time system but also to incorporate curricular reform based on CR UE and 
CORRAGE. Yes, there is some institutional knowledge of how this has been 
accomplished by other institutions." 

The conversion schedule will be out shortly. It relates directly to the work load of the 
transition team. They will be working hard as a team for about a year, after which 
time many of them will be working with their academic units as facilitators and drivers. 

A related concern is the Document on the Review of the Curriculum. CR UE 
anticipated a task force to be formed, with the purpose of refining the work of CRUE. 
However, the conversion review must be broader than the review of the major so all of 
this will be combined in one document called the Review of Curriculum (ROC). It is 
envisioned as having three basic parts: 

1. General Curriculum Review Principles 
2. Review of the Major and Related Questions 
3. Rules of the Game - Guidelines for Converting to the Semester System 



( 

c 

( 

We hope that the bulk of the checking related to conversion will be completed by the 
time the documents leave the colleges. The extent of the reviews commonly done by 
the UCC and University committees will not be possible in this transition. The 
Transition Team is not a super-curriculum committee. Special consultants may be 
employed to operate in an advisory staff role. 

G. Schwab: '1s there a premise that the colleges and departments will have the same 
number of courses and student credit hours, multiplied by 2/3?" 

B. Steidle: "The total number of credits required for graduation, 120, translates that 
way and will have to be considered." 

A Wojcik: ''The College of Engineering is working on a model template that all 
departments will be able to use. They are also working on standard load policy, in 
which all courses have a special weighing. The Department of Mathematics has a 
similar process. It's not just the idea that everything is reduced by one-third." 

M. Harrison: 'How will these transitions relate to the requirements of our National 
Societies? There are inter-college issues that must be addressed." 

B. Steidle: ''The question of cross-college concerns has surfaced, such as accreditation, 
professional standards and how these are affected by the transition. We have also 
asked that departments that offer service courses consult with their clients." 

J. Carter: "What is UCAP's role in the process?" 

B. Steidle: ''For example, one of the ways of dealing with the problem of student 
backlog for courses may be for UCAP to waive the rule that prohibits upper division 
students from transferring lower division courses from community colleges. Another 
possibility is that UCAP may look only at eliminations instead of its customary 
procedure of considering all programmatic additions and deletions. Elimination of a 
major would still come to UCAP. One of the checks we will use is the program coding 
so that no programs are eliminated through subterfuge." 

J. Carter: '1t's possible that UCAP could be overwhelmed with minor issues." 

B. Steidle: ''The Transition Team may provide some alternatives that make it easier 
for UCAP to make a decision." 

J. Carter: ''Will the Transition Team take some of the authority that rests with UCAP 
and begin making decisions formerly reserved for UCAP?" 

B. Steidle: "Our preference, as far as possible, is to go with the normal academic 
governance system. If you don't function that way, you lose credibility. UCAP will 
have a representative on the Transition Team. The Transition Team is not viewed as 
an additional layer of governance." 

M. Harrison: ''What protective mechanism do we have to ensure that the 
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reconstructed curriculum does not consume more resources than the previous one?" 

B. Steidle: "Any curriculum that comes forward with an increase in resources 
automatically sets up a barrier. The checkpoint is the Dean of the College, who knows 
what the budget is. The Dean must be able to determine whether the present budget 
or reallocation dollars are able to bear the additional cost." 

R. Matthews: ''How will you factor the downsizing of faculty?" 

B. Steidle: ''That will also be the nadir of the student population. Over time the 
number of faculty in certain areas has remained constant but the number of slots 
available to students has decreased." 

A Wojcik: 'lncreased research, through buy-outs by extramural funds may account in 
part for the reduced seats." 

B. Steidle: "Alternate forms of instruction are possible but have not been seriously 
considered." 

A. Wojcik: 'What can we anticipate regarding the change in governance?" 

B. Steidle: ''The faculty has told us that we cannot do all that we are now doing. 
While we are in this transition period the change in governance is one of these 
surrender points. The other item deals with national and international diversity which 
has an implementation paper of CRUE. We will not have a separate task force on 
diversity - it will be folded into the review of the curriculum documents. Provost Scott 
also had in mind another platform: Administration, Management and Program 
Support, designed to deal with the non-academic side of the University. 

Report of Subcommittee on Peer Grading and Grading Policy - Carla Barnes: 'The 
subcommittee has requested information from all the Big 10 Universities regarding 
their experience concerning graduation with honors. No additional information is 
available at this time." 

Report of the Subcommittee on Incentives and Awards to Teaching - Roy Matthews: 
A report of the subcommittee was distributed. Materials on the evaluation of teaching 
sent by College Deans to Assistant Provost Banks were read by the subcommittee. 
However, this information was insufficient to answer our questions. We have asked 
Dr. Kay Moore, College of Education, to speak with us on January 18, 1990. Others 
may be invited subsequently. Many of the reports sent to Dr. Banks appear less than 
candid. The most common factor across all units was the effort exerted to examine 
SIRS forms as a means to evaluate teaching. 

M. Harrison: 'ls there a possibility that we have a chance to amend the system so that 
we actually reward better teaching or is the farce going to continue?" 

A Wojcik: 'ln our unit we state to each new faculty member that undergraduate and 
graduate teaching is important and expected of each faculty member. At the College 
(Engineering) level the Dean has also taken a stand to emphasize teaching." 
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R. Matthews: ''Provost Scott indicated that he is concerned about the perception of 
teaching on this campus and is determined to do something about it. He wants this 
subcommittee to continue with the survey and wants his message to be contained in the 
letter to the faculty." 

Committee Action: Moved by M. Harrison that: the Subcommittee on Incentives and 
Rewards to Teaching be congratulated for their work; that UCAP fully supports more 
intensive work in this area and that the Subcommittee is to proceed with the survey. 
Second provided by A Trapp. Approved without dissent. 

7. Round Table: Discussion focused on the recent Supreme Court decision concerning 
the need to release hitherto confidential documents reflecting the judgments of 
reviewers in cases where tenure and/or promotion had been denied to faculty 
members. B. Steidle responded to J. Carter's question regarding how the University 
will deal with this question by suggesting that such a question will most likely engage 
the University Committee on Faculty Mfairs and the University Committee on Faculty 
Tenure. 

8. Move to adjourn provided by A. Trapp. Meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary 

U CAP 1. 11 
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FEB 2111) Approved 2-8-90 
Minutes of the Meeting 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
January 25, 1990 

Present: Rachel Schemmel, Interim Chair; Carla L. Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie C. 
Eiland, Richard Evans, Emmanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, 
Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Penny A.C. Robertson, Gerald Schwab, Vern 
Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Allan Trapp 

Absent: Ellen Strommen, Anthony Wojcik, Tim Griffith, Mary Lee Vance 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Schemmel requested approval of the agenda. A. Trapp 
moved to accept, second provided by L. Eiland. Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes from January 11, 1990: A. Sierra moved to accept. Second by 
P.AC. Robertson. Approved as printed. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: Rachel Schemmel, Interim Chair, called the meeting to 
order at 10:20 a.m. Lacking a quorum, she began the meeting by asking Assistant 
Provost B. Steidle for her comments. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle referred the members to the draft version 
of a document entitled The Review of the Curriculum. She noted that some units 
were beginning the curriculum review process. Plans are to send this document to all 
academic units by February 13, 1990, so it is necessary to receive the comments of 
UCAP members. 

There is also a Revised Curricular Review Schedule now available that is considerably 
different from the original CICC proposed schedule. In terms of curricular review, the 
new document provides a schedule through March, 1991. It provides more flexibility 
than the original CICC document, the time line for which was predicated upon a 
September 1989 initiation of the process and so required revision. 

At this time (10:25 a.m.) a quorum was present. 

5. Review of Curriculum (ROC): Chair Schemmel asked for reactions from the 
Committee. R. Matthews remarked that (ROC) is a thorough and useful document 
and hoped that units would follow its suggestions. He called for a balance between the 
sense of urgency to complete the curriculum review and the need to elicit the necessary 
cooperation that is needed from faculty members to do the task properly. B. Steidle 

. replied that with the establishment of a Transition Team, that message will be 
conveyed directly to units. The Transition Team's role will function as "facilitators and 
drivers." Another group with a similar facilitative role is the Assistant Deans. The 
event that drives the entire calendar is the implementation date of September, 1992. 



( 

She expressed concern that faculty members take seriously the idea that in order to 
have a workable curriculum at the undergraduate level, there must be a reduction in 
the number of courses. There are numerous encouraging indications of units reviewing 
their curricula. R. Schemmel asked whether the review process would involve 
completion of the same forms and provisions of material that are currently required. 
B. Steidle replied that there will be modifications, some of which will flow from 
recommendations of the Curriculum Committee, the assistant deans, et al. The 
Curriculum Committee most likely will provide an outline of what items currently 
called for on the back of the change form are essential to this review. In addition, the 
project by the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources in which all program and 
course change forms were placed on computer, is being studied as a model that may be 
adapted for University-wide use. Modifications may permit such innovations as 
electronic signatures and using the forms electronically to construct the Description of 
Courses book. 

A revised notebook on the curricular change process is being considered to include 
examples of forms and detailed instructions of how changes are to be made and what 
supportive materials are to be included. The old catalog will serve as a guide, but the 
new copy will have to reflect the curricular and program changes. J. D. Johnson asked 
for clarification of the reference to a "capstone course" on page 6. B. Steidle replied 
that the CRUE report provides different options as a "Capstone experience" of the 
curriculum. There is an expectation that the academic program will culminate in a 
synthesis. D. F. Johnson then asked if MSU has a procedure for systematic program 
review. B. Steidle replied that MSU does not have a cyclical program review. The 
only review, aside from those driven periodically for accreditation purposes, occurs in 
the context of the budget and planning process. The CR UE proposal moves the 
institution in the direction of a cyclical review process. M. Harrison asked whether the 
capstone experience was a way to displace or supplement grades. B. Steidle replied 
that it was not intended to eliminate grades, but to distinguish the assessment of 
learning in a course from the assessment of learning in a major. We are looking for 
some standard to measure cumulative performance. The difficulty is to find something 
that is appropriate in a large university for large numbers of students. The units must 
begin to consider the problem and tell us what they think constitutes a reasonable form 
of assessment in their respective areas. 

ROC has been sent to Curriculum Committees in every college for review. They will 
presumably work with Department chairs to elicit their feedback. The cover letter to 
Anthony Wojcik asked UCAP to review this document for issues that it raises in 
relation to the function of UCAP. The deadline for response is February 6, 1990 and 
the date for resubmission to units is February 13, 1990. 

In response to A. Trapp's question regarding the length of the summer term, B. Steidle 
replied that the first iteration called for a regular term (fall and spring) of 72 days 
which is 14 weeks and two days, and an exam period of six days, predicated upon 
three-hour blocks for examinations. The summer terms, projected to equal terms 
within this context, would be 36 days, with three days for examinations. The question 
of two summer terms versus different formats is still being discussed as part of the 
general discussion on the calendar. 
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J. Carter asked for clarification of point 12, page 9, in reference to the traditional 
teaching load, specifically, how the reduction in courses is possible in light of specific 
course titles that are now required by external accrediting agencies. B. Steidle 
suggested that some courses may not be subject to merger or compression but others 
may lend themselves to amalgamation into fewer courses with increased credits. The 
accrediting agencies focus on content, not solely on titles. A second response is that 
institutions may have to start asking internally whether they are being driven too far by 
certain accreditation requirements. The purpose of #12 was to clarify the very 
prescriptive language used by CICe. Decisions made in the context of curricular 
revision may have an impact on class size. 

J. D. Johnson questioned whether the inadvertent but inevitable result of conversion to 
a semester would be larger undergraduate classes and lack of integration into the life 
of the university. B. Steidle acknowledged that this was a concern of the Provost's 
Office, and ways to personalize the undergraduate experience were being considered. 
J. Carter cautioned against the tendency to simply increase class sizes in order to reach 
the required reduction in number of courses. R. Schemmel suggested an editorial 
change (top of page 4, line 1) that would substitute "provide a rationale" in place of 'be 
able to defend." B. Steidle defended the present statement as a means to defend their 
actions if they believe that certain ones do not apply to their unit. It is not the intent 
of the document to require a specific response as an accompaniment to the program 
and course documents. It is expected that units will have thought about the individual 
guidelines in the process of constructing their new curriculum. 

6. Consideration of UCAP Representative on the Transition Team: R. Schemmel asked 
B. Steidle to review the time requirements and responsibilities of the representative. 
B. Steidle replied that the allocation was .4 FTE as envisioned by CICC, over a period 
of three years. The responsibilities, as defined by CICC, are very general. The 
expectation is that one's unit will be reimbursed to the extent of 1.2 FTE for the total 
period in addition to a possible summer overlay for faculty on academic year 
appointments. There will be peaks and valleys over the period of three years. It may 
begin with an initial burst of activity, then a period in which the college representatives 
will be doing most of the work with the college Curriculum Committees, probably from 
the end of this year through 1991. 

What is needed is a commitment to be available for a three-year period and 
willingness to devote one's energies at a particular point in time to this project. The 
projection is for the Transition Team to begin working this term, in off hours. The 
assumption is that there will be an Executive Team, selected from among the 
Transition Team. Those members will most likely be full time. An overlay, not in the 
CICC proposal, is the Operations Committee, whose function will be to consider 
operational and management issues while the Transition Team concentrates on 
academic-type issues. Each college will have a representative but loads will be 
different, depending on the size and complexity of the college and its curriculum. 

R. Schemmel questioned how the three-year term would be reconciled with one's term 
on UCAP. B. Steidle replied that no matter who was appointed, the term would be 
incongruent with their term in UCAP. The assumption is made that the representative 
would serve the three years and serve as an adjunct member of UCAP. Another 
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option would be to change representatives in conjunction with their term on UCAP. 
E. Hackel strongly supported the three-year term. R. Schemmel called for nominations 
and/or volunteers. V. Seefeldt nominated J. Carter. Second provided by R. Matthews. 
P.A.C. Robertson volunteered to be UCAP's representative. M. Harrison moved that 
nominations be closed. By voice vote J. Carter was selected as UCAP's representative 
to the Transition Team. 

7. Progress Report on Subcommittee on Peer Grading and Grading Policy: Report by 
Carla Barnes. Two reports were distributed: (1) Bachelor degrees awarded at MSU 
with honor and high honor in fiscal year 1988-89 and, (2) Review of graduation with 
honors (see attached reports). One additional item of information is that only two Big 
Ten schools provide honors by the University; in all others the honors emanate from 
the college or department. In general, colleges at MSU are awarding 20% of their 
graduates with honors, but the percentage varies by college, and within colleges the 
percent is not consistent across years. Overall, there does not seem to be grade 
inflation. Chair Schemmel then called for action on the Subcommittee's three 
recommendations. 

Carla Barnes moved that: 

The current GP A designated for graduation with honor (3.40) and graduation with 
high honor (3.70) be maintained. Second by E. Hackel. Approved without 
dissent. 

M. Harrison moved that the following changes be made in the catalog description of 
Graduation with Honor: the description should state: 

Honors College students and students who are graduated with honor or high honor 
are recognized in the commencement program. The policy for granting graduation 
with honor as established by the University Academic Council provides for 
honoring at each graduation the students who have earned the highest grade-point 
averages. The current minimum grade-point averages to achieve honors 
designation are: 

With High Honor 3.70 
With Honor 3.40 

The specific minimum grade-point averages required are determined by the Office 
of the Provost following a review of the standards by the University Committee on 
Academic Policy. The grade-point distributions of each year's graduates are used 
as a base for establishing the grade-point average standards to maintain the quality 
of the program and recognitions. 

Second by E. Hackel. Approved without dissent. 

C. Barnes moved that there be special recognition at commencement, such as ribbon 
decorations. A written explanation of the ribbon decoration would appear in the 
commencement program, and an oral explanation would be given during 
commencement. Second by P.AC. Robertson. Approved without dissent. 
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8. Progress Report on Subcommittee on Incentives and Awards for Teaching: Report 
by R. Matthews. The actions of the Subcommittee were summarized in a written 
report to Chair Wojcik, distributed to UCAP (see attached report). Questions and 
reactions by C. Barnes, R. Schemmel, J. D. Johnson, M. Harrison, R. Evans, J. Carter 
and B. Steidle focused on the complexities of learning how teaching is rewarded at 
MSU and what measures are being taken to change the perception and realities of the 
problem. The Committee will interview Steve Yelon, College of Education, on 
Thursday, February 1, 1990 and then consult with professional survey-takers about the 
feasibility of learning more about the incentives and rewards for teaching at MSU on a 
unit basis. 

9. Progress Report on Subcommittee on Integrity of Scholarship and Grades: Report 
by E. Hackel. E. Hackel provided a synopsis of the Subcommittee's deliberations and 
then moved that "an ad hoc committee consisting of UCAP members and Assistant 
Deans be convened to investigate the need for a task force to rewrite the University 
regulations on Integrity of Scholarship and Grades." Second by L. Eiland. Approved 
without dissent. 

10. Round Table: Chair Schemmel called for additional comments about the document 
Review of Curriculum. None were forthcoming. R. Matthews moved to adjourn. 
Meeting adjourned at 11:50. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt, Secretary 

UCAP1.25 
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. . n State University 
RECEIVED 

MAR I ~ ESJ 
Minutes of the Meeting 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
February 8, 1990 

Approved 3-8-90 

Secretar" for 
Academic Governance 

Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla L. Barnes, Lonnie C. Eiland, Emanual Hackel, 
Michael J. Harrison, L. David Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, 
Penny A. C. Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen Strommen, Allan 
Trapp 

Joseph R. Carter, Richard Evans, Tim Griffith, Gerald Schwab, Arlene Sierra, 
Mary Lee Vance 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested an addition to the agenda (see item 8a). R. 
Matthews moved to accept, second provided by K. Meissner. APproved as amended. 

2. Approval of Minutes from January 25, 1990: L. Eiland moved to accept. Second by A. 
Trapp. C. Barnes requested several changes in the description of her report (see page 4, 
item 7, line 6): 'ln general, Colleges at Michigan State University ... " (See page 1 of the 
report Review of Graduation with Honors.) Page 1, third line from bottom--change 
"Complied" to "Compiled." And on page 2, delete the last two sentences of the report. The 
amended minutes were approved. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: Chair Wojcik requested the Committee to move to item five 
because Associate Dean Robert Floden, College of Education, was in the room ready to 
present his report. Chair Wojcik oriented UCAP members to R. Floden's report by 
recalling the discussion that followed the request to terminate the undergraduate degree 
program in health education (see minutes of November 30, 1989). He then asked R. Floden 
to inform UCAP about plans in the College of Education regarding undergraduate 
education. Is this the first of a series of undergraduate programs that are to be eliminated? 
Is there a master plan regarding undergraduate degree majors in the College of Education? 
The key issue is the undergraduate degree majors in the College of Education. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle encouraged UCAP members to attend the 
convocation on Monday, February 12, 1990. She stated that in context with the UCAP 
Subcommittee on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching. This Convocation is one of the 
more visible ways in which the University recognizes excellence in teaching. 

A. Wojcik added that another reason for attending is the President's State of the University 
address. 

5. Curriculum Planning: College of Education: R. Floden began by providing an overview of 
the College of Education, its four academic units, its mission related to specific recent 
reports--the Holmes Group Report and the Carnegie Commission Report--which called for 
changes in the preparation and certification of teachers. He then provided a rationale for 
the five-year program of teacher education, outlining the process that has been followed in 
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the College of Education to this point. The rationale maintains that teachers need to know 
about teaching and about the subject matter which they teach. 

In 1984-86, these topics were discussed with the all-University Teacher Education Council, and 
in 1987 a task force within the College of Education was established to determine if changes in 
undergraduate teacher education should take place. In November of 1988 the College Council, 
College of Education, provided support for further development of the plan that followed, in 
general, the reports of the national commissions. In the spring of 1989, a number of teams 
with all-University membership were formed. Currently, three teams are meeting to discuss the 
integration of a bachelor's-master's program leading to an initial teaching certificate. If such 
programs are developed they would enter the academic governance system for approval. The 
general orientation would be to drop the undergraduate degree program in elementary and 
special education and to change the jointly administered degree programs where certification is 
gained at the bachelor's level to one in which certification is granted at the masters level. This 
is still in the planning stages, but this is the general direction. 

In addition, the College of Education is considering a general consolidation of courses at the 
graduate level, especially in Counseling Psychology and Administration. There is also a 
determination to establish stronger relationships with public K-12 schools. This effort to work 
intensively with a few schools, which are called Professional Development Schools, has been 
on-going for several years. Money to support these Professional Development Schools has 
been provided by the State Legislature, but more recently the Michigan Partnership for 
Education has been established. This partnership consists of three universities (MSU, U of 
Michigan and Wayne State University), the Governor's office and various departments within 
state government and the private sector. 

Chair Wojcik thanked R. Floden for his comprehensive report and underscored the timelines of 
the topic by calling attention to two articles in The Chronicle for Higher Education pertaining 
to teacher preparation. 

R. Schemmel asked who would educate the students that are currently in the undergraduate 
program. R. Floden replied that the College of Education will continue to offer courses for 
elementary and secondary majors as well as for students throughout the University who have an 
interest in education. However, there would be no undergraduate degrees in elementary or 
secondary education. Some of these courses would be pre-education for students who want to 
go on for a master's degree in education. Other courses might be offered in the Center for 
Integrative Studies. In Special Education, one plan is to integrate the content throughout the 
undergraduate and master's degree preparation because of the attempt to mainstream students 
to be taught by the regular classroom teacher. The content would be suitable for teaching the 
mildly handicapped student and teachers would receive an endorsement to teach mildly 
handicapped students. 

D.J. Johnson asked how many students currently are in the undergraduate program. R. Floden 
replied that 300 elementary and 300 secondary students are admitted each year. D.J. Johnson 
questioned what impact such major changes in one college would have on other colleges. R. 
Floden replied that Interim Dean Cohen is currently discussing this situation with other deans. 
E. Hackel observed that it appears that the College of Education is establishing a pre
education program. He argued against the assumption that a little special education is 
sufficient to meet the needs of special education students, calling attention to the special 
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support services that are available at each county level. R. Floden replied that the College of 
Education is maintaining its degree program in special education at the master's level. L. 
Eiland asked whether the "core courses" would be open to lower or upper division students. R. 
Floden replied that nothing has been decided, but he speculated that the lower division courses 
would have students from the pre-education area and University-wide students; some upper 
division courses would be specifically for pre-eduction students and others would be open to 
students across campus. A Wojcik asked whether the number of courses offered would 
diminish significantly. R. Floden replied that the plan is to maintain the number of student 
credit hours but to change the ratio of undergraduate to graduate student credit hours from 
60:40 to 40:60. R. Matthews asked whether students who would require five years would be 
competitive with those who are certified to teach in four years. R. Floden replied that it 
depends on our ability to convince school systems that the MSU product is better prepared to 
teach. R. Matthews asked who would advise the students. R. Floden replied that it would 
continue as now; that the College of Education advises students now about education courses 
but that students also have primary advisors in their major fields. R. Schemmel asked whether 
there would be preference for students who have gone through the MSU pre-education 
program. R. Floden replied that individual transcripts would have to be evaluated, but 
generally the student who had taken the MSU prescribed sequence of courses would have an 
advantage. D. Johnson asked what this plan will do to the availability of teachers in critical 
subject matter areas. R. Floden replied that the College of Education will continue to produce 
10% of the teachers in Michigan. C. Barnes asked if the undergraduate students in pre
education would be involved in the Professional Development Schools. R. Floden replied, yes, 
some, but not as much as those in the current undergraduate program, nor as much as those in 
the masters program. K. Meissner asked how students would be recruited into the program. 
R. Floden replied that the process used now would be continued. Meissner asked how courses 
outside of the College will be monitored to determine if the students are getting the 
appropriate content. R. Floden replied that the only review will be of courses in Education. 
V. Seefeldt asked what plans are underway to have a greater share of the upper level and 
graduate courses in the College of Education taught by graduate students. R. Floden replied 
that the instructional model to be followed varies by the level of the course. At the underclass 
level the courses would be taught by a faculty member, but many of the sections would be 
taught by doctoral students. At the upper level the model is more evenly balanced, where the 
faculty member is in charge of the course but teams of doctoral students would be providing 
support. At the masters level in the certification program, there is some involvement of 
doctoral students, but its mostly in the field component of the program. There the ratio is 
more faculty than doctoral students so there is an increased reliance on faculty to provide the 
instruction. A Wojcik asked whether the reliance on doctoral students to provide instruction 
will be greater than it is now. R. Floden replied that he did not know what the percent is now 
so he could not provide an answer. L. Eiland asked about the availability of Education courses 
during the summer. R. Floden replied that some courses would be available during the 
summer, but stressed the value of courses taken with cohorts, which would be difficult to do 
during the summer. 

At this point Chair Wojcik, anticipating the everyone had been able to ask questions of 
interest, thanked R. Floden for his presentation. Discussion continued after R. Floden's 
departure. A Wojcik observed that the presentation had raised a number of questions. E. 
Hackel suggested that the questions asked of R. Floden were similar to those being raised in 
other units. A detailed transcript of the presentation and discussion was requested. A Wojcik 
indicated that he would send a note of thanks to Interim Dean Cohen and Dr. Floden. 
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D.J. Johnson suggested that plans such as the one in the College of Education, that have the 
potential for great impact on other colleges, should reach higher levels of governance sooner in 
the planning stages. He asked, ''How many other plans will we uncover inadvertently?" A 
Wojcik replied that the Transition Team must be alert to major changes that affect other 
programs. B. Steidle replied that it would be desirable to have units block out their plans 
before programs are finalized. Then a data base to be accessed by various units would be 
available. R. Matthews observed that the disturbing signal that seems to emerge is that there 
will be a consolidation of courses resulting in larger classes. A Wojcik replied that it is the 
secondary effect of program changes that is of concern. A Trapp observed that there is a 
tendency to add one more year. B. Steidle replied that an attempt was made in ROC to move 
to an operating mode of 120 credit curriculum and that exceptions must be justified specifically. 
The distribution formula is representative of the current courses. There is an undertone of 
programs to build up the number of credits. There is no reason to create a five-year 
undergraduate major. 

6. Report, Subcommittee on Incentives and Rewards: R. Matthews distributed a report that 
summarized the subcommittee's meeting with Professor Steve Yelon. A Wojcik asked when 
the questionnaire would be ready for distribution. R. Matthews replied that the target is 
sometime during the spring term. A. Wojcik reported that Todd Simon of UCFA was 
interested in the data to be gathered. He surmised that the work of the subcommittee 
would extend into the next year. 

7. Report on Meeting with Assistant Provost James Votruba re: Reward Structures: A. 
Wojcik reported Dr. Votruba and Dr. Moore will be invited to attend a meeting of UCAP 
to discuss the definition and guidelines of service. Dr. Votruba has also been meeting with 
other governance committees but UCAP seems to be an appropriate place to discuss the 
service component of the University. 

8a. Resolution Adopted by UCFA: A. Wojcik reported that at the meeting of the Executive 
Committee of Academic Council on Tuesday, February 6, 1990, the following resolution 
passed by UCFA (distributed by A. Wojcik) was distributed. ECAC then approved the same 
resolution. Several issues were raised: (1) Do other governance units wish to consider 
similar action?, and (2) What is the place of athletics in an academic setting? 

M. Harrison moved that: The University Committee on Academic Policy at Michigan State 
University expresses its outrage at the Board of Trustees' action exhibiting flagrant disregard 
for the regular search and affirmative action procedures in the appointment of a new athletic 
director. Second by C. Barnes. Approved without dissent. 

D. J. Johnson suggested that UCAP recommend to Academic Council that a special task force 
be established to consider the relationship between academics and university athletics. A. 
Wojcik questioned how UCAP should proceed with the issue. M. Harrison suggested that D. 
Johnson write a 50-word charge to be considered by UCAP at its next meeting. A Wojcik 
suggested that any resolution to come before Academic Council would require explanatory 
language. D. Johnson agreed to provide a statement for the next meeting of UCAP. 

8b. Round Table: R. Matthews asked B. Steidle if the Provost's Office is on schedule in the 
transition to a semester system. B. Steidle replied that the resubmission of ROC is February 
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13, 1990, the naming of the Transition Team is nearing completion. There is still a need for 
a Course and Program Revision Handbook. M. Harrison, Chair of the Task Force on 
Writing, asked whether there are any academic policy issues that his committee should 
consider. B. Steidle replied that the Provost and units of academic governance will react to 
the report. 

9. Adjournment: E. Hackel moved to adjourn. Second by A. Trapp. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary 

UCAP2.8 
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Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

February 22, 1990 

Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla L. Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie C. 
Eiland, Richard Evans, Emanual Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David 
Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Penny AC. Robertson, 
Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Ellen 
Strommen, Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance 

Tim Griffith 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin; 
Bruce Miller, James Votruba, Mary Moore, Mary Jim Josephs, George Van 
Dusen 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:25 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested the following changes in the agenda: 
that Bruce Miller, Director of the Transition Team, be permitted to address the 
members as item #5; that #7 be changed to #6, that #5 be changed to #7, and 
that #6 be changed to #8, #8 to #9, #9 to #10 and #10 to #11. R. Matthews 
moved to approve, R. Schemmel provided the second, motion carried. 

2. Approval of Minutes from February 8, 1990: Because the minutes were 
distributed at the meeting, with insufficient time permitted to read them, a 
tentative approval was moved by R. Schemmel, second by E. Strommen. Approved 
with agreement that they be formally approved on March 8, 1990. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: Chair Wojcik reported that his report on Standards for 
Honors and High Honors to Academic Council was received without any 
questions, despite his preparedness to provide the Council with a history of events 
and supporting data. Council conducted a brief discussion about the suggestions of 
creating a special committee to review the relationship of academics and athletics, 
but no action was taken. The lack of action by Academic Council on the topic of 
academics and athletics provides relevance to #8 on the UCAP agenda. 

4. . Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle remarked that the presence of Bruce 
Miller at this meeting signifies that the Transition Team has a Director. Letters 
have been delivered to all Transition Team members informing them of their 
appointments. In addition, the revised edition of ROC, the revised curricular 
schedule, the semester calendar and notice of forthcoming events were sent to all 
units today. The second revision of ROC incorporates some explanatory 
information that was requested but there are not many substantive changes. One 
coming addition will be a two-tier definition of service course; the first tier will be 
reviewed in the first phase of the curriculum revision process. 

The second revision of ROC addresses a number of process issues. When the Transition 
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Team meets, they will formulate a series of questions that should be addressed. Some of 
these, concerning policies, will come before UCAP for consultation and advice. 

A. Wojcik asked when the definition of service courses will be available. B. Steidle 
replied, ''Within a week and a half. The problem is not only to provide a definition, but 
also the associated materials which include the OPB form which defines for departments 
the student population matriculating in their service courses." A Wojcik asked whether 
all service contracts remain binding. B. Steidle replied that the general balance of courses 
is to be maintained. When changes are requested, they must be renegotiated between 
Chairs and their Deans and between Deans and the Provost. M. Harrison commented 
that the CRUE Report's call for a significant increase in writing could markedly affect 
service courses. 

5. Remarks by Bruce Miller • Director of the Transition Team: B. Miller reviewed 
the relationship of UCAP's functions to those of the Transition Team. He replied 
that many of the questions that he has received are mechanical in nature. He 
distributed a draft of a document entitled Semester Transition: Coordination of 
Service Courses and Major Requirements. He suggested that departments create 
an Academic Program Profile and prepare two lists; Service Course Offerings and 
Service Course Requests. These documents would be placed in a data base to 
which all departments would have access in order to determine what other 
departments are requesting their service courses. J. D. Johnson asked if a 
distinction would be made between formal and informal requirements. B. Miller 
replied that departments that advise students to take specific courses should place 
them in a list of required courses. B. Steidle replied that codes currently identify 
students who enroll in each course. 

B. Miller indicated that he is working on a document tentatively labeled Operational 
Objectives and Guidelines, which is basically a ''how to do" manual for departments. B. 
Steidle cautioned that the CICC and ROC do not always agree; that a number of the 
issues still require global discussion. M. Harrison asked if the assumption in Operational 
Objectives and Guidelines is that demand patterns will remain the same. B. Miller 
replied that the assumption is that the student head count will remain the same and that 
the faculty and graduate students will remain the same or could decrease. 

B. Steidle remarked that traditionally requests and demands for courses grow haphazardly, 
without a unit's ability to predict what the demand will be. The transition to a semester 
system provides a unique opportunity to (1) deal with the fact that a demand exists, (2) 
suggest changes in resources, or (3) look at options or alternate paths if resource 
constraints exist. 

J. Carter called for direct communication between colleges and departments, in lieu of 
having information flow from a College to the Transition Team to another College. B. 
Steidle replied that it was not the administrative intent to curtail direct communication 
between units. The primary function of the Transition Team members will be to work 
with their own units and then bring problems to the Transition Team. In answer to A 
Wojcik's question, B. Steidle responded that the Transition Team will have their first 
meeting with Provost Scott on March 13, 1990. 
B. Miller reported that he intends to meet independently with some Transition Team 
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members before March 13th. The Transition Team office is in 304A Olds Hall. 
Anticipating no further questions of B. Miller, Chair Wojcik thanked him for his 
presentation and invited him to return when the Transition Team has begun its functions. 

6. University Reward Structures: Chair Wojcik introduced Assistant Provost James 
Votruba and members of the Lifelong Education Office, Kay Moore and Mary Jim 
Josephs. By way of introducing their topic, A Wojcik recalled for UCAP members 
our earlier discussion of incentives and rewards for teaching and how that 
discussion led to the creation of a subcommittee on Incentives and Rewards. 
Today's topic, the definition and rewards of service, is commonly associated with 
the reward structure for teaching. The presence of guests J. Votruba, K. Moore, 
and M. J. Josephs provides the opportunity for UCAP members to ask questions 
concerning service and its place in the University reward structure. 

J. Votruba began by recalling an earlier conversation with Henry Silverman, who 
lamented the rather late entry of many important issues into the governance system. In 
the spirit of that discussion, today's presentation will focus on how the University could 
and should ensure excellence across the full spectrum of its missions in research, teaching 
and service. He began by defining lifelong education as "the extension and application of 
knowledge to address the needs of society." He observed that Michigan State has done 
what most research institutions have done over the last 20 years--that is, to increasingly 
focus its reward system on research. Recently lifelong education has been decentralized, 
making the deans of each college responsible for its outreach programs. This effort will 
succeed or fail based on our ability and willingness to encourage and reward our faculty 
to participate in lifelong education activities. 

J. Votruba suggested that the University's view of lifelong education influences not only 
its undergraduate education but the way it recruits, rewards and socializes its faculty into 
the life of the University. He then referred to a paper entitled Pioneering the Land
Grant Model for the 21st Century, distributed to UCAP members the previous day, 
which addressed a number of concerns related to the topic of incentives and rewards. 

A lengthy discussion by participants, J. D. Johnson, K Moore, M. Harrison, J. Votruba, J. 
Carter, A. Wojcik, M. Hackel, A. Trapp, R. Matthews, M.L. Vance, K. Meissner and P. 
Robertson related to the feasibility of recruiting and retraining triple-threat faculty, 
incentives to influence balance in faculty productivity, release time for service and 
teaching, potential for uniqueness of missions within colleges rather than an all-University 
prescribed mission, increasing size of undergraduate classes, the need for another look at 
the land-grant mission and the seemingly insurmountable task of rewarding excellence in 
teaching and service on an equal basis with research. 

Sensing the need to address additional items on the agenda, Chair Wojcik thanked J. 
Votruba, K Moore and M. J. Josephs for their presentations and directed the attention of 
members to the subsequent agenda item. 

7. Academic Standing of Undergraduate Students (ASUS): Clarification: A 
Wojcik introduced Professor George Van Dusen who referred to a report entitled 
Academic Standing of Graduate Students. The previous report attempted to 
establish one scale, as distinct from an academic and financial scale. This report 
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addresses the responsibilities of the part-time student. After a discussion 
concerning time limits for part-time versus full-time students, the following action 
was taken: 

R. Schemmel moved that ''UCAP accepts the changes in the document of reference 
as being constructed with the spirit of the previous action by UCAP on this issue." 
Second by A Trapp. Approved without dissent. 

8. Discussion of Athletics versus Academics: A. Wojcik introduced the topic by 
reminding UCAP members that J. D. Johnson had been asked to draft a statement 
concerning the appointment of a task force to study the issue of athletics and its 
association to academics at Michigan State. J. D. Johnson moved the following: 

Whereas there has been increasing concern in the last year about the relationships 
between athletics and academics at Michigan State University, particularly 
regarding: 

• the integrity of academic policies and programs 
• the relative emphasis on the athlete's role as a student 
• the comparative resources and energy devoted to athletics and to 

academics in regard to the University'S efforts to refocus, rebalance and 
refine its programs; 

Be it resolved that a Task Force be appointed by Academic Council to 
investigate and make recommendations concerning these issues and the 
general relationship between athletics and academics at Michigan State 
University. 

Second by R. Matthews. Approved unanimously. 

9. Report of the Subcommittee on Rewards for Teaching: R. Matthews provided a 
progress report. All subcommittee members have provided questions to be 
considered for inclusion in the survey instrument. The subcommittee will meet with 
Steve Yelon, College of Education, at 9:00 a.m. on March 1, 1990, to review the 
questions. LeRoy Olson and representatives from Social Science research will also 
be contacted to review the final format of the questions. UCAP committee 
members will have an opportunity to review the questions and make suggestions at 
the UCAP meeting on March 8, 1990. The time table is to have the fmal draft 
ready on March 15, 1990, to distribute the survey to faculty in early April and to 
tabulate the results by the end of the Spring term. 

The late hour forced the postponement of item 10. Follow-up Discussion (a) College 
of Education Presentation and (b) Impact on Other Colleges. This item will be 
placed on the agenda for March 8, 1990. 

B. Steidle distributed a memorandum entitled: Information Item: Approval of (1) 
a request to change the statement in admission to nursing major leading to the 
Bachelor of Science Degree and (2) Related Statement for the Catalog to 
Members. 
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Motion to adjourn provided by A. Trapp. Approved. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt, Secretary 

UCAP2.22 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

March 8, 1990 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie C. 
Eiland, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, Roy 
T. Matthews, Penny A.C. Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, 
Vern Seefeldt, Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance 

Absent: Richard Evans, Tim Griffith, Kristi Meissner, Arlene Sierra, Ellen 
Strommen 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSD News-Bulletin 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:25 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested approval of the agenda. 

2. 

Motion provided by M. L. Vance, second by R. Schemmel. Approved. 

Approval of Minutes from February 8 and 22, 1990: Because the minutes of 
February 8 had received tentative approval on February 22, 1990, Chair 
Wojcik asked for their review and approval. R. Matthews noted that the 
date in #9, sentence 4 should be March 1 instead of 11. Hearing no other 
corrections, E. Hackel moved for approval. L. Eiland provided the second. 
Approved. 

After a review of the minutes from February 22, 1990, R. Matthews moved to 
approve. E. Hackel provided the second. Approved. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: Chair Wojcik stated that DeAP will not meet on 
March 15, 1990. The next meeting of DCAP will be on April 5, 1990. The 
Planning Committee of DCAP will meet at 10:30 on March 27, 1990. He 
reported that his comments regarding the discussion by ECAC regarding the 
task force on Athletics and Academics will be deferred until we reach item 
5 on the agenda. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle reported that the document 
distributed by her at the close of February 22nd meeting (Information 
Item: Approval of (1) a Request to Change the Statement on Admission to 
the Nursing Major Leading to the Bachelor of Science Degree and (2) the 
Related Statement for the Catalog) was not a substantive change but merely 
a clarification of the wording to correct the misconception that the only 
time one could enter the nursing program was in the spring term of one's 
freshman year. The fact is that students at any level of their education 
may be admitted during the spring term, including non-traditional 
students. 

The first meeting of the Transition Team will be held on Tuesday, March 
13, 1990. Chair Wojcik asked UCAP representative J. Carter to report on 
the progress of the Committee at DCAP's meeting on April 5, 1990. 



5. Report on ECAC Meeting: Study of Intercollegiate Athletics: Chair Wojcik 
placed the topic in perspective by reviewing events that had transpired 
since UCAP's memo had been sent to ECAC. The special meeting of ECAC was 
called because a series of letters and memos on the topic of 
Intercollegiate Athletics in relation to academics at Michigan State 
University had been received by the Steering Committee of Academic 
Council. Provost Scott asked for advice about the formation of the Task 
Force. Initially he was interested in a review of the bylaws that govern 
the function of the Athletic Council, but this concern was subsumed by 
recent developments. One of the charges to the proposed Task Force will 
be to review the bylaws of the Athletic Council. 

The discussion focused on the need to establish the Task Force as soon as 
possible and for the Task Force to act rapidly. Consensus view was that 
there should be both short and long term recommendations. The Task Force 
would not be large--perhaps seven or eight members--with UCAP having at 
least one representative. Provost Scott will provide a draft charge to 
ECAC within two-three weeks. Chair Wojcik asked UCAP members to consider 
whether they would like to represent UCAP on the Task Force. 

Discussion of issues within the topic proceeded as follows. M. Vance 
asked if there would be student representation on the committee. A. 
Wojcik answered yes, but the nature of the representation was not 
determined. A. Wojcik remarked that his suggestion to ECAC was that 
membership on the Task Force should be internal to the University. 
Apparently there was no support for a Blue Ribbon-type Committee. A.C. 
Robertson stated that COGS thinks there should be at least one graduate 
student on the Task Force. E. Hackel asked if faculty with emeritus 
status are able to serve. B. Steidle remarked that there are no rules to 
preclude such membership. Membership will be drawn from categories, and 
if persons are within the categories they are eligible for membership. R. 
Matthews suggested that UCAP impress upon ECAC that this is an internal 
matter and that to include persons from outside the University would send 
an inappropriate message. A. Wojcik remarked that Provost Scott is aware 
that the Board of Trustees has also expressed concern and therefore it is 
an issue that concerns an extended University community. 

R. Matthews asked, What will be the charge of the committee? A. Wojcik 
replied that the charge will be broad, including philosophy and policies; 
therefore, task force members must have a broad perspective of inter
collegiate athletics. Issues that have been raised by ECAC and in the 
Faculty Senate include support services, parking fees, special courses for 
athletics, graduation rates, cost of athletics to the general fund. E. 
Hackel asked if UCAP will have an opportunity to nominate a 
representative. B. Steidle indicated that UCAP will probably receive a 
request by the April 5th meeting. A. Wojcik remarked that constituent 
groups that have been mentioned are UCAP, University Committee on Academic 
Environment, University Committee on Student Affairs, students, Athletic 
Council, Athletic Department and at-large faculty, alumni, K-l2 
representatives. This item will be revisited at the UCAP meeting on April 
5. 
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Discussion of College of Education Presentation: A Wojcik reviewed the 
presentation of B. Floden and referred the members to the minutes of this 
presentation (UCAP, February 8, 1990). J. D. Johnson observed that 
apparently the changes within the College of Education are near 
completion. V. Seefeldt suggested that the primary issues from B. 
Floden's presentation seem to be (1) the rather late notification to UCAP 
of primary changes within the College, (2) the influence that abolition of 
the undergraduate major within the College of Education will have on other 
colleges, b) the effect on quality of education in the College of 
Education by a heavier reliance on graduate students for instruction at 
lower and upper division courses as well as graduate courses and, (4) the 
ability to maintain enrollments by moving to a five-year degree program. 

A. Wojcik expressed concern that the model of shifting instruction at the 
upper division and in graduate courses from faculty members to graduate 
students will permeate other colleges. This is of grave concern to not 
only faculty, but students. He explained the major planning in the 
College of Engineering concerning how each department will find-tune its 
offerings in light of resources and students to be served. 

The discussion then focused on UCAP's role in the review of major 
curriculum changes. A. Wojcik asked at what stage of development UCAP or 
any other governance committee should begin reviewing these proposed 
changes. B. Steidle commented that when major programmatic changes are 
being proposed they are appropriately forwarded to UCAP for deliberation 
prior to being sent to the University Committee on Curriculum. Based on 
B. Floden's presentation and other general documents that she has seen, it 
does not appear that there is as yet a curriculum in any written form 
which can be reviewed. What is occurring is a "lot of brainstorming" in 
the College of Education and with other colleges. 

A. Wojcik stated that he had discussed the elimination of the 
undergraduate major in health education with the Chair of UCC. The 
question was, Is UCAP sufficiently concerned to request reconsideration of 
the College of Education's elimination of the undergraduate major in 
health education? The elimination has been approved by the University 
Committee on Curriculum, but it has not been approved by Academic Council. 
E. Hackel responded that he had expressed his concern but appeared to be 
the only one. A. Trapp responded that he was concerned about the 
relatively late notice of the change. The change should be articulated to 
the governance system so that it is in position to respond before the 
change is effectively completed. E. Hackel supported Trapp's concern by 
projecting the dilemma facing the College if plans have moved forward to 
the point where curricula are changed, staff are reassigned and UCC does 
not approve of the change. 

J. D. Johnson identified four questionable assumptions in the proposal by 
the College of Education: (1) that the College of Education can meet its 
goal of graduating 10% of the certified teachers in Michigan, (2) that the 
College of Education can maintain its FTE in undergraduate courses, (3) 
that there is inadequate consideration of where its undergraduate students 
will receive their education, and (4) there does not seem to be any action 
on the part of the College of Education to initiate a thematic program in 
health to replace the one that was eliminated. 
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R. Matthews suggested that these concerns be communicated to 
representatives from the College of Eduction. B. Steidle suggested that 
B. Floden would welcome some response to his presentation. A. Wojcik 
asked whether UCAP wished to convey its concern to UCC as well. R. 
Matthews suggested that UCAP's concerns should be sent to UCC. A. Wojcik 
stated that he would draft a memo to B. Floden and UCC and suggested that 
the issue will probably surface again. 

Subcommittee on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching: Roy Matthews 
reported that he has met with Steve Yelon on March 1 and again on March 
6th to complete drafting of questions for the questionnaire. He then 
distributed the questionnaire entitled Composite Draft of Questionnaire on 
Evaluation and Rewards for Teaching and asked the members to review it and 
submit, within one week, their reactions to it. Upon receipt of the 
reactions he will meet with Steve Yelon to incorporate any substantive 
changes into the existing questionnaire. Following the revision he will 
meet with Leroy Olson for another review. The next step will be to meet 
with personnel from the Center of Social Science Research to review the 
questionnaire. He has received from the Committee that supervises MSU 
surveys the forms that must be completed prior to the time that a survey 
is distributed on campus. 

B. Steidle asked whether the survey would be distributed to a sample of 
faculty or be released to all faculty. R. Matthews answered that the 
decision had not been made but the initial plan of the subcommittee was to 
send the survey to the entire faculty. A cover letter will accompany the 
survey. Comments regarding the content of the cover letter are requested. 

M. Vance asked why the questionnaire did not include questions on race, 
gender and age. J. D. Johnson replied that these variables sometimes 
affect teaching loads and rewards. Johnson then suggested that the 
questions concerned with demographics be placed at the end of the 
questionnaire. P. Robertson thanked M. Vance for raising the issues of 
gender, race and age, but supported the opinion of J. D. Johnson that 
these variables be retained on the questionnaire. R. Schemmel observed 
that the survey does not address intrinsic rewards. M. Harrison believed 
that it was completely appropriate to focus on extrinsic rewards. R. 
Matthews reminded the committee members to return their written comments 
to·him, addressed to the Department of History. 

Round Table: J. D. Johnson asked what major issues will come before UCAP 
during the spring term. A. Wojcik replied that most would be associated 
with the transition to a semester system. B. Steidle concurred, stating 
that a series of items related to educational policy will likely be 
forthcoming. 

Adjournment: 
adjournment. 

The time of 12:00 noon prompted E. Hackel to move for 
Approved. 

Submi tted by 

Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary 
UCAP3.8 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

April 5, 1990 

Approved 4-19-90 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie C. 
Eiland, Richard Evans, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, Roy T. 
Matthews, Kristi, K. Meissner, Penny A. C. Robertson, Gerald Schwab, 
Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Allan Trapp 

Absent: Tim Griffith, Rachel Schemmel, J. David Johnson, Mary Lee Vance 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News Bulletin 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested approval of the agenda. 

2. 

Motion provided by E. Hackel, second by Eiland. Approved. 

Approval of Minutes from March 8, 1990: Motion by L. Eiland to approve, 
second by R. Matthews. P. Robertson requested that her comments of 
appreciation that M. Vance had raised the questions of whether gender, 
race and age should be included as variables in the demographics portion 
of the questionnaire and her support of J. D. Johnson's (Item #7, 
paragraph 3) request that these variables be retained in the questionnaire 
on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching be included in the minutes. 
Hearing no other requests for modifications, Chair Wojcik called for a 
conditional approval of the minutes. Approved. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik announced that the meetings of UCAP for 
Spring term will be held on April 19, May 3, 17, 31 and an optional date 
of·June 7, 1990. 

Chair Wojcik called attention to the memo that he sent to Associate Dean 
Floden, College of Education, and Professor Burkhart, Chair of University 
Committee on Curriculum, summarizing concerns of UCAP regarding proposed 
changes in the College of Education (March 13, 1990) and Associate Dean 
Floden's reply, acknowledging receipt of A. Wojcik's memo (March 27, 
1990). He also indicated that he had spoken with Dr. Burkhart to ensure 
that both UCC and UCAP are kept informed about possible program changes in 
the College of Education. 

A. Wojcik indicated that although the minutes of March 8, 1990 call for a 
report by UCAP's representative to the Transition Team, J. Carter, 
progress thus far makes such a report inappropriate. At this point J. 
Carter asked UCAP to address the issue of his role on the Transition Team 
as a representative of UCAP if he is no longer a member of UCAP. R. 
Matthews suggested that the problem could be solved by reelecting J. 
Carter to another term on UCAP. Action on J. Carter's request will be 
deferred to the next meeting. 

A. Wojcik deferred additional comments until agenda item 5 is addressed. 



4. 

( 

5. 

( 

Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle reported that the Transition 
Team will meet on Thursday, April 12, at which time the computerized forms 
for service course requests and service course offerings will be 
presented. She observed that colleges are in different stages of planning 
for transition to the semester system. A plan whereby units will be able 
to communicate with the Transition Team via E-mail will be announced. 
Colleges have been asked to block out what is being required within 
programs through use of an Academic Program Profile. R. Matthews asked 
whether "credit block" refers to the number of credits in a major. B. 
Steidle replied that the term also includes the additional skills, 
cognates, etc. that are required for specific programs. Colleges will 
have to determine what service courses are available and the requirements 
for degrees within each unit. The subsequent stage of development will 
involve computerization of the Course and Academic Program forms used for 
submission of curriculum changes. These will be used as the basis for the 
Description of Courses book, if all proceeds smoothly. 

B. Steidle then reported that the number of single course listings is 
approximately 4,500 and 85 courses provide 35% of the SCH's at MSD. W. 
Wojcik observed that the model for change to a semester system suggests 
that the number of courses should decrease by one-third, but this will not 
necessarily occur. B. Steidle observed that there may be a temptation by 
units to maximize their offerings for majors and decrease their service 
courses. J. Carter called for a reduction of the time required for units 
to add or drop majors. He asked whether adding and dropping majors 
require different administrative routes. B. Steidle replied that 
elimination of a major requires the approval of UCAP and DCC while adding 
a program involves the'issue of resources and is first coordinated through 
the Provost's Office before proceeding to DCAP. A. Wojcik indicated that 
the next agenda will provide additional time for the discussion of issues 
involving transition to the semester system. 

Athletics/Academics: A. Wojcik reported that the Executive Committee of 
Academic Council met with Provost Scott (March 27, 1990) to discuss 
formation of a committee to study the role of athletics at Michigan State 
University. The Committee is termed Spartan Athletic Review Committee and 
will use the acronym SpARC. Wojcik noted that the anticipated size, 
purpose, mode of operation and reporting dates of the Committee have 
changed subsequent to ECAC's previous discussion of the issue. The 
Committee will have at least 21 members, with a possible composition as 
follows: one representative ea~h from UCAP, Student Affairs, Academic 
Council, Administration, K-12 educational system, 6 at-large tenured 
faculty, 2 from intercollegiate athletics, 3 students, and 3 alumni, one 
of whom was a varsity athlete. The Committee will meet frequently during 
Spring term and issue a preliminary report concerning key issues and 
directions at the end of Spring term. They will meet throughout the 
summer and fall and provide their final report sometime during the Fall 
term. The report will be delivered to Provost Scott, who will distribute 
it to appropriate units of academic governance. The Committee has 
received an extensive list of guidelines and a charge that is divided into 
categories of (a) institutional concerns, (b) the athlete as a student, 
(c) the athlete as a person, (d) managerial issues, and (e) national 
issues. The charge includes review of the Bylaws of the Athletic Council. 
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Provost Scott would like to appoint a chair of the Committee within the 
next ten days. He also would like UCAP's suggestions for representatives 
as soon as possible. Financial support for academic year faculty and 
students on the Committee will be negotiated on an individual basis. 

J. Carter asked whether nominations were requested. A. Wojcik indicated 
that E. Hackel and D. J. Johnson had expressed an interest in serving on 
the SpARC Committee. E. Hackel indicated that with the change in 
committee structure and function he was no longer available as a nominee. 
J. Carter then nominated J. D. Johnson. G. Schwab provided the second. 
L. Eiland then nominated A. Sierra. A. Trapp provided the second. 
Hearing no other nominations, A. Wojcik closed the nominations. A. Trapp 
then moved that A. Wojcik present D. J. Johnson and A. Sierra to Provost 
Scott as UCAP's nominees to SpARC. L. Eiland provided support for the 
motion. Approved. 

Joint UCAP-UGC Subcommittee to consider selected issues related to faculty 
awards: Chair Wojcik asked members to consider item 8 of the agenda and 
referred them to a memo from Eileen Van Tassell dated March 27, 1990. The 
MAGB-CASE awards were initially designed to reward teaching. The issues 
are (1) whether the Committee should require a vita from nominees, and (2) 
whether candidates should be requested to define the contributions that 
qualify them for the award. M. Harrison asked how many of the candidates 
were self-nominees, indicating that previously that number may have been 
as high as one-half of all candidates. A. Wojcik indicated that the 
issues are to be resolved by a subcommittee involving two-three members 
each from UCAP and UGC. B. Steidle suggested that only one meeting could 
be involved. A. Wojcik asked for two volunteers .. E. Strommen and E. 
Hackel indicated that they would serve. 

7. Eligibility of Librarians for Teacher-Scholar Award: A. Wojcik indicated 
that the question of librarian's eligibility was sent to UCAP in the 
spring of 1989, but UCAP took no action at that time. He then reviewed 
documents received by him from Terry Link, Librarian, in February, 1990 
and a letter received by Dr. Silverman on March 9, 1990. The request is 
to include librarians in the Teacher-Scholar Award because librarians are 
also teachers and scholars. Discussion about whether librarians are bona 
fide teachers ensued. Discussants included E. Hackel, M. Harrison, L. 
Eiland, R. Matthews, J. Carter and R. Evans. 

J. Carter moved, "that librarians be included as eligible for the 
Teacher-Scholar Award." E. Hackel provided the second. Motion 
defeated (by voice vote, receiving only one affirmative vote). 

Defeat of the previous motion and the tenor of the previous discussion 
prompted E. Hackel to move that, 

"Appropriate recognition be established for academic support 
personnel including, for example, librarians and specialists. The 
intent of the award is to recognize the contributions of personnel 
early in their University service." 

R. Matthews provided the second. J. Carter suggested that UCAP did not 
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have sufficient information to vote on such a motion at this time. R. 
Evans and L. Eiland supported the motion. Upon call for the question, the 
motion was approved. 

Subcommittee on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching: R. Matthews thanked 
all Committee members who had responded to his call for review of the 
questionnaire. The next course of action involves (a) revising the 
questionnaire to resolve ambiguities, (b) clarifying the section on joint 
appointments and relevant representation in units, and (c) expanding the 
section on demographics to include the variables discussed by UCAP in the 
meeting of March 8, 1990. R. Matthews will meet with Professor Ye10n next 
week and subsequently with Leroy Olson and Harry Per1stad. After these 
reviews, the questionnaire will again be presented to UCAP. The projected 
date for distribution to the faculty is early May, 1990. 

Adjournment: Time did not permit discussion in the round table format. 
L. Eiland moved to adjourn. Second by G. Schwab. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary 

UCAP4.5 
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April 19, 1990 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Emanuel Hackel, 
Michael J. Harrison, J.David Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Penny 
A.C. Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, 
Ellen Strommen, Allan Trapp 

Absent: Lonnie Eiland, Tim Griffith, Mary Lee Vance 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:25 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested approval of the agenda. Motion provided 
by C. Barnes, second by E. Hackel. Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes: Chair Wojcik requested that members review the minutes of 
April 5, 1990. Motion provided by C. Barnes, second by A. Trapp. Approved. Chair 
Wojcik then reminded the members that the minutes of March 5, 1990, had been 
conditionally approved, pending revision. He distributed copies of the revised minutes. 
A Trapp moved to approve the revised minutes, second by E. Strommen. Approved. 

3. Chairperson I s Comments: A. Wojcik asked the representatives of various units what 
had occurred concerning elections to University committees. B. Steidle stated that the 
results of college elections to the various University committees will be announced 
through the academic governance system. E. Hackel stated that he had been reelected 
to UCAP. College of Education has not completed its elections. Carla Barnes 
indicated that she was reelected as the UCAP representative in the College of Nursing. 
Veterinary Medicine and Engineering will have new representatives but their identities 
are not available at this time. 

A Wojcik stated that on April 4, 1990, he received a formal request from Provost Scott 
regarding UCAP 's nominees for SpARe. He then provided copies of the SpARC 
charter to A. Sierra and J. D. Johnson, UCAP' s nominees. Each nominee was asked 
to submit a brief rationale to A Wojcik who will submit it to Provost Scott as part of 
the nominating process. Copies of the revised SpARC charter will be available to 
UeAP members on May 3, 1990. 

Copies of criteria for one of the MAGB-CASE awards have been provided for UCAP 
representatives E. Strommen and E. Hackel. A joint meeting of UCAP and UGC 
subcommittees has not been scheduled. 
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The status of J. Carter as UCAP' s representative on the Transition Team in the event 
that he is not a member of UCAP beyond his present term will be postponed until next 
academic year. Any suggestions of how U CAP should proceed in this matter should be 
sent to A Wojcik. 

The Executive Committee of Academic Council (ECAC) will meet on April 24, 1990. 
New issues will be forwarded to UCAP on May 3, 1990. 

Assistant Provost' s Comments: The Transition Team is meeting on April 19, 1990. 
The April 19 State News has a diagram indicating the process for entering service 
courses into the E-Mail System. The ability to enter courses will exist until April 30, 
1990. At that time the "feed-in" system will be temporarily terminated. The 
University community will then be permitted to access the E-Mail System to learn of 
the service courses that are available. Input is in various forms, from centralized 
submissions from the Deans' offices to instances where each unit is entering its own 
courses. The next phase is learning how to take the data from the EMC2 format and 
subject it to analyses. R. Matthews asked for clarification of what the data analyses 
would provide to departments. B. Steidle replied that access to each department's 
offerings would provide course titles and numbers, when the courses will be offered and 
how many students can be accommodated. Units are asked to scrutinize the newly 
formulated courses to determine how many are actually needed by their students. 

Appointments to the SpARC Committee will be made within the next two and one half 
weeks. Nominations are due by April 26, 1990. 

Report: Subcommittee on Rewards and Incentives for Teaching: R. Matthews 
distributed a revised version of the questionnaire. He asked for final suggestions by 
April 23, 1990. This questionnaire represents the inclusion of suggestions from UCAP, 
as interpreted by R. Matthews and S. Yelon and the advice of L. Olson in lay-out. This 
effort was then reviewed for electronic scoring by personnel from the Computer Center 
and typed in its present form by Joanne Corcos. The introduction is a substitute for 
what was originally proposed as a cover letter. 

The current time line is as follows: 

May 11,1990 
May 15,1990 
June 8, 1990 

Questionnaire to printer 
Distribution of the questionnaire to the faculty 
Last day for faculty to respond to questionnaire 

The copy distributed to UCAP will be sent to the University Committee on Rights of 
Human Subjects for their review. 

R. Matthews then asked for clarification on who is to receive the questionnaire. 
Consensus was that all ranked faculty members are to receive the questionnaire. B. 
Steidle suggested that Assistant Provost Banks would be able to assist with the mailing 
list. 
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B. Steidle questioned whether a sub-set of these questions should be distributed to unit 
administrators to determine whether differences in perception between administrators 
and other faculty members exist. This suggestion stimulated a discussion involving M. 
Harrison, A. Wojcik, R. Schemmel, J. Carter, J. D. Johnson, R. Matthews, G. Schwab. 
E. Strommen, E. Hackel, K Meissner, A. Sierra, and P. Robertson. 

By consensus, the members agreed: to eliminate the categories of "service agent" and 
"other" as respondents; to provide instructions for individuals who have joint 
appointments and to distinguish administrators from faculty members as respondents. 

B. Steidle asked if there was any objection to having the questionnaire distributed to 
the Council of Deans. There was general agreement that the final version of the 
questionnaire could be distributed. A. Wojcik asked that UCAP members alert their 
constituents that the questionnaire will be forthcoming and urge them to respond to it. 
Laura Black of MSU N ews-Bulletin was asked to include a notice in the N ews-Bulletin 
announcing the distribution of the questionnaire. A. Wojcik thanked the Subcommittee 
on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching and especially its Chair R. Matthews for their 
efforts. As a closing note J. Carter and B. Steidle suggested that R. Matthews speak to 
someone who has expertise in the analysis of data prior to the time that the 
questionnaire is printed. 

6. College of Education Response to UCAP: A. Wojcik referred members to the memo of 
Associate Dean Floden, dated March 27, 1990, in response to a memo that A. Wojcik 
had sent to R. Floden on March 13, 1990. M. Harrison asked if the Provost's Office 
had understood the extent of changes when Dean Lanier initially proposed them. B. 
Steidle replied that her review of the process indicated that the College of Education 
was told that it could proceed with its planning; that at some point its plans would be 
forwarded and reviewed. MSU has invested substantial resources in the Holmes Plan 
and locating its headquarters here. M. Harrison then inquired if any thought had been 
given to resource flow, given that the College of Education was not as intently involved 
in undergraduate education under the new plan. B. Steidle indicated that money is not 
often taken from units in advance. It is important to understand what is being changed 
in the College. The primary change is in the elementary education major. The 
assumption is that these students are not actually lost--rather, they are being added at a 
different point in their education. Not all undergraduate courses are being eliminated. 
At this point, no one has attempted to address the issue of resources. 

J. D. Johnson then indicated that #5 of the Wojcik memo could be responded to 
immediately but the memo from R. Floden did not address it, as well as to other items 
of the Wojcik memo. A second concern is the issue of when a unit can proceed with a 
plan and act on it. Apparently the College of Education has already made personnel 
decisions based on this plan before the plan has been adequately reviewed. B. Steidle 
replied that every personnel decision is approved independently, usually in conjunction 
with the Academic Program and Planning Review Documents which are now reviewed 
in conjunction with R3. The assumption is that each of the personnel changes has been 
reviewed in that context. The College of Education, according to Interim Dean Cohen, 
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should have a role in integrative studies among the other changes that they are 
planning. The Provost's Office, in making judgments about faculty appointments, must 
try to accommodate the thrust toward new programs. 

A. Wojcik suggested that irrespective of the quality of the plan proposed by the College 
of Education, the primary concern is with its impact on other units. Changes in many 
units are ongoing, but they will not influence other units to the extent that elimination 
of the undergraduate major in the College of Education will have. B. Steidle replied 
that other deans were apprised of the proposed changes and agreed to the change to 
the extent that task forces involving other colleges are functioning. When the 
reformulations are available, then the Provost's Office will be able to make judgments. 
The greater issue is at what point should plans come forward to UCAF asking for 
eliminations? The response has been to request plans or reformulations to replace 
proposed eliminations prior to the time that eliminations are approved. Judgments on 
eliminations are delayed until the end product is available. The solution is to establish 
a sequencing mechanism that recognizes the difficulty of establishing new programs and 
yet submits it to UCAF in time for a legitimate response. 

D. Johnson asked whether there was a task force for Elementary Education and Health 
and Human Performance. B. Steidle replied that the two areas of concern are quite 
different. There is currently no task force for Health and Human Performance. The 
Transition Team is attempting to determine how to deal with specializations and 
thematic programs. Attempting to establish an interdisciplinary thematic at this time is 
difficult because units do not know which of their own courses will be available. There 
is a task force on elementary education, but it, too, has difficult decisions to make 
concerning the kinds of courses in the various units that are appropriate for elementary 
majors. 

A. Wojcik asked how UCAF wished to proceed regarding the communication from the 
College of Education. R. Matthews supported J. D. Johnson's concern about the lack 
of specificity in B. Floden' s response. He suggested that A Wojcik contact B. Floden, 
requesting more detailed information about the planning procedure in the College of 
Education, what are the charges to the task forces and what are the task forces 
accomplishing. A Robertson supported a call for specific answers to the items on A. 
Wojcik's memo to B. Floden. A Sierra observed that B. Floden' s memo indicates 
that answers to UCAF' s concerns are not available at this time. J. D. Johnson called 
attention to #5 of A Wojcik's memo as an item that B. Floden indicated the College 
of Education was addressing. Unless we pursue it there is a possibility that it will "fall 
completely out of the system." A. Robertson suggested that answers to UCAF' s 
questions may exist but have not been communicated. M. Harrison asked if planning 
documents by the Dean of the College of Education are filed in the Provost's Office. 
B. Steidle replied yes, but did not know if they are available for UCAF' s purposes. M. 
Harrison asked why they would not be available. B. Steidle replied that they did not 
contain the kind of definitive response that UCAF is requesting. Deadlines were 
anticipated but no "full-blown" plan has emerged. The outcome that is anticipated 
from the present activities is not yet available. 
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K. Meissner asked, "What is the process and who checks the plans when a college 
wants to change its direction?" B. Steidle replied that changes are initiated with the 
Provost, presently within the APP&R process. Components of the plan include a 
rationale, resources needed to accomplish the mission, and role of the present faculty. 
Annual plans and a long term plan (3-5 years) are submitted. R3 has been 
superimposed on the planning process. The plans are then revised annually. The 
documents are prepared in consultation with the college faculty. The Dean of the 
College is ultimately responsible for the plan. A. Wojcik asked if it would be 
appropriate to ask for a list of task forces in the College of Education and their 
charters as a way to show concern by UCAP of the planning that is taking place in the 
College of Education. A. Sierra suggested that prior to sending a memo to B. Floden, 
A. Wojcik call Floden apprising him of our concerns. A. Wojcik agreed to precede the 
memo with a call. 

At this point in the agenda, there was insufficient time for discussion of the semester 
transition process, which will be placed on the agenda for May 3, 1990. A. Trapp moved to 
adjourn. Second by E. Strommen. Meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt, Secretary 

UCAP4.19 
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Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie Eiland, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. 
Harrison, J. David Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Penny Adeline Robertson, Rachel 
Schemmel, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen Strommen, Allan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance 

Absent: Richard Evans, Tim Griffith, Gerald Schwab, Arlene Sierra 

Guests: F. Hoppensteadt, M. Koppisch, J. Hamilton, W. Cambray, A. Fisher, P. Smith 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested that the agenda be amended to include a #7-Integrative 
Studies. Former items 7 and 8 would become 8 and 9, respectively. Motion to approve provided by L. 
Eiland, second by K. Meissner. Approved. 

2. Approval of Minutes: Chair Wojcik requested that members review the minutes of April 19, 1990. Motion 
to approve by E. Hackel, second by R. Schemmel. Approved. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik called attention to the charge to the SpARC Committee, which was 
distributed with the agenda. Nominations to the committee were closed on April 27, 1990. Appointments 
are now being considered, with the expectation of a mid-May completion date. 

A. Wojcik reported that he had conversed with Bob Floden, Associate Dean, College of Education, to 
convey UCAP' s concern about changes in the College. A brief memo was sent to confrrm the points 
discussed in the telephone conversation. Associate Dean Floden communicated a willingness to provide 
UCAP with further information, particularly about #5 of Wojcik's memo of March 13, 1990 and the 
structure and function of subcommittees within the College of Education. Preliminary drafts of proposals by 
these subcommittees have been developed, but they are not ready for external review at this time. The time 
line for receipt of further information was not established. 

A. Wojcik called attention to the regularly scheduled meetings of UCAP on May 17 and May 31. Elections 
of officers will be held on May 31. The fmal meeting of the present committee will be held at the 
commencement of business on May 31. The new committee will proceed with its frrst meeting on May 31 at 
the termination of business by the current committee. The date of June 7 is also a tentative meeting date in 
the event that the current committee needs additional time to consider issues. Officially, the new committee 
begins functioning in September, 1990. 

A. Wojcik then appointed an ad hoc nominating committee consisting of non-returning members M. 
Harrison, A. Trapp and himself to propose candidates for the three offices: Chair, Vice Chair and 
Secretary. He then asked members to seriously consider becoming an officer of the 1990-91 Committee. 
Interested members are to contact any member of the nominating committee. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle reminded members that the May 1 issue of the News-Bulletin 
contained the charge to SpARC. The Dean • s Council held their penultimate discussion on Integrative 
Studies earlier in the week. A document on Integrative Studies has been prepared and is being moved 
through the system, for consultation with UCAP, the Policy Committee of University Curriculum Committee 
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and the Executive Committee of Academic Council. A discussion of the document will probably take place 
in Academic Council on May 22 or 29, 1990. 

B. Steidle indicated that because of its recent development, the document entitled A Model Structure for 
Integrative Studies at Michigan State University with Attachments A, B and C and a chart showing a 
comparison of credit hours in integrative studies (current, those recommended by CRUE and those 
proposed by Integrative Studies) would be distributed at this meeting. The three center directors and deans 
of the core colleges have been invited to visit UCAP (arrival anticipated at 11:00 a.m.) to discuss the 
document. UCAP is asked to respond to the structure that is being proposed for Integrative Studies. 
Response date is May 18, 1990. 

The Semester Transition Group had expected to close the "input" portion of the system by April 27, 1990, 
and leave it closed for some time, thus permitting analysis of the proposals. However, the system remains 
open because (1) not all units were able to complete their input and (2) personnel at the computer center 
have not completed the procedure for taking data from one system and placing it in another for analysis. 
The E-mail system should be open for viewing during the week of May 7, 1990. 

Faculty Survey on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching: Subcommittee Chair R. Matthews indicated that 
the recommendations from UCAP, Assistant Provost Steidle, L. Olson and S. Zonia had been incorporated 
into what is viewed as the fmal of eight drafts of the questionnaire. 

R. Matthews spoke with J. Hudzik, Chair of the Committee on Rights of Human Subjects who indicated 
that the questionnaire did not require scrutiny of that committee because it was not viewed as involving 
research. Consultation with Susan Zonia, Social Science Research, revealed that the best type of sample for 
this project is one that is stratified and random, based on academic ranks across the University, resulting in 
the involvement of 700-1000 faculty. Sample selection and the analysis depends on what UCAP wants from 
the data. Cost of the survey is $700 to $800, but may be as high as $1,000 depending on how carefully the 
instructions are followed and the extent of the analysis. S. Zonia asked whether UCAP wanted to conduct 
the survey now or wait until the Fall of 1990. A Fall Survey would have the advantage of follow-up to those 
who do not respond to the initial request. 

On May 2, R. Matthews met with D. Marquette and G. Appleton, University Printing Office. They are able 
to have a printed questionnaire within 10 days of the time that the product and the account numbers are 
delivered to them. The survey could be reduced to 8 pages, with a cost of $932.00 for 1000 questionnaires, 
for 1500 the cost is $1,000 and for 2,100 - $1,114. If MSU Printing Office received permission to print today, 
the questionnaire will be available on May 18, 1990. If the questionnaire is distributed during the week of 
May 21, 1990 there are three weeks to receive responses. 

M. Harrison moved "that UCAP proceed with a stratified random survey this Spring." Second by P. 
Robertson. 

D. Johnson asked when the analysis would take place, assuming that the survey is completed this Spring. R. 
Matthews replied that the analysis would be done in June and July. The report could be completed in 3-4 
weeks after the June 8th deadline for submission of completed questionnaires. D. Johnson then asked when 
UCAP would be able to place its interpretation on the data. This question stimulated a discussion involving 
M. Harrison, B. Steidle, E. Strommen, E. Hackel, J. Carter and C. Barnes. Issues included (1) the time of 
year when faculty are most likely to participate in surveys, (2) the connection between the survey timelines 
and budgetary cycles, (3) relation of the survey to salary adjustments and sensitivity of administrators to 
rewards for teaching, (4) appropriate notice that the survey is to be released, (5) eligibility of faculty to 
participate in the survey regarding the interpretation of the terms "regular" faculty and "ranked" faculty. 
By interpretation and consensus the determination was that the survey would be sent to II ranked" as 
opposed to "regular" faculty. 



( 

7. 

( 

( 

L. Eiland called for the question. A. Wojcik repeated the motion and asked members to vote. Motion to 
conduct the survey in the Spring of 1990 passed without a dissenting vote. R. Matthews then extended 
special appreciation to Joanne Corcos who assisted in numerous ways with the development of the 
questionnaire and to the Committee members who sent suggestions for revision. 

Overview of Proposal From Integrative Studies Program: B. Steidle welcomed the guests and introduced 
them to UCAP. Present were Dean Frank Hoppensteadt, College of Natural Science; Assistant Provost Jim 
Hamilton; William Cambray, Center for Integrative Studies in General Science; and Alan Fisher, Director, 
Center for Integrative Studies in Arts and Humanities. Expected to arrive later are Phil Smith, Director, 
Center for Integrative Studies for Social Science; Kenneth Corey, Dean, College of Social Science; and 
Michael Koppisch, Associate Dean, College of Arts and Letters. 

B. Steidle referred members to the document, "A Model Structure for Integrative Studies at Michigan State 
University," and its attachments. She reminded members that the second implementation paper emanating 
from CRUE, called for the development of Centers for Integrative Study. Since that time various groups, 
including faculty from the centers and advisory committees have placed the concepts of CR UE into a 
structure that is reflected in the document that has just been distributed. The document does not deal with 
specific courses, which will be developed in a subsequent process of curricular creation. 

B. Steidle then introduced Dean Hoppensteadt who provided a brief overview of the proposal. He then 
introduced Alan Fisher, who explained the proposal in light of program development in the College of Arts 
and Humanities. Professor Fisher indicated that the courses being developed are completely different than 
existing courses; there will not be a general transfer of courses into the new programs. Teaching and 
designing the new courses is viewed as a college-wide responsibility, rather than involving a small subset of 
the faculty. The three Centers are on the verge of establishing a Joint Operating Committee whose 
objective will be to develop an integration between the sets of courses. 

William Cambray, Director, Center for Integrative Studies/General Science, referred members to a 
document entitled Curriculum Principles, dated May 2, 1990, and explained how the principles would be 
implemented through courses offered in the Center. 

Phil Smith, Director, Center for Integrative Studies, Social Sciences, referred members to a document 
entitled Center for Integrative Studies in Social, Behavioral and Economic Sciences and Attachment A. He 
then explained the various components of Courses A and B, Attachment A, and the various departments 
that will be involved in developing and teaching the courses. 

Assistant Provost Hamilton spoke in support of the presentations by the Directors and referred to 
Attachment B, stating that the vertical structure does not imply that everyone will graduate in four years. In 
reference to Attachment A, he noted, for clarification, that the developmental writing course will not be 
included within the 30 credits of Integrative Studies. 

Chair A. Wojcik opened the meeting for questions of the presenters. M. Harrison asked how much of 
instruction in courses A and B. would be provided by graduate assistants, as opposed to teaching by faculty. 
All directors replied that all classes could be taught by faculty, with instruction in laboratories and discussion 
sections supplemented by instruction from graduate students. J. Carter asked for a defInition of the phrase 
"social-behavioral sciences." K Meissner asked about class size. Answer: Class sizes will average 200 and 
recitation sections about 25. M. Vance asked about the average number of credits per year and the 
placement of a "freshmen experience" course. Answer: This suggestion for a freshman orientation course 
is not part of the Integrative Studies proposal, but emanated from the discussion with the Deans and others 
relating to the orientation of students to University life. E. Hackel asked whether the general practice of 
having students exempt from the general education courses in their own majors is being abandoned in the 
transition to semesters. Answer: Students now take general education courses in their own majors, and in 
the new system they will also take the courses in integrative studies. However, the pattern of course 
requirements will be different for each of the three core colleges. Each of the three areas may be treated differently. 
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E. Hackel asked if all discussion groups will involve teaching by graduate students. Answer: No, it will vary 
by college, but the allocation of students to faculty "is out of our hands." L. Eiland asked if these courses 
will be taught to those taking the RDP courses. Answer: The ideal model is to have University courses that 
will prepare students to enter and successfully complete the proposed courses. L. Eiland then asked if credit 
will be given for the developmental courses. Answer: This has not been determined. D. Johnson asked if it 
will be possible for students to "test out" of the courses. Answer: Emphasis by CRUE was to create 
experiences out of which students would not be encouraged to "test out." The intent is for the experiences 
to be so different that it will be unlikely that high school students will have had the experience. D. Johnson 
expressed concern about the possibility of students being able to "test out" of courses. He also expressed 
concern about the availability of physical facilities to hold those large classes and accommodate students in a 
timely manner. 

The hour of 12:00 noon signaled the termination of the discussion. Chair Wojcik thanked the guests for 
their presentations and urged UCAP members to read the documents in preparation for discussions on May 
17,1990. 

L. Eiland moved to adjourn. Second by M. Vance. Meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt 
Secretary 

UCAP5.3 
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Present: Anthony Wojcik, Chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Lonnie 
Eiland, Richard Evans, Emanuel Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David 
Johnson, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Penny Adeline 
Robertson, Rachel schemmel, Gerald Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen 
Strommen, Mary Lee Vance 

Absent: Tim Griffith, Arlene Sierra, Allan Trapp 

Guest: R. Craig Philips 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's office; Laura Black, MSU News-Bulletin 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Approval of Agenda: Chair Wojcik requested approval of the agenda. 

2. 

Motion provided by L. Eiland, second by G. Schwab. Approved. 

Approval of Minutes: Chair Wojcik requested that members review the 
minutes of May 3, 1990. L. Eiland noted that reference on page 4 should 
be to RDP courses, and not RDL. J. D. Johnson noted that his concern 
about courses in Integrative Studies also included the potential lack of 
physical space to accommodate students on a timely basis. His previously 
recorded concern about the possibility of students being able to "test 
out" of courses was supplemented by B. Steidle's comment that the persons 
who spoke to UCAP about Integrative Studies (meeting of May 3, 1990) 
responded that the Honors College exemption would continue. Hearing no 
additional discussion, Chair Wojcik called for approval. Motion by M. 
Harrison, second by K. Meissner. Minutes approved as amended. 

3. Chairperson's Comments: A. Wojcik announced that elections for UCAP 
offices will be held on May 31, 1990. The first portion of the May 31 
meeting will be devoted to business conducted by the present committee. 
Wojcik has sent letters congratulating the three newly elected members, 
inviting them to the meeting on May 31. At approximately 11:00 a.m. on 
May 31, the 1990-91 UCAP Committee will elect officers for chair, vice 
chair, secretary, representative to the Military Eduction Advisory 
Committee and designate a member to represent UCAP on Academic Council. 
M. L. Vance asked how graduate representatives were elected to UCAP. B. 
Steidle replied that COGS had not yet held its elections this year. A. 
Wojcik responded that three undergraduate students had been elected, with 
K. Meissner being re-elected. 

4. 

A. Wojcik indicated that he had been asked to present the documents from 
Integrative Studies to Academic Council on May 22, 1990 as an agenda item. 
UCAP is to provide consultation and advice. Provost Scott has also 
requested a report from UCAP by Friday, May 18, 1990 concerning UCAP's 
reaction to the documents from Integrative Studies. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle began by referring to an item 
previously before UCAP, namely, the restoration of pictured I.D. cards for 
students. B. Steidle, at the request of Provost Scott, investigated the 
possibility of returning to this practice by consulting with Controller 
Lowell Levi. Pictured I.D.'s were discontinued in 1980-81. The cost then 
was $18,000 but will now probably be increased by the inflationary rate. 
As an alternative, it was noted that faculty members are authorized to 
require pictured I.D.'s of students. Most students will have a driver's 
license. Those who do not will be able to obtain a pictured I.D. from the 
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State Department, State of Michigan or from the Controller's office. The 
restoration of pictured I.D.'s is not likely under the present budgetary 
constraints. Carter raised a question concerning the current price 
charged by the University for obtaining individual copies. 

status of Faculty Survey: R. Matthews indicated that on May 7, 1990 he 
met with LeRoy Olson and Susan Zonia to discuss the cost of conducting the 
survey. After a misunderstanding was corrected, the cost was restored to 
the original $1,000. Olson and Zonia suggested that the survey be delayed 
until fall, 1990 because recipients, mostly teachers, will be busy grading 
exams when the survey reaches them if it is sent this spring. Other 
reasons for delaying the survey until fall, 1990 are: there is no time 
for follow-up if the survey is distributed now; there is little time to 
identify the stratified, random sample; and some faculty members have 
already had three requests to complete questionnaires this spring. 
Therefore, after consultation with A. Wojcik, R. Matthews decided to 
postpone the survey until fall, 1990. Meanwhile, S. Zonia will draw the 
sample from names obtained from Dr. Bank's office; L. Olson and R. 
Matthews will proof the questionnaire, which is a 12 page booklet. Page 
one is in abeyance pending the name of the 1990-91 UCAP Chair and 
designation of a return date of the questionnaire from faculty. R. 
Matthews indicated that he spoke with Jack Knott, Director, Social Science 
Research, who assured Matthews that Knott's concerns about phrasing of the 
questions, selection of the sample and manner of distribution had been 
rectified. 

J. Carter called attention to the extraordinary effort that R. Matthews 
put forth in developing the questionnaire. B. Steidle reinforced Carter's 
compliment and the entire membership of UCAP signaled its support by a 
spontaneous round of applause for R. Matthews. 

Discussion: Integrative Studies: Chair Wojcik began the discussion by 
stating that R. Craig Philips, Integrative Studies, Arts and Humanities, 
had requested an opportunity to address the group regarding the document 
·from Integrative Studies. 

M. Harrison moved "that UCAP suspend the rules in order to permit 
Professor Philips to address the group." Second by R. Schemmel. 
Approved. 

Professor Philips expressed a number of concerns about the proposal 
regarding Integrative Studies: maintenance of the quality of general 
education; resource allocation; class size; use of teaching assistants; 
potential trivialization of course content; too much concern about 
learning skills and methodology; the apparent rejection of the notion that 
there is a common body of knowledge with which the students should become 
familiar; and the division of the sequence into one course with a historic 
and one with a thematic orientation, without further definition. 

Professor Philips indicated that it was important to move the proposal on 
so as to allow course development to proceed, but he asked UCAP to give no 
more than provisional approval to the present proposal so that other 
models may be tested, while devising some means to ensure that more solid 
course content than is contained in the present proposal can be achieved. 
The question of how to deal with diversity should also be addressed in an 
open forum. Professor Philips concluded by requesting that if UCAP does 
nothing more, we should at least change the feature of the proposal from 
Arts and Humanities which mandates that students take one course of an 
historical type and one course of a thematic type. Professor Philips then 
provided a summary of his comments and a chart listing some of the topics 
that have typically been taught in "a mainstream humanities course". At 
this point, Chair Wojcik asked members to address questions to Professor 
Philips. 
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J.D. Johnson commented that, although the charge to UCAP is to react to 
the structure of the proposal, he was surprised that so little detail was 
provided. He found it difficult to react to the proposal without knowing 
the substance of the courses. R. Matthews responded that agreement had 
been reached on the structure of 30 hours, with 4 credits set aside for a 
writing course. What is in question is the teaching models to be used and 
curricular content. B. Steidle replied that the emphasis currently is on 
structure because we cannot plan courses without knowing what the 
structure will be. The Integrative Studies document is being reviewed at 
this time to get a general sense of how the governance system responds to 
the proposed structure. J. Carter then asked R.C. Philips to define the 
purpose of Integrative Studies. R.C. Philips provided a detailed account 
of content that he would include in courses emanating from each of the 
three Integrative Studies Centers. 

At this time, A. Wojcik thanked R.C. Philips for his presentation and 
requested that Committee members turn their attention to the documents 
from Integrative Studies. 

M. Harrison asked, given that UCAP's charge is to review the proposed 
structure, if there is something in the structure that will ensure the 
development of substantive content. B. Steidle reminded members that the 
topics are only illustrative and do not provide the range of topics 
available. 

A. Wojcik referred members to the memo from Provost Scott of May 2, 1990 
and repeated the charge of UCAP. L. Eiland asked for inclusion of Provost 
Scott's reference to the Freshman Year Experience (page 3, paragraph 3) in 
UCAP's discussion. B. Steidle replied that although the Freshman Year 
Experience had emerged as part of the general discussion, it is not a part 
of Integrative Studies. L. Eiland replied that currently a course offered 
in Supportive Services is designed to prepare students for University 
life. His concern is that such a course will be lost in the 
reorganization of Integrative Studies. M.L. Vance and P.A. Robertson 
reinforced the need to retain such a course. 

R. Schemmel suggested that the vertical model will assist in the retention 
of students by involving them in their major courses at an earlier time in 
their studies. M. Harrison asked what will be taught in the one credit 
Freshman Experience. L. Eiland suggested that UCAP request the submission 
of models so that we can get a sense of appropriate content. 

Sensing the need to review additional items in the documents of reference, 
Chair summarized the discussion by indicating that he will report to 
Academic Council the need for further development of the Freshman Year 
Experience. 

M. Harrison asked if there is some provision in the document for quality 
control of substantive issues. B. Steidle replied that once having 
arrived at some consensus on structure, the Centers then would be able to 
go through the normal curricular process in developing course content and 
forwarding it through the curricular approval process. In reference to 
transcollegiate courses, there will be a Director of Integrative Studies 
and a University-level Advisory Committee. This group will determine 
whether courses meet the criteria for transcollegiate Integrative Studies 
courses. B. Steidle noted that consultants on some issues (i.e., national 
diversity and international perspectives) would be associated with the 
transition process, although they are not necessarily part of the 
Transition Team and, in this capacity, would review and advise on course 
proposals. M. Harrison asked if those who review the documents would be 
provided with guidelines or be asked to apply a written code to their 
task. B. Steidle replied that this has not been determined but that there 
is a base for constructing such guidelines. 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

May 31, 1990 

Approved 9-27-90 

Present: Anthony Wojcik, chair; Carla Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, Emanuel 
Hackel, Michael J. Harrison, J. David Johnson, R T. Matthews, Kristi 
K. Meissner, Penny Adeline Robertson, Rachel Schemmel, Arlene 
Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Alan Trapp, Mary Lee Vance 

Absent: Lonnie Eiland, Richard Evans, Vern Seefeldt, Gerald Schwab 

others: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

Chair Wojcik called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Agenda, with no additions or amendments, approved. 

2. Minutes of May 17, 1990 meeting approved. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Chairperson's Comments: Chair Wojcik distributed a memorandum from 
Associate Dean Robert Floden, College of Education, regarding the College 
of Education's planning process and its schedule for changes in the 
curriculum. This topic will be discussed at the first meeting of UCAP in 
the Fall term, 1990. Chair Wojcik also distributed his memorandum to 
Provost scott which summarized the issues and concerns of UCAP as 
generated in its May 17, 1990 meeting regarding the integrative studies 
structure and organization. M. Harrison said that the memorandum 
accurately recorded the Committee's deliberations. Assistant Jilrovost 
steidle proposed that future discussions should be scheduled by the 
sections and structure of the documents on integrative studies which have 
been issued from the Provost's Office. Chair Wojcik reported that a 
memorandum from the Chair of the University Committee on Faculty Affairs, 
Todd Simon, on the transcollegiate courses will be distributed to UCAP. 
Chair Wojcik then thanked the members of UCAP for all of their efforts 
over the year, and he especially thanked Assistant Provost Steidle, V. 
Seefeldt, and R. Schemmel as members of the UCAP Executive Committee. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle expressed her thanks to the UCAP 
Executive Committee for working together through the issues and setting 
the agendas for each meeting and to the UCAP subcommittees for their work 
and reports. She felt that UCAP had achieved a high level of debate on 
the issues before it. She then noted how selected Honors graduates would 
be recognized at graduation by allowing them to carry the newly designed 
college banners in the procession. She also announced that flags from all 
countries of students at MSU will be displayed at the commencement. The 
college banners, the result of a committee of art design students, will be 
inscribed with the names of each college. 

J. David Johnson, UCAP representative to the Military Education Advisory 
Committee, reported on the May 21 meeting of that committee. The 
committee does not anticipate much effect on its programs in the proposed 
semester change. The ROTC budget will be cut in the next few years, and a 
downturn in morale may become a problem in the future. Another concern is 
the move by many students to a five-year college plan whereas the ROTC 
program is for four years. The Department of Defense's position on 
homosexuality was briefly discussed. So far, there have been no specific 
complaints about this issue at MSU. Colonel Sharp has met with MSU 
regarding this issue. MSU is looking into what may evolve as a national 
policy involving other land grant schools and the ROTC. Another meeting 
of the MEAC is scheduled for this year. No questions to D. Johnson . 
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J. Carter spoke on behalf of the semester Transition Team. Information 
was still being collected on the 100 and 200 level courses and on degree 
programs. The Team will ascertain whether the degree programs are new or 
just being changed over to the semester schedule. UCAP will become 
involved when new programs appear to be added in departments. B. Steidle 
said that, according to the computer, no programs were eliminated, but the 
content of the programs is not visible on the computer. J. Carter 
predicted that the UCC will have much work to do. B. Steidle added that 
most of the vetting of the material will be done at the college level. 
When A. Wojcik asked how many programs are corning in at above 120 semester 
credit hours, B. Steidle replied that some were above 120 but that they 
would probably drop down to 120. M. Harrison raised the question about 
the grievance system and the protection of tenured faculty in programs 
which might be eliminated. He wants to make sure that the elimination of 
a program will not be used to release tenured faculty members. B. Steidle 
responded that the Provost did not expect any tenured faculty to be 
dismissed; reduction in faculty will corne by retirement and attrition. 

Operations and Functions of UCAP: Chair Wojcik reported that he needed a 
report for the Executive Committee of the Academic Council on the 
operations and functions of UCAP. He wants a response from the members of 
UCAP on this matter. After a few comments were offered, M. Hackel called 
for more logistical support from the Provost for the operation of UCAP; 
that is, secretarial aid. He was more philosophical in his summary in 
noting that regardless of all of our good efforts, "the world goes on in 
spite of us, not because of us." A. Trapp pointed out that UCAP needs to 
keep looking at the time frame when issues are brought forward and when 
action was needed. M. Harrison felt that UCAP had been addressing the 
issues brought to it. M. L. Vance said that she was pleased with the 
consistency of UCAP, that its agenda and minutes were good, and that UCAP 
was working well. R. Matthews thanked Chair Wojcik for his splendid work 
during the year, and the rest of the committee heartily concurred with an 
appreciative round of applause. Meeting adjourned. 

ucap5.31 
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Approved 9-27-90 
Minutes of the Meeting 

University committee on Academic Policy (New Membership form) 
May 31, 1990 

Agenda approved. 

Elections: B. Steidle requested that Chair Wojcik present the 
candidates for the 1990-91 year. Wojcik presented the slate. 
then reread the slate and asked for approval by the members of 
Members approved the nominations of the nominating committee. 
for the 1990-91 year: 

J. David Johnson, Chairperson 
Rachel Schemmel, Vice-Chairperson 
Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

slate of 
B. Steidle 
UCAP. 
Officers 

Roy T. Matthews, Second Representative to Academic Council 

3. Chairperson's Comments: D. Johnson took the chair as A. Wojcik retreated 
into the background. D. Johnson called for nominations for a 
representative to the Military Education Advisory Committee. J. Carter 
moved to table this appointment until the first fall meeting. Seconded 
and approved. D. Johnson then expressed his gratification and pleasure at 
being elected Chair and asked the members for their full cooperation and 
help in the coming year. He said that he would try to maintain the 
atmosphere created by the former Chair and called for a full debate on all 
issues in the forthcoming year. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: B. Steidle remarked that she was looking 
forward to the next year. She called the members' attention to the 
schedule of meetings for 1990-91 and suggested that UCAP might want to set 
up a subcommittee on the transition to the semester system to handle some 
of those issues which will be coming to UCAP. As to issues that may 
arise, she noted that the Board of Trustee's procedures for choosing top 
graduates and the question of a transfer's eligibility for being chosen as 
a top graduate and also the Dean's list criteria for overseas courses and 
grades earned overseas. She asked UCAP to think of issues to be brought 
up and urged the committee to be pro-active. 

New members of UCAP for 1990-92 present at the meeting were introduced: 

James Dalley 
Steven Spees 
Kevin McNamara 

College of Veterinary Medicine 
College of Natural Science 
Undergraduate Student 

J. Carter asked that UCAP look into the grade point requirements set by 
colleges for entering into their programs. B. Steidle replied that 
anytime a college set up a grade point requirement for entry, the issue 
was brought to UCAP. J. Carter then observed that often a student's GPA 
drops once he or she is in a program. The issue, noted B. Steidle, was 
what the University required for graduation for all students. D. Johnson 
then raised the topic of transfer students getting credit for the 
integrative courses soon to be offered at MSU. B. steidle said that 
discussions were already underway on this matter with Provost's staff as 
some issues relative to transfer credits would need to be revisited. 

J. Carter moved that the meeting adjourn. Seconded. Meeting adjourned at 11:25 
a.m. 

Minutes prepared by 

Roy T. Matthews 
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