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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

September 27, 1990 

Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

David Johnson, Chair; Carla L. Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, James B. Dalley, Lonnie C. Eiland, 
Brad Ferrari, Emanuel Hackel, Kevin McNamara, Roy T. Matthews, Kristi K. Meissner, Rachel 
Schemmel, Gerry Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen 

Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra, Mary Lee Vance 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

Chair Johnson called the meeting to order at 10:20 a.m. Since this was the first meeting of the year and 
there are a number of new members on the committee, members introduced themselves. 

1. Procedural notes regarding UCAP's operation for the coming year: (A) Chair Johnson expressed a 
preference for the committee to continue to operate relatively informally, as it did last year. (B) 
There was some discussion of whether or not meetings should be taped, with the tape available 
only to the secretary for purposes of clarification. A related issue was the degree of detail to be 
reported in the minutes. The general consensus was that minutes should be primarily substantive 
rather than word-for-word. R. Matthews' argument that individuals taking definite stands should be 
identified with those stands was accepted, but general discussions will be summarized subject to 
the committee's subsequent review of the minutes. Recordings will be made for purposes of 
checking detail where necessary. (C) Chair Johnson commented that members, especially new 
members, evaluate their roles as representatives of their colleges, perhaps establishing appropriate 
connections with the governance bodies in the colleges they represent. 

2. E. Hackel moved that the committee request appropriate logistical support for the operation of 
UCAP from the central University administration. Motion seconded by G. Schwab. Motion passed. 

3. Nominations for a representative from UCAP to the Military Education Advisory Committee were 
requested. G. Schwab nominated E. Hackel. L. Eiland moved the nominations be closed. Passed. 
E. Hackel was elected. 

4. S. Spees was nominated by J. Dalley as the UCAP's second nominee for Spartan Athletic Review 
Committee (SPARC). A motion that the nominations be closed was passed unanimously. Arlene 
Sierra remains the first nominee. A motion that the nomination be closed was passed unanimously. 
Provost Scott is in the process of selecting the final committee slate. 

5. A. 

B. 

Chair Johnson drew attention to the UCAP subcommittees for 1990-91. Members were 
assigned to subcommittees by the Agenda Committee, with persons who had been active 
on committees last year assigned to the same committees where possible for the sake of 
continuity. The list of subcommittees and their members is attached. 

R. Matthews, reporting on summer activities of the subcommittee for Incentives and 
Rewards for Teaching, distributed several copies of the completed survey for examination. 
All preliminary work is done; surveys should be distributed within a week to ten days. An 
article concerning the survey will appear in the Bulletin for October 4; after three weeks, 
returns will be evaluated and a second mailing done. All faculty were included in the group 
sampled, including the medical school. When returns are complete, the subcommittee will 
summarize the data with the assistance of the Social Science Research Bureau. Johnson 
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C. 

expressed thanks from the Chair to Matthews for continuing work throughout the summer 
so that the survey can be distributed in a timely fashion. 
New members were informed that subcommittees typically meet on alternate Thursdays to 
the regular UCAP meetings, in the Board Room of the Administration Building where the 
committee regularly meets. 

6. Members' attention was drawn to the section of the University Bylaws for Academic Governance 
discussing the University Committee on Academic Policy, copies of which were included with 
materials distributed to members for this meeting. B. Steidle reminded members that this committee 
is central to the role of Academic Governance at this University. Members should familiarize 
themselves with the contents of the Bylaws. 

7. Minutes of the meetings of May 31,1990 were approved. 

8. The 1989-90 UCAP Annual Report prepared by former Chair A. Wojcik was received and approved. 

9. Regarding the memo from Bruce Miller concerning Academic Program Credit Requirements, J. 
Carter, Chair of the Subcommittee on Semester Transition Policy Issues, commented on his 
concerns that problems may arise in two areas: 1) making the downshift from 180 quarter credits 
to 120 semester credits, with some programs requiring too many credits; 2) colleges failing to take 
advantage of the transition as an opportunity for implementation of CRUE and review of academic 
programs. Carter expressed concern that each Undergraduate College understands CRUE and the 
university directives. Another issue for UCAP concerns how best to handle approval of academic 
program profiles. Technically these needn't be approved till March of 1991, but that is very late; it 
would be better to work now to assure appropriate format by that time. Steidle commented that 
part of the credit overload in some program descriptions is due to lack of understanding of the 
nature of integrative studies credits. On the question of how the guidelines (from Review of 
Curriculum) were established, they were developed basically by direct translation from the quarter 
descriptions of programs. As University requirements, the new math and language requirements 
approved last spring are part of the academic programs, although in future years increasing 
numbers of entering students should have met these requirements before coming to MSU. There 
are problems with the number of programs which look like five-year undergraduate programs, but 
do not have explicit intentions to become five-year programs. Five-year programs in most 
disciplines would be at a competitive disadvantage; students will go elsewhere where four-year 
programs are available. Another problem is that students should spend about the same amount of 
time in semester as in quarter programs. The biggest problem here isn't necessarily with 
departments, but with some large increases in college-level requirements to as many as 40 credits, 
or one-third of a student's total program. E. Hackel expressed concern over the problem that 
realistically, for increasing numbers of students, four years is not sufficient time to complete an 
undergraduate program. Steidle pointed out that the move to semesters did not include an increase 
in credit equivalents; but if credits are increased, then defacto one has programs which will take five 
or more years to complete. To Schwab's query whether 120 semester credits is a given, Steidle 
responded that that question is part of what UCAP needs to consider and to reinforce. Seefeldt 
raised the question of whether the problem of students being able to get the required courses they 
need will be exacerbated under semesters. Steidle pointed out that the problem should not be 
exacerbated if the programs remain generally at 120 credits; central administration is putting 
additional resources into making more sections and courses available. Carter asked about the 
problems faced by students when the number of available courses decline by a third while the 
number required increases. Steidle responded that such a situation would indeed make students' 
life harder, but that Deans and Associate Deans have been informed from the outset that this is not 
allowed. However, because different programs have different needs, flexibility is necessary; a flat 
policy converting all four quarter credit courses to three semester credit courses won't work. 
Further, if the number of courses aren't reduced, faculty loads increase by one-third. This is a 
conversion mechanism more than a policy issue; several procedures are already in place to help 
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regulate this change, including charting present faculty and course loads, then projecting a two-year 
schedule. To Schemmel's query about one- and two-credit courses, Steidle responded that such a 
procedure is discouraged though not prohibited. Where special reasons can be shown, such 
courses may be OK'd, but they will not be allowed simply to allow courses to be kept in the 
curriculum. Another problem with such courses is scheduling, as they break up longer sequences 
of class meetings. 

Matthews asked about the actual duration of a term--15 or 16 weeks? Steidle responded that a 
semester will be 72 class days; calendars are already available for the first years under the semester 
system. Exam week will in some years run as late as December 23. 

Carter moved, with Spees supporting the motion, that points 1 and 2 of the Interpretation of ROC 
Guidelines proposed by the Semester Transition Team be endorsed by UCAP. The following 
friendly amendments were accepted: that four-year degree be changed to 120 semester credit 
degree (Johnson); that it be stipulated that students should still be able to finish in four years 
(Carter, Dalley); that where exceptions to the 120 credit maximum are requested, explanations for 
the exceptions should be submitted. E. Hackel commented that although he supports the motion, 
he doesn't feel we are being honest. It's not really possible to do it all in four years for many 
students, a problem which isn't new with semester transition but may be heightened by the 
conversion. Matthews asked about the process of evaluating exceptions to the 120 credit 
maximum. Steidle pointed out that such requests must present compelling arguments, such as 
meeting certification standards, and that UCC is the other checkpoint. UCC has delegated authority 
over the curriculum, technically including limiting a program to 120 credits even if that threatened 
loss of certification. 

Motion passed. The version accepted reads as follows: 

1. 

2. 

Interpretation of ROC Guidelines on 
120 Credit Maximum and Distribution 

MSU should retain the traditional 120 semester credit degree in as many programs as 
possible and practical so as to allow completion of the degree within a four-year period. 

Exceptions to the 120 credit maximum can be made on grounds of external requirements 
either for accreditation or certification, or to meet standards for entry into a profession. 
Explanations for exceptions must be justified . 

. 10. Chair Johnson drew members' attention to the schedule of meetings for UCAP during 1990-91 as 
drawn up by the Agenda Committee. He proposed that, given the rate at which issues are reaching 
the committee, the meeting originally scheduled for October 4 be postponed to October 11, with the 
schedule as proposed resuming with the October 18 meeting. Accepted. 

11. Round Table. Schemmel asked about the additional members of UCAP and of subcommittees. 
Steidle responded that the remaining members are being selected. 

The remaining discussion centered around problems faced by students trying to get needed 
courses at registration. Matthews expressed grave concerns over the problems of crowding at 
registration and the absence of available classes--problems which will not be resolved by computer 
registration. Steidle pointed out that checks indicated that many of the students publicized as 
having such problems have not enrolled early. Carter asked whether reduction of faculty would 
make the problem worse. Steidle responded that the long-range plan is to also reduce enrollment; 
one problem at present is that retention and return rates are rising, which under the circumstances 
is a mixed blessing. Meissner commented that even so, there is still a real problem, and that 
Michigan State needs to take a stronger stance on admitting students, or else alter their 
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commitment regarding increasing the number of teaching faculty. She also expressed concern that 
it may be even harder for students to get courses under semesters. Steidle responded that special 
Board allocations plus some R-cubed reallocation money has been going to impacted areas to 
provide additional classes in order to accommodate more people. Schwab asked where the 
decision on downsizing originated. Steidle indicated that there have been a series of negotiations 
from some years back from the central administration through deans and others; the final say lies 
with the Board of Trustees. Schwab also commented on the additional faculty frustration over the 
fact that the downsizing of the faculty is not being matched by an equivalent decline in work 
demand. Steidle commented that this concern should be addressed through other channels. 

Carter moved adjournment; passed. Meeting adjourned at 11 :35 a.m. 

Minutes prepared by 

Ellen A. Strommen 
Secretary 

UCAP9.27 
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Present: J. David Johnson, Chair; Vern Seefeldt, Norman A. Graham, Ellen Strommen, Rachel Schemmel, 
James B. Dalley, L. Eiland, S. Spees, Carla L. Barnes, Roy T. Matthews, Sara Carter, Emanuel 
Hackel, Mary Lee Vance, Kristi K. Meissner, Kevin McNamara, Brad Ferrari 

Absent: Gerald Schwab, Joseph Carter, Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; James Hamilton, Provost's Office. 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Johnson at 10:20. 

The agenda for the meeting was approved. 

Minutes of the meeting of September 27, 1990 were approved with the following corrections to the Draft 
Minutes: 

1) In Item 3, E. Hackel was nominated by G. Schwab and was subsequently elected as UCAP's 
representative to the Military Education Advisory Committee. 

2) In Item 4, Arlene Sierra, who was elected last year, continues as UCAP's first 
representative to SPARC. 

3) In Item 5B, an addition should be made to lines 6 and 7 as follows: When returns [of 
questionnaires on Incentives and Rewards for Teaching] are complete, the subcommittee will 
summarize the data with the assistance of the Social Science Research Bureau. (addition 
emphasized) . 

4) The word "should" in the final line of the version of Points 1 and 2 of the ROC Guidelines 
endorsed by UCAP should be replace by "must", so as to read: Explanations for exceptions must be 
submitted (emphasis to indicate change only). 

Comments from the Chair: 

1. Chair Johnson began his comments by adVising the Committee that Bruce Miller of the Semester 
Transition Coordinating Committee will be at next week's meeting. 

2. Meetings of the Coordinating Committee, which consists of the chairs of University Standing 
Committees, will be of especial importance during this transition period in order to maintain 
adequate communication between groups dealing with interrelated issues. 

3. In view of the Semester Transition-related issues that will come before UCAP and UCC this year, 
some coordination between these two committees might also be useful. UCAP representatives 
to this coordinating group will be drawn from UCAP executive committee members together with 
the persons chairing UCAP standing committees. 

4. Johnson presented brief reports of Faculty Council and Academic Council, to which as Chair he 
is UCAP's representative. From Academic Council, he called UCAP's attention to the document 
on Structures and Principles for Integrative Studies. Some action on this document was called 
for; since no UCAP meeting occurred in time, several members of UCAP were polled. Although 
the Structures and Principles document was viewed as somewhat flawed, the alternative if it 
weren't passed would be chaos. So Johnson moved and supported its passage so that 
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curriculum planning can proceed. Other documents pertaining to exceptions and to 
transcollegiate courses raised considerable concern when discussed by UCAP last spring; 
Johnson felt UCAP issues had not been addressed and he demurred from a motion to support. 
He indicated they had been referred for further study. In clarification, Steidle pointed out that 
while these documents need improvement, at the same time they must necessarily serve as 
working documents which will be clarified through the ongoing process of curriculum and policy 
approvals. In particular, clarification will come through catalog refinements in definition and 
description of alternative structures, and through action of the appropriate committees in 
approving curricula that come forward. 

5. Johnson requested UCAP's advice and counsel on how he should represent UCAP when there is 
no opportunity to consult with the committee as a whole, a circumstance which is likely to occur 
frequently this year. Eiland, supported by Vance, proposed consultation with members of the 
UCAP Executive Committee under such circumstances. 

Matthews raised questions concerning the nature of the review process for integrative studies 
courses; his concerns arose from observing that specific experimental courses proposed by Arts 
and Letters drew no discussion when they came before the group whose charge includes critical 
review of such proposals. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Steidle postponed most of her remarks on transition issues to next week's meeting, when Miller of 
the Semester Transition Team will be present. However, representatives have been meeting with all 
colleges. Following intense activity during the summer, conversion-related documents are now 
being revised and circulated. At present, concern is focussed on communication with faculty due to 
the curricular nature of the decisions being made. By the end of Spring term, primary concern will 
shift to communication with students regarding changes. Selected advisors from each college and 
units will be trained next summer to assist students through the conversion process. As the year 
goes on, input to UCAP documents from student members for their constituents will be especially 
important. 

Regarding Agenda Item 5, Registered Student Nurse Program Testing Modification, Steidle pointed out 
that the change in question consisted of substituting one standardized examination for an instructor-made 
test, but that otherwise the document remains unchanged. Since the original document came to UCAP, this 
document was also submitted to UCAP for information. No action is necessary. 

For discussion of the Writing Task Force Report and of the Office of the Provost Commentary to the 
Writing Task Force Report, the meeting was turned over to R. Schemmel, chair of UCAP's subcommittee on 
APERTF /CRUE followup. UCAP's responses to the Report will provide the basis for the Chair's response to 
the Steering Committee and will serve as advice to Johnson for the Oct. 29 meeting of Academic Council. 

1. Schemmel provided some orienting comments, then asked for discussion of both general 
content of the document and specific comments on particular areas. She mentioned that one 
subcommittee concern had been over absence of statement of outcomes, that is, what should 
students be able to write when they have finished the writing requirements? Matthews asked 
whether these weren't listed on p. 4, and also mentioned in comments at the outset of the 
document. To his query on what the committee means by "holistic goals", Schemmel responded 
that they are not defined yet. 

2. Vance and Matthews raised questions concerning implementation of the Task Force 
recommendation for graduate fellowships (p. 12). As written, it suggests that fellowship students 
would be teaching writing courses by their second year in graduate school, but Matthews 
believes that second year graduate students are not sufficiently well trained to be teaching. 
Further, there appears to be a contradiction between this paragraph and the reference on p. 11 
(under "I., The Role of Teaching Assistants, line 5) to "graduate students in the final stages of 
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their doctoral programs." Steidle commented that the difference intended may be between 
teaching assistants who are instructors and those assigned to courses in a graduate assistant 
capacity. Hamilton pointed out that the intent of the provision is to ensure that outstanding 
graduate students be attracted. Matthews countered that no matter how bright, students need 
more than one year of training before they are assigned as teachers. Item 1 on p. 12 of the 
Task Force Proposal should be clarified to reflect this. 

3. Hackel raised questions about the number of people necessary to effectively provide the writing 
instruction described. It sounds great, but it's going to take a lot of people. Steidle responded 
that there will still be faculty involvement in writing instruction, especially in the Tier 2 courses 
which are more discipline-related. She also discussed the variation in situations and types of 
skills which would be developed in different areas. 

4. Eiland asked whether the committee looked at placement criteria for writing courses. Schemmel 
stated that the subcommittee had not done so. Steidle commented that the Writing Task Force 
did not consider the reexamination of placement procedures to be part of their charge. 
McNamara asked how the 8% criterion for numbers of entering students testing out of the first 
tier writing requirement arose. Hamilton responded that it was based on past experience with 
proportions of students needing this level of instruction. He further indicated that the Provost's 
Office commentary reflects a preference for a floating number, related to actual skills of the 
students. 

5. Johnson commented on an apparent inconsistency in that students may test out of a first tier 
course, but there is a strong sense that they could not test out of an integrative studies course; 

. so are the documents inconsistent? Hamilton responded that both are separate parts of a core. 

6. Meissner asked where "comped out" credits applied, arguing that they should apply to basics in 
disciplines and integrative studies courses as well as to cognates. In response to Ferrari's 
question of why writing courses are delayed to Junior and Senior year when students are 
focussing on their major fields of study, Steidle commented that a single writing course doesn't 
provide sufficient continuity of attention to writing. Integrative Studies courses in Arts and 
Humanities will require some writing after freshman year. Further, Tier 2 courses provide training 
in particular writing skills appropriate to different disciplines. 

7. Matthews pointed out an inconsistency between p. 4, paragraph 2 which stipulates that high 
quality writing instruction must come from full-time tenure stream faculty, and item 7 on p. 6 
which refers to graduate assistants teaching first tier courses. 

8. Matthews also raised the question of class size; on p. 6, No.5, reference is to "no more than 20-
-25 students in each section" in first tier writing courses, but that the sizes of classes in other 
areas is creeping up, to 200 or even to 300 per class. He argued strongly that faculty, not 
administration, must determine how many may be taught effectively in required writing classes. 

9. Johnson raised two concerns. a) Tier 1 courses are prerequisite to later discipline courses. 
Will the Tier 1 courses be sufficiently uniform to do this? b) What happens if a student 
changes majors--will it be necessary to go back and get the Tier 1 writing course for the new 
major? Steidle commented that the courses students had taken would be recognized. Johnson 
argued that this needs to be incorporated into the document. 

10. Johnson also asked why the level of specificity of guidelines for W courses at Tier 2 (p. 10, No.3 
of Report) was not also spelled out for Tier 1 courses. Hackel pOinted out that the whole 
substance of Tier 1 courses is writing skills, whereas at Tier 2 the writing skills must be 
integrated with discipline content. 

11. Schemmel raised some additional concerns regarding the W course guidelines (3, p. 10, of 
Report). a) Even within a major, different courses may require different forms of writing. How 
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can these different writing formats be included in a given course? Should the writing instruction 
perhaps be more spread out across the curriculum rather than concentrated in just a few 
courses? b) What defines a "substantial part of the grade" (p. 10, 3, a)? 

Meissner queried the guideline calling for several different writing tasks rather than one long 
paper. Steidle pointed out that the issue is less whether there is one long paper than whether 
there is interchange between instructor and student, that is, opportunity for the student to 
receive feedback and to make revisions based on that feedback. One paper is not precluded 
if it is done in a staged manner (e.g. bibliography, outline, first draft, revision). 

13. Johnson commented that while there are recommended limits on Tier 1 class size, there are no 
equivalent recommended limits on Tier 2 class sizes. Tier 2 classes should be, if anything, 
smaller than Tier 1 classes, yet practically speaking 50 students is probably the smallest size 
feasible in many academic departments. So implementation of standards contained in No.3, p. 
10 will be problematic. Further, because there is so much variation from one field do another, 
guidelines like these cannot be applied in any rigid manner. This may pose a number of 
problems, in particular for evaluation of effectiveness of writing instruction. 

14. Ferrari asked how faculty felt about having to teach writing in courses of which it hasn't been a 
part? Hackel responded that he doesn't feel competent to do it, especially if the class isn't 
small. Johnson concurred and argued for strong support of training for faculty (4, p. 11). He 
also commented that many on his faculty welcomed these writing requirements as a means of 
leverage for getting class sizes down to levels where writing can be done meaningfully. Graham 
added that he also had concerns about class sizes, that the writing requirement could 
effectively be lost because of large class sizes. Steidle commented that there are many courses 
that do have writing components at present without any special "W" label. She also pointed out 
that accreditation boards in different fields are increasingly requiring writing, which in turn can 
motivate faculty to incorporate such instruction into their courses. Hamilton also commented 
that the issue of large class sizes is a major problem. The challenge is to identify realistic ways 
in which writing experience can be provided, given the large class sizes. Ingenious approaches 
are needed. Steidle also commented that, contrary to a widely-held assumption, writing need 
not be graded for every possible concern: different things may be graded at different times. 
Hamilton pointed out that his wife grades written aSSignments for 1 00 students; clearly some 
faculty do this. Meissner commented that there are problems, however, with imposing such a 
model generally; class size is still a limit. 

15. McNamara asked about issues of developmental writing courses for foreign students, who may 
need more basic courses. Hamilton pointed out that such instruction should come through the 
program in English as a Second Language. 

16. Ferrari asked about people who will be seniors at the time of the transition. Steidle assured him 
that such persons will not be disadvantaged or have their graduation delayed as a result of the 
transition. The Transition Team has a special subcommittee working on Academic Program 
Completion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :50. 

Minutes prepared by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP10.11 
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Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

October 18, 1990 

Approved 11 -1 -90 

J. David Johnson, Chair; Arlene Sierra, Norman Graham, Sara Carter, Kevin McNamara, 
Carla L. Barnes, Mary Lee Vance, Kristi K. Meissner, Roy T. Matthews, Joseph R. Carter, 
Gerry Schwab, Steven Spees, Lonnie C. Eiland, Jim Dalley, J. David Johnson, Ellen 
Strommen 

Rachel Schemmel, Gary Cloud, Vern Seefeldt, Emanuel Hackel 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Bruce Miller and Jerry Voss, Semester Conversion 
Transition Team 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Johnson at 10:25, when a quorum of members was present. 

The agenda for the meeting was approved. 

Since members had no prior opportunity to review the minutes of the October 11 meeting, which were 
distributed at the beginning of this meeting, their approval was deferred to the next regular meeting of the 
committee. 

Comments from the Chair: 

1. Chair Johnson reported that surveys on rewards for teaching are coming in. He recommended that 
UCAP members encourage their colleagues who might have received surveys to complete them, since 
the usefulness of the results depends upon a strong return rate. In response to a query from Carter, 
Matthews reported that approximately 1500 surveys were sent to faculty at all levels and in all units. 

2. From the meeting of the University Committee on Curriculum, Johnson reported on the proposed 
schedule for review of courses. First tier courses are to be reviewed this term; second tier courses, 
Winter term; and during Spring term, majors and their requirements. In view of the workload this 
entails, support is being sought for continuation of work during Summer 1991. Representatives of 
Integrative Studies have been added to the Curriculum Committee, as have representatives of the 
University Graduate Council. 

The Curriculum Committee has suggested that when policy statements are passed, UCAP provide as 
much operational specificity as possible. For example: when UCAP passes policy stating that 
justifications must be made for programs requiring more than 120 semester credits, what justifications 
are allowable? 

There have been reports of another academic program which was informed by its dean that it would be 
"allowed to wither away." The issue for UCAP and other committees such as the Curriculum Committee 
is that by the time word reaches these bodies, it is often too late; personnel have dispersed, resources 
have been reallocated, etc., so there is no opportunity for these bodies to review the decision. UCAP 
needs to consider a more formal statement regarding this problem. UCAP's Scholarship Subcommittee, 
chaired by Carla Barnes, will review the matter. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Steidle deferred comments to facilitate presentation and discussion of Semester Transition issues with 
Bruce Miller and Jerry Voss of the Semester Transition Committee. 
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Semester Transition: Conversion Guidelines for Academic Program Completion. 

Miller opened by discussing the current status of the Semester Transition Committee (SETT92), so that 
when the transition guidelines were presented they could be seen in context. He also distributed the 
following documents (all documents listed here for convenience): 

A. SETT92 Membership 
B. SETT92 Committees 
C. SETT92 document on Early Review of College Degree Requirements and of 120 Semester Credit 

Limit 
D. SETT92 Schedule for 1990-1991 
E. SETT92 Document on Academic Program Completion 

2 

F. SETT92 Conversion Guidelines for Academic Program Completion (Now complete including Section 
C, which was missing from document distributed with other UCAP materials) 

During Summer 1990, the main focus of SETT92 activity was getting together the documents necessary 
for proceeding with the transition process. During Fall 1990, Transition Team members have met with 
representatives of all of the colleges, including the medical schools, with the aim of clarifying the 
deadlines to be met, the tasks which will need to be done, and so forth. 

Regarding Document C. Early Review of College Degree Requirements and of 120 Semester-credit 
Limit, Matthews asked what guidelines would be followed in the case of those programs requesting 
more than 120 credits. Miller referred to the document distributed, pointing out that the guidelines 
consist of UCAP's policy statement plus some discussion of the necessary documentation and support 
for any such request. Johnson pointed out that the UCC will review such requirements. Steidle also 
commented that such requests come first to the Provost's Office where they are reviewed and then 
distributed to the appropriate committees. Johnson asked that UCAP be advised when matters arise 
which will require policy review, so that UCAP can be prepared to respond. 

Dalley asked how rigorously departments will have to defend requests for programs requiring more than 
120 credits. Steidle responded that where programs had a credit overage before semester transition 
and the new request does not depart proportionately from before, it will probably be accepted. The 
problem arises when programs did not have an overage before transition but are requesting one now, 
or where the amount requested is proportionately greater than what existed before. Matthews asked 
what recourse or appeal departments might have if requests were denied. The response was that 
appeals could go to Academic Council. 

Regarding Document D. Schedule for 1990/1991, Johnson pointed out that since UCAP reviewed ROC 
policy on total credits and credit distribution last spring (mentioned on P. 2 of document), we are now 
ahead of schedule. Asked where else UCAP will fit into this schedule, Miller pointed out that policy 
issues are bound to arise. Steidle pointed to review of regulations in the University catalog, or review of 
changes in graduation requirements, as examples of issues which will be coming before UCAP. 

Matthews asked about the status of the Bulletin Boards, who has access to them and how access is 
gotten. Miller commented that as the procedure works this year, each department office has a disk with 
the necessary forms on it. There is an abstracted form providing basic information, which is asterisked; 
there is also a five-screen elaborated version which is not asterisked, with all information contained in 
one continuous form (in contrast to prior practice of providing attachments to forms.) Once these 
forms are on the Bulletin Boards, anyone with appropriate hardware can access them to read only, and 
to print off if their system is so equipped. Miller especially congratulated the Computer Center for 
having done an excellent job under pressure, writing a new program over the summer which solved 
many of the problems encountered last spring. Voss pOinted out that all review and signing off on 
courses will be completed electronically, with automatic notification of departments when there is some 
issue or request for them to review. As to whether "computer phobics" might have difficulties with this 
procedure, the responses were that there is plenty of training available; conversions to computer use 
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are taking place; and that practically speaking, given the memory required, there might be problems for 
those having old dual floppy machines, but even with them it should be possible to use the procedure. 

Turning to page one of SETI92 Schedule, Matthews asked what analysis is to be made available to 
departments by December 3. Response: This is the analysis of supply and demand for courses and 
for seats in courses. The Tier 1 analysis turned up several problems. One obvious set has to do with 
both the numbers of seats requested for courses and the number available. However, variations in 
numbers of credits requested for a given course and other issues also arose. Most have been 
negotiated and resolved; four (English Level 2; Business; Math Stat; Computer Science) are still in 
negotiation. Negotiations are carried out in a number of ways. Sometimes initial meetings are set up to 
get the viewpoints of the discrepant groups. Sometimes the issue will work out with time; for example 
the need for basic computer science training should decline as students enter with better computer 
skills. To the query of whether any resources had been reallocated to date, Steidle answered yes, there 
has been, for example, some accommodation regarding computer science courses. However, there 
have also been some decisions not to accommodate, as for example when there was a basic computer 
skills course requested for which Computer Science was unwilling to grant course credit. 

Carter asked about the problem of rooms for classes, given the general increase in class size. Steidle 
commented that this is a real problem! However, review of lab utilization showed that part of the 
problem is time utilization, especially not making use of "unpopular" days (such as Fridays) and hours 
(such as 8 am, 3-5 pm). There will also be a problem, at least temporarily, where course now offered 
over three terms do not break down readily to two terms. However, if number of courses declines 
appropriately the number of rooms required should remain about the same. Miller pointed out that 
since section size will go up, the main problem will be in availability of rooms for 150 or more. Again, 
distributing class times more uniformly across the week will solve some of the problems. Also, there is 
a search for large halls such as Fairchild which are not now used for classes but which might be 
pressed into classroom service. Also, large classroom areas in some dorms is now broken up into 
units for 40 and 50 students. Perhaps some of these spaces could be opened and recombined. 

On the issue of when classes are scheduled, Carter commented that to date the University has been 
good about accommodating faculty preferences for teaching times; to what extent will this still be true? 
Steidle pointed out that there will be some stricter requirements in general, but that colleges and 
departments should still have some room to maneuver in this regard. Vance asked whether there would 
be more evening and weekend courses. Steidle responded that there W9uld likely be more evening 
classes, but the preference is to avoid Saturdays. 

Carter asked whether more graduate classes might be moved to evening times. Steidle responded that 
consideration of this issue is still in the early stages. Johnson commented that if increasing numbers of 
graduate students will be teaching in undergraduate classes, it may be necessary to hold many 
graduate classes in the evenings. 

Matthews pointed out that for many faculty, the main reason for requesting concentration of classes on 
two days of the week is to leave blocks of time for research. So if the new procedures break up time 
they have managed to capture, what are the implications for their research, especially since there has 
been no discussion of a change in the reward structure which depends heavily upon research? Steidle 
pOinted out that results of the survey on rewards for teaching will raise some of these issues. Miller 
commented that as chair he saw no correlation between kind of schedule and research production; 
those who were going to produce, produced regardless. Johnson pointed out that there were special 
problems in this regard for persons engaged in field research. Graham commented that perhaps there 
is a public relations issue; in one sense, there will be fewer course preparations over the year, and 
perhaps this might be presented as an opportunity. 

Document E, Academic Program Completion, deals with how to get those students who are here on 
both quarters and semesters through their programs. Major information campaigns will be necessary to 
inform students how to establish a plan of study which will allow them to ensure that they meet the 



c 

( 

( 

4 

requirements for their programs. The passive student, who shows up as a senior asking, " Do I have all 
my requirements to graduate?" is of particular concern. June of 1991 is the target date for the first draft 
of a "Green Book" which will contain information on the relationship between courses under the two 
systems, including easy-to-use tables for translating from quarter courses to semester courses and vice 
versa. During Summer '91, the Transition Team will work closely with advisors to help them develop 
procedures for their respective colleges. Beginning Fall of '91, advisors will work with students to 
develop their APCOP's (Academic Completion of Programs). (To Johnson's query as to whether a 
dictionary of acronyms would be issued, Steidle responded that it would be called "Newspeak".) 

Document F, Conversion Guidelines for Academic Program Completion. The General Guidelines outline 
first steps leading to the "Green Book." Fairness is the most important issue: No student should be 
disadvantaged through these changes. On P. 2, No.5, Fulfilling ... requirements, students should need 
to convert only for those courses yet to be completed. For those nearly through or those just starting, 
the process is straightforward. For those in the middle, there are some options in how to complete the 
program, especially in programs where there is some degree of flexibility. Problems shouldn't arise 
except in cases where departments have made substantial changes in the requirements. Part B, 
Graduation ReqUirements, P. 4, shows the revision of current graduation requirements as they appear in 
the college catalogue. 

The crucial part of this document, according to Miller, is part C, p. 5, on Conversion Formulas for 
Completion of University-Level Undergraduate Requirements. No. 5c, p. 6, is set up so as to assure 
that conversion does not result in an increase in general education/integrative studies requirements. 
Credit-bearing courses are stipulated; remedial courses cannot be applied to these requirements. 
Johnson raised the problem of prerequisites between levels A and B of Integrative Studies classes. 
Students during the transition years may come into second level courses without the preparation which 
is assumed, posing problems for the professor and for themselves. Miller commented that there is a 
central role for advising here; students and advisors will need to work out students' programs so as to 
meet the intent of the new structure. Steidle pointed out that the assistant deans have also been 
concerned with these issues. 

P. 6 of this document deals with the question of what happens when a student needs to complete part 
of a sequence, but that part is no longer a separate course but part of a longer course which may 
include material the student has already taken. There will be some means for students to take just that 
part that they need; the question is how to make this possible. This option will be available for only a 
limited period of time following the 1992 conversion. 

McNamara asked whether there will be an alias for each quarter course. Mostly yes, according to 
Miller, although some will just be dispersed through incorporation into other courses. The question of 
notification of high schools regarding these changes was also raised; Steidle reported that high schools 
are being kept informed of changes as they become clear. 

Meeting adjourned at 11 :55. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP10.18 
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Present: 

Absent: 

Guests: 

Others: 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 1, 1990 

Approved 11-15-90 

Kevin McNamara, Brad Ferrari, Sara Carter, Norman Graham, Kristi K. Meissner, Rachel 
Schemmel, James B. Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Steven Spees, Gerry Schwab, Joseph R. Carter, 
Vern Seefeldt, Carla L., Barnes, Mary Lee Vance, Emanuel Hackel, Ellen Strommen 

J. David Johnson, Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra, Roy T. Matthews 

Philip Smith, Director, Social Science CIS; 
R. Hammerschmidt, UGC representative to SETI92 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Philip Smith, Director of College of Social Science CIS 

Vice Chair Rachel Schemmel called the meeting to order at 10:20 am. 

1. Approval of Agenda. With the addition of a report from the Subcommittee on Scholarship and 
Grading Policy, moved by Vance and seconded by Eiland, the agenda for the meeting was 
approved. 

2. Minutes of Prior Meetings. Minutes of the meeting of October 11 (distributed October 18) were 
considered; approval moved by Eiland, second Meissner, passed. Minutes of the October 18 
meeting were also considered; approval moved by Vance, seconded by Spees. Passed. 

3. Vice Chairperson's Comments. Vice Chair Schemmel reported on consideration of the Report of the 
Task Force on Writing at the recent Academic Council Meeting. Comments on the document were 
presented there by David Johnson of UCAP and Thomas Burkhardt of UCC. COGS representatives 
voiced concerns about the selection of teaching assistants for writing courses; ASMSU 
representatives spoke in favor of a two-semester course in basic writing instruction. Others 
expressed concern about the content and quality of a one-year writing course; and about particular 
components of writing experience that might be needed in some academic areas but not others. 
The outcome of the discussion was a split; 50 percent favored two, 3-credit semester courses at the 
freshman level; and 50 percent supported the original task force recommendation of one 4-credit 
course in the freshman year. Since the original task force on writing has been disbanded, Provost 
Scott will appoint a committee with representatives from UCAP, UCC, and others with expertise 
about issues of teaching writing. A first issue facing UCAP is, who shall be the UCAP 
representatives? Some or all of the CRUEl APERTF Follow-up Subcommittee (Schemmel, Spees, 
Vance, Graham, Carter) seems reasonable. Members of this subcommittee indicated they would be 
willing to serve. Steidle commented that this will be a short but intense committee (since the report 
is due back to Academic Council by Nov. 20) Since the total size of the committee needs to be 
restricted, the Provost will select representatives from a list of names submitted from each of the 
participating committees. Steidle will present the subcommittee members' names to the Provost. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments. Assistant Provost Steidle commented that, in regard to the writing 
requirement, there is first a structural question: Do we have a Tier 1/Tier 2 structure? Second, if 
so, what resources are available to implement it? This is probably a separate issue. Third is the 
issue of how Tier 2 courses might be delivered; objectives need to be spelled out, and some 
outcomes described. A good deal of information on such issues is available; many of our peer 
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Steidle turned next to a document on General Education Requirements in Arts and Humanities, 
signed by J. Hamilton and herself. Due to sabbatical leaves and other short-term circumstances 
there are temporary seat shortages in some required courses. The aim of the document is to 
provide a mechanism whereby, during the semester transition period, alternative options can be 
generated so that students can graduate in a reasonable period of time. The options would be 
handled through the Assistant/Associate Deans by means of administrative action forms. 

2 

Request to Discontinue Social Science Residence Program. Philip Smith, Director of College of 
Social Science CIS, was present to provide context and respond to questions regarding a document 
requesting discontinuation of the Social Sciences Residence Program. Smith pointed out that from 
the outset, the program was an experimental living/learning program. The problem was that 
students who enrolled often wanted to live in Snyder/Phillips, but tended to ignore the academic 
component of the program, failing to enroll in special course sections provided for them. 
Schemmel asked whether there were students enrolled in the program this fall; Smith answered that 
there are. The typical pattern is that an enrollment of about 100 first-year students in designated 
sections Fall term typically drops off to 60 for Winter and Spring. As for second-year students, 
enrollment in designated courses drops to even lower proportions. Vance asked whether students 
made some program agreement with an advisor. Smith responded that there was a residence 
program coordinator. However, participation in the program was an option; students could not be 
forced into the designated courses. Eiland asked what impact discontinuation of the program 
would have, whether there would be major changes in students' programs. Smith responded no, 
there would be no major change. Vance commented that it's a shame to see such a program go; 
there is a need for such programs. Smith responded that alternatives were considered, but a key 
issue is the non-enforceability of enrollment in designated sections and whether resources spent 
could be justified with such decreasing numbers. To a question from Barnes, Smith responded that 
students were admitted for 1990-1991; that if a class were to be admitted for next year, recruitment 
would be in progress now. Barnes also voiced a concern that the disbanding of the program was 
effectively completed before consideration reached this committee, so that we were being asked to 
give after-the-fact approval. Seefeldt seconded this concern. However, Steidle pointed out that this 
is a residential program rather than an academic program. No change is being made in any degree 
program or course. Eiland asked whether those students interested in the residency option might 
wish to join James Madison. Smith said he couldn't answer for Madison; it would be an issue of the 
students' interest and Madison's admission requirements. Schemmel asked what regulation of 
admission had been for the CSS program; Smith said there was a space limit of 150 spaces, plus 
CSS admission to the program. Carter queried whether the disappointing outcome might be partly 
our own fault; we committed resources but didn't ask for a parallel student commitment to the 
program and to taking the designated courses. Meissner asked whether the drop-off in partiCipation 
was usually in the sophomore year. Smith responded that the biggest drop-off actually came in the 
second term of the freshman year. In effect, it became a freshman program because sophomores 
did not enroll in the courses. McNamara asked why the document was presented to us if 
disbandment of the program was already in progress. Steidle responded that it was for purposes of 
consultation. 

Guidelines for Review of Graduate Curriculum. Steidle introduced Prof. Hammerschmidt, UGC 
representative on SETT92, as one of the key persons involved in preparing the document on 
principles for review of graduate education. The document is now being distributed for feedback 
from a set of committees designated by the Steering Committee, for consideration before preparing 
the final document. Hammerschmidt began by commenting that this document is much shorter 
than ROC. One major reason is that, in contrast to undergraduate education, there are no cross
university requirements, and there is much more diversity of graduate programs. The first part of 
the document, on course guidelines, is largely straightforward. No.2, regarding inclusion of 



( 

( 

( 

3 

required content of courses "eliminated" by semester conversion, is included since graduate courses 
are often harder to combine than undergraduate courses. There must be more flexibility from 
program to program; it may be necessary to review not just the number of courses, but the 
frequency with which they are offered. Eventually some document will be prepared which will be 
analogous to the undergraduate "green book," providing means of translating between semester and 
quarter courses. No.4 of the graduate course guidelines is included to ensure that students are not 
penalized by the transition process. NO.6 of the course guidelines is aimed to encourage reduction 
or elimination of overlapping content in courses offered by different departments. The modular 5-
week courses suggested in No. 8 are intended to be very specific courses on specialized contents; 
this should not be seen as a general vehicle. Nos. 12 and 13, on development of introductory or 
capstone courses on the history and philosophy of a field, and on development of courses on 
impact of the field, were intended not as general directives but to stimulate thought; they will be 
made a separate section in the next draft of this document. 

Carter commented that the document is clearly geared toward reducing courses; will this result in a 
reduced number of distinct MA and Ph.D. programs? Hammerschmidt responded that this had 
been an issue raised by the Council of Deans also. Perhaps specializations in which there is little or 
no remaining interest can be deleted. But flexibility on this issue is imperative. Schemmel raised 
the question of departments which now have a relatively small number of graduate courses; 
following a one-third reduction such departments would hardly have a graduate program left. 
Hammerschmidt responded that the intent is to avoid reduction of content, so far as possible. The 
question is how to reduce numbers of courses while providing mechanisms to retain content. 
Steidle added that the intent of the one-third reduction is to keep it possible for students to 
complete degrees in about the same time that it takes them now. Vance, looking at the proposals 
regarding Masters' Requirements, asked whether there was a residency requirement at the MA level 
as at the Ph.D. level. Vance also asked about class sizes, which are already large in some 
departments and also (in reference to No.7, p. 4) whether there should not be less focus on 
coursework and more on professional development. Hammerschmidt responded that there are big 
differences in philosophy on this from one college to the next. In some, there is no further 
coursework once one reaches the doctoral level. Going back to the general course outlines, 
Schemmel asked why there is a recommendation to limit topical programs (Guideline No.7). 
Hammerschmidt responded that in some programs as many as 50 percent of the course numbers 
are for topical courses. 

Hammerschmidt then turned to guidelines on Masters and Doctoral programs. The first four 
guidelines for Masters programs are adapted from the present catalog. On No.8, encouraging 
consolidation or elimination of "subcritical" programs, the guideline is aimed at programs where 
students are no longer enrolling, or there are not enough students to justify the use of resources, or 
perhaps, there are no employment opportunities. No.9, recommending external review of 
programs, will indeed entail some expense and faculty time but nonetheless is considered an 
appropriate use of these resources and is consistent with the thinking of COR RAGE. As for the 
Doctoral Program guidelines, again, the first several are adapted from the present catalog. The year 
of residency required in NO.3 does not mean that the doctoral candidate must actually live on 
campus during the year of residency. As for No.4, on formation of guidance committees and 
submission of guidance committee reports, a transition program evaluation form will be developed. 

Carter asked whether a major and two minors would still be required. Steidle responded that even 
now, this is not required in all programs; there is a great deal of flexibility. As for doctoral 
committee composition, four committee members are required, three of whom must have earned 
their doctoral degrees and have faculty status. Hackel raised the problem of long-term non-tenure 
stream faculty who are presently excluded from serving on committees, despite often having 
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otherwise appropriate credentials. Schemmel asked how many departments require more 
members; or require a member from outside the department? Steidle said this information is not 
presently available; the information is often available primarily through brochures from individual 
departments, and there is no central University information source for such information. 
Hammerschmidt commented that when through with the revision, the aim is that the content should 
still be there, the program still available. The questions of the composition of doctoral committees 
and of residency requirements are questions that might be raised in other forums but are separate 
from transition issues. 

Schemmel will prepare a draft summary of UCAP's discussion to send to the Steering Committee. 

Report from Committee on Scholarship and Grading Policy. Barnes reported that the committee 
had a lengthy discussion of the issue of academic honesty. Their conclusion is that major 
responsibility for discovering academic dishonesty probably lies with the instructor. No specific 
policy was developed. However, they recommend that the University needs to support instructors 
in detecting academic honesty by providing information on tactics which are effective in detecting 
dishonesty. 

The subcommittee does strongly feel that picture identifications are needed. Barnes moved, and 
Eiland seconded, a motion that the University reinstate picture ID's. In discussion of the motion, 
Vance asked why they had been discontinued. Steidle responded that the main reason was cost, 
pointing out also that picture ID's can be required without their necessarily being provided by the 
University. Drivers licenses are available; and for non-drivers, picture ID's are available through the 
Department of State and also here on campus, for a fee. Hackel asked to present his recurring 
comment on this recurring issue, which is that for a relatively small amount--Iess than good chairs 
for a meeting room--picture ID's could be provided. If we really wanted this, the University could 
afford it. Steidle asked, for clarification, whether the motion were for University-provided picture 
ID's? Response: Yes. McNamara pointed out that it's important to have the picture and signature 
on a single card. Eiland called the question; passed unanimously. 

Barnes brought up a second item which concerned a recent revision of the statement on integrity of 
scholarship and grades; Spartan Life and the publication on Academic Programs are now out of 
sync. Steidle pointed out that there had been a revision accomplished by Student Affairs after 
discussion with her office and the Ombudsman. The problem was that old procedures didn't 
accord with the revised 'Academic Freedom Report. Catalog changes are already in place in the 
next edition so that the two sources will be in accord when they next appear. 

7. Roundtable. No issues were raised. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :50. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP11.1 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 15,1990 

Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

Sara Carter, Steven Spees, Lonnie C. Eiland, James B. Dalley, J. David Johnson, David J. 
Kallen (for Emanual Hackel), Rachel Schemmel, Norman Graham, Gerry Schwab, Kristi K. 
Meissner, Brad Ferrari, Kevin McNamara, Mary Lee Vance, Roy T. Matthews, Joseph R. 
Carter, Ellen A. Strommen 

Carla Barnes, Gary Cloud, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

Chair J. David Johnson called the meeting to order with arrival of a quorum at 10:20 a.m. The agenda for 
the meeting was approved without change. Dalley noted that the minutes for the November 1 meeting were 
incorrectly dated October 31. With this correction, the minutes were approved. 

1. 

2. 

Chairperson's Comments: Johnson first thanked Schemmel for chairing the November 1 meeting. 
Moving to comments on the issue of writing requirements, he expressed his sense that the debate 
on the task force document pushed the wrong buttons. The proposal of the task force would not 
just improve the life of the ATL faculty, but rather actually improves on present "Tier 1" writing 
requirement. There should be a clearer argument made showing how the whole proposed writing 
curriculum is stronger than what is in place now, especially in light of student perceptions. Further, 
rather than perception of the teaching model as restrictive, a more appropriate response would be 
to note that all majors have obligations to teach writing in the major. The issue then is how best to 
establish general policy to facilitate teaching in each of the majors. 

Turning next to comments regarding Faculty Council, Johnson expressed his concern over the 
motion from the floor at the recent meeting which both removed the president as final arbiter and 
also passed the whole procedure. The University as a whole would have benefitted last year from 
discussion about where faculty participation ends and administrative responsibility begins. This is 
the issue underlying the recent action, which has now been taken without the clarifying discussion. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: Following up on comments on the writing task force, Steidle first 
described the recently determined membership of the committee formed to review the 
recommendations of the writing task force. The charge of the committee will be to deal with the 
specific issues brought up on the floor of recent Academic Council meetings. Members have been 
assigned to subcommittees each of which will deal with particular issues. The original report date of 
November 20 will not be possible; every effort will be made to have a report completed by Nov. 27, 
though Thanksgiving holiday and other events make this difficult. Given the necessities of exam 
week, if the report is not finished by Nov. 27, it may be held over to the first week of Winter Quarter 
in January. Matthews raised the question of whether the committee will address issues raised in a 
recent UCAP memo. Steidle answered that the issues will be discussed. Matthews then repeated a 
question from the Academic Council meeting pertaining to amount of writing instruction currently 
provided compared to the amount proposed, which is how writing instructors are to do in 15 weeks 
what they now do in 30 weeks. Steidle responded that direct comparison of weeks is only one, and 
a somewhat misleading, quantitative comparison. For instance, it is 15 semester weeks vs. 30 
quarter weeks, which in classroom hours means 60 hours vs. 90 hours. Also, with semesters there 
is less interruption from start-up and wind-down time. In any case the issue will be discussed. 
Johnson observed that he estimates present ATL courses to contain 60 percent ATL content to 40 
percent writing; the relative amount of content will be reduced. Steidle observed that some content 
will still be there, however. Writing doesn't happen in a vacuum. 
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Present: Carla Barnes, Mary Lee Vance, Kevin N. McNamara, Brad Ferrari, Arlene Sierra, Rachel 
Schemmel, David J. Kallen (for Emanuel Hackel), J David Johnson, Lonnie C. Eiland, Gerry 
Schwab, Steven Spees, James B. Dalley, Norman Graham, Ellen Strommen 

Absent: Sara Carter, Kristi K. Meissner, Roy T. Matthews, Joseph R. Carter, Gary Cloud, Vern Seefeldt 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

Chair J. David Johnson called the meeting to order with the arrival of a quorum at 10:20 a.m. The agenda 
for the meeting was approved without change. Minutes of the Nov. 15, 1990 meeting were approved. 

1. Chairperson's Comments: Johnson welcomed the Committee back from break and noted that the new 
quarter is off to a good start with the approval of the new document on writing requirements by the 
Academic Council. In Johnson's view, the new document is excellent. He commended the committee 
preparing the new document, and particularly the UCAP representatives (Schemmel, Spees, Carter, 
Graham, Vance) who participated on the writing committee. He also pointed out that this joint operation 
(the writing committee with members appointed from different standing committees) demonstrates that 
standing committees can make a significant contribution to changing a developed policy. 

An issue ariSing in the Academic Council meeting is the question of waivers versus credits for advanced 
placement. At present, students are awarded either waivers or credits, depending on the level of 
performance in the Advanced Placement tests. 

UCAP surveys on rewards for teaching are in and being processed. The subcommittee will hold an 
organizational meeting for Winter term over lunch on Thurs, Jan. 17, Room 218 Administration Building. 

2. Assistant Provost's Comments: Steidle echoed the Chair's greetings to the Committee as a whole, and 
also his congratulations to the Writing Subcommittee, which was a wonderful model working committee. 

Turning to the document on Integrative Studies which Academic Council members received, Steidle 
pointed out that it consisted of a cover letter from the Provost; the policy statement, which will go into 
Academic Programs; and appendices which are not action items but responses to issues which have 
been raised, documents intended for clarification purposes. The Principles and Criteria documents are 
"works in progress," but they reflect current thinking on the issues raised. The document on procedures 
regarding transcollegiate courses is modelled after the current procedures document on 
interdepartmental courses. 

Progress on semester transition: The Curriculum Committee and Academic Council have now passed 
the first set of course conversions. It is possible that Tier I courses will have passed through review and 
acceptance by Feb. 15. Tier II short forms are now coming in. SEn 92 feels good about progress 
made to date. First, things are moving well on the "green books," documents for advising and aiding 
students in making the transition. A major criterion is to make it readable for those who will be using it. 
Second, procedures for communication with faculty, staff, and students are well embarked--Sandy, the 
Squirrel, appearing in the paper, the initiation of the Transition Newsletter. 

For further information, a parallel group to SEn 92 representing UP level units is doing cross-unit 
planning. Also, the peak of individual faculty effort will probably be reached within the next month and a 
half. However, unit administrators will still have to deal with curriculum completion, issues such as 
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determining course equivalents, determining academic program completion guidelines. SETT 92 is 
another great working committee. 

3. R. Schemmel presented the follow-up report from the Writing Committee. First, on the makeup of the 
committee: there were five representatives from UCAP, including the student representatives. The other 
members were from the University Curriculum Committee and from the prior Writing Task Force, along 
with two "writing experts." 

The document produced has several major areas: 

1) It replaces the current first-year writing requirements with a two-tier writing program. 

2) There is a four-credit developmental writing course, and a four-credit first-year course. About 8 per 
cent of entering freshmen normally take the developmental course. 

3) To provide continuity in writing training for those who do not receive a 2.0 in the first-year course, 
there will be an additional required writing experience through the Center for Writing which will be 
administered through the College of Arts and Letters. This experience can be repeated until the 
desired level of performance is reached. 

4) Tier II requirements are at the upper levels and within the student's own discipline. As now defined, 
these requirements maybe specific writing courses or a cluster of courses which satisfies criteria for 
meeting the requirement, giving disciplines more flexibility in providing appropriate training. 

5) There will be a writing center and lab to help faculty with Tier II development, either with teaching or 
with design of courses. There will also be facilities for tutoring students, and research in instruction 
in writing. 

One amendment to the draft is that at Tier II students only need take one (not 2) courses in which they 
get feedback on writing, proofreading of their work, etc. 

Barnes asked whether students can make use of the writing center for such assistance. Steidle 
responded that was a main intent in proposing a center; in part, it will depend on the size of the 
contingent needing help. Parallel plans from the Graduate School are for an assistant to help graduate 
students with writing, and another to help students with statistics. Such a writing assistant could be 
assigned to the writing center. The intent in designating a writing center is not to establish an empire, 
but rather to provide a hub for a community of interest. If you look across the country at similar 
centers, staffing is highly variable. Indiana, for example, makes heavy use of students. Another point is 
that the center may do something like Project Write: i.e., have mini-grants available for encouraging 
faculty participation. In response to a question from McNamara, Steidle pointed out that the reason for 
moving away from requiring two courses at Tier II was to move away from prescriptiveness, allow 
departments more latitude in defining necessary writing training, rather than to take any position against 
two courses. Dalley asked what criteria would be applied for writing requirements, assuming that Vet 
Med and all other medical schools will be required to propose Tier II courses. Steidle commented that 
such criteria are not yet fully spelled out; for one thing, Tier II won't "kick in" until 1994. Johnson 
pointed out that there is the expectation that units will have to present the rationale for why and how 
their major satisfies the intent of the writing requirement. Johnson raised the question of what happens 
when, after taking the two-credit tutorial following poor performance in Tier 1, a student's performance 
still isn't OK? Does the student then repeat? Schemmel suggested that a competency-based release 
from the tutorial course might be used. Steidle commented that if the student gets a zero point grade in 
the first course, the complete course is repeated. The enrichment proviso is for those students at 1.0 
and 1.5, who scraped through but aren't exactly proficient. The intent was to allow students to proceed 
in credit-tight programs while still getting additional help on writing. 
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Addressing the committee as a whole, Johnson raised the question: Should this experience of using a 
joint committee from the standing committees be repeated as appropriate? Members present concurred 
that from this experience, it could be a good way of working out issues of concerns to both committees. 

4. Moving to the document on Integrative Studies, Steidle reiterated that this document is for information to 
UCAP. A conversion problem has been identified; as Tier 1 courses are proposed, the number of 
available courses is declining as programs "upgrade," with the result that there may not be much 
available for Freshmen. Units need to be aware of the nature of the problem. An earlier problem was 
the issue of prerequisites for the initial integrative studies courses, especially in science. So there have 
been some modifications; for example, writing courses probably will not now be required before the first 
integrative studies courses, though they will be for later courses. Another change: Transcollegiate 
courses have now been pushed down to second or third rather than final year. Johnson added to 
Steidle's comments that courses available in the first year, especially if there is no writing requirement, 
are likely to see very large enrollments. 

Kallen commented on the problem of students having to choose a program early and going lockstep to 
graduation; there is a need both for flexibility as well as to get out in a reasonable time. Steidle 
responded that is an important consideration. There are institutional pressures toward earlier and earlier 
student commitment to programs, but that doesn't fit with what is known about student development. 
The problem is especially noticeable in the sciences, though they have had problems with this issue all 
along. Another potential issue is scheduling. Units project making large early sections in (say) only one 
term, which raises real problems of availability of prerequisite courses. Johnson commented on the 
problem of trying to predict the number of places needed so that they are available. In this system to 
which we are moving, not getting into a required course early is much more crucial than it is in the 
current system. Also, counselling of students so they recognize the necessity of getting required 
courses will be central. Steidle commented that starting this summer, advisors will be brought in for 
training, working through the "green book" on conversion of programs and becoming familiar with the 
planned semester curriculum. 

5. Roundtable: McNamara asked about problems with registration this term. Steidle responded that it 
depended on which students you asked. Things were a little better for students with major problems; 
also, far more students pre-registered. The worst problem was around limited enrollment issues. 
Students don't know where they will wind up, and units they move to aren't prepared to receive them. 
In particular, Social Science MOP's had difficulties, as did students from one program needing to get a 
course in another without built-in arrangements, such as students from Communication needing Social 
Science courses. When a student is approaching graduation, if he/she can't get a required course, 
some alternative will be defined or found. 

As of 1992, registration will be automated and fee payment will be via a mail-in procedure. No more pit. 
Also, we need a new openness to monitoring enrollments and demands at the time of registration and 
adjusting accordingly, to the degree possible. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11.30. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP1.10 



( 

( 

( 

Michiu..n State University 
RECEIVED 

Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

MAR I 5 1991 

~~_.1r...."'for 
Minutes of the Meeting 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
February 7, 1991 

Approved 2-21-91 

Carla Barnes, Joseph Carter, Gary Cloud, James B. Dalley, LonnieC. Eiland, J. David 
Johnson, David J. Kallen (for Emanuel Hackel), Roy Matthews, Cathy Michalski (for Kristi 
Meissner, Rachel Schemmel, Gerry Schwab, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees 

Sara Carter, Brad Ferrari, Norman Graham, Kevin McNamara, Arlene Sierra 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

Chair J. David Johnson called the meeting to order with the arrival of a quorum at 11 :00 a.m. The agenda 
for the meeting was approved without change. The minutes of the meeting of January 10, 1991 were 
approved with the following changes: 

(1) Under Chairperson's Comments, Norman Graham's name was added to the Committee that 
prepared the new document on writing requirements. 

(2) Under Assistant Provost's Comments, the change should state "turning to the document on 
Integrative Studies which members of Academic Council received, Steidle pointed out.... 

1. Chairperson's Comments: J. David Johnson apologized for the 11 :00 a.m. starting time, which was 
listed on the agenda, but was not communicated verbally to UCAP members. He asked members to 
note the starting time for the meeting on February 21, which may again differ from the usual 10:15 
starting time. He introduced Cathy Michalski, who will replace Kristi Meissner as one of the student 
representatives for the Winter term. Johnson reviewed the important events that occurred at meetings 
he attended since the last UCAP meeting: Academic Council on January 15, 1991 passed the policies 
document related to Integrative Studies. Executive Committee of Academic Council on January 29, 
1991 discussed the reorganization of the Provost's Office, especially with reference to the asymmetry 
that appears to exist between administrative allocation for research, service and teaching. The 
Academic Senate met on January 30, 1991 but did not reach a quorum. The Faculty Council met on 
February 5, 1991 during which the Faculty Grievance Procedure originally submitted by UCFA and the 
Provost's Office was passed. It will now be sent to Academic Council and, if approved, finally to the 
Board of Trustees. 

2. Assistant Provost's Comments: Barbara Steidle reported that Spring term, 1991 will usher in the 
enrollment of students by computer. Students will be able to visit numerous centers on campus or use 
their own PC's to enroll. Entry is by PAN (Personal Access Number). In addition to Drop and Add 
features, a SWAP feature has been developed which allows students to seek alternate courses without 
relinquishing the seat in a course already reserved for them. The process will include registration and 
schedule adjustment by computer, obtaining the PTR (Permit to Register) and going to the I.M. West to 
pay their fees. 

3. Report by the Subcommittee on Academic Integrity, Honors and Awards and Subcommittee on 
Semester Transition: (Refer to Committee Report to J. David Johnson, revised copy, Attachment A, 
dated February 7,1991.) The written report was prepared by Joseph Carter and Carla Barnes, assisted 
by Barbara Steidle. The oral report was presented by Joseph Carter, who provided an overview of the 
subcommittee's rationale for the recommendation and then suggested that UCAP consider them, 
seriatim. The following actions were taken: 
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With reference to the time limit for completing a Bachelor's degree: Moved by Joseph Carter, 
second by James Dalley that ''The University retain the present policy concerning a time limit for 
matriculation towards a bachelor's degree." Approved unanimously. (In effect, this equates to no 
time limits for the bachelor's degree.) 

With reference to undergraduate access to graduate courses (800-900): Moved by James 
Kallen, second by Rachel Schemmel that existing university policy be changed as follows: The 
stated requirement for a 3.0 or better grade-point average in their total programs be changed to 
require "Honors College status or a grade-point average in their total programs equal to or greater 
than the minimum requirement for graduation with honors;" and that the phrase "the student must 
obtain approval of the relevant department." be added. 

The discussion that followed, involving David Kallen, Joseph Carter, Steven Spees, James Dalley, 
Barbara Steidle and Cathy Michalski, concerned the designation of department rather than instructor 
as the source of approval. The consensus emerged that permission from the instructor was 
desirable but may not always be possible; hence, the designation of department permits more 
options for the student. Approved unanimously. 

With reference to Independent Study Guidelines, James Dalley moved that #5 be changed from 
"not to exceed eight quarter hours of credit in a single semester." to "not to exceed eight credit 
hours in a single semester." Second provided by Joseph Carter. 

Discussion on the fourth recommendation, "Repeating a Course," was deferred until the meeting of 
February 21, 1991. 

4. Report of the Subcommittee on Rewards for Teaching: Roy Matthews, Chair of the subcommittee 
reviewed the action of the committee since its last report to UCAP. J. David Johnson asked for 
approval to discuss the report as a committee of the whole. Obtaining approval, he suggested that 
UCAP's role would be to establish policy and act as a catalyst for other governance committees to 
pursue areas of the survey that may be of special interest to them. He urged UCAP to review the report 
and return comments to the subcommittee so that the final report by UCAP can be released in late 
February of this term. 

In the discussion that followed, participated in by Joseph Carter, Roy Matthews, David Kallen, Barbara 
Steidle, and Mary Lee Vance, issues such as availability of the demographics, percent of response, 
representativeness of the respondents, appropriateness of the assumptions, suitability of the format and 
the statistical validity of the comparisons were discussed. . 

Roy Matthews asked that UCAP members read the report and give their comments to him or to J. David 
Johnson by Monday, February 11, 1991. The subcommittee will meet at 11 :30 a.m. on Thursday, 
February 14, 1991 to discuss the comments prior to revising the report for add.itional review by UCAP on 
February 21, 1991. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:23 p.m. 

Submitted by 

Vern Seefeldt, Interim Secretary 

UCAP2.7 



( 

( 

( 

Present: 

Absent: 

Other: 

Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

February 21,1991 

Approved 3-7-91 

David J. Kallen, Mary Lee Vance, Gerry Schwab, Brad Ferrari, Cathy Michalski, Rachel 
Schemmel, J. D. Johnson, J. B. Dalley, Lonnie C. Eiland, Steven Spees, Vern Seefeldt, 
Norman Graham, Roy T. Matthews, Ellen Strommen 

Arlene Sierra, Carla Barnes, Joseph Carter, Gary Cloud, Sara Carter, Kevin McNamara 

Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

1. A quorum of members having arrived by 10:20, Chair J. David Johnson called the meeting to order. 
The agenda was approved as read. 

2. Minutes of the February 7 meeting were amended as follows: On page 2, paragraph 2, change James 
Kallen to David Kallen. On page 2 paragraph 4, which begins "With reference to Independent Study 
Guidelines, ... ", ADD at the end of the paragraph: "Second provided by Joseph Carter. Approved 
unanimously." Amended minutes were approved. 

3. Chairperson's comments: Johnson congratulated Rachel Schemmel for her receipt of the MSU 
Distinguished Faculty Award. 

Johnson also announced that the Subcommittee on Academic Integrity, Honors, and Awards will meet 
on February 28. It has been a quiet week for Academic Governance; no further comments at this point. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: Steidle also congratulated Rachel Schemmel. Since her other 
comments were pertinent to agenda items to be discussed, she deferred them to the appropriate 
discussion. 

5. Semester transition issues: Repeat Credit Policy. The Subcommittees on Academic Integrity and on 
Semester Transition issues referred back to UCAP as a whole the issues concerning repeating courses 
for credit. There is general agreement with permitting repetition of 20 semester credits, a direct 
translation of current policy allowing 30 quarter credits. 

One set of concerns is for students repeating courses to raise their grade or to get into programs. 
Since many courses have proportionately more credits, will some students (particularly poorly prepared 
students) be at greater risk than before? Steidle pointed out that the tighter scheduling of programs 
under semesters will probably actually reduce the number of courses that students repeat. However. 
there are two related issues. An increasingly number of programs are recommending requiring a 2.0 in 
individual courses, which de facto changes the University policy of 1.0 as a passing grade. A related 
issue has to do with requiring 2.0 each of a series of required courses. rather than an average of 2.0 in 
the set of courses. which again has a similar effect. A connected question concerns the academic 
relevance of such requirements. More often they seem to be devices for limiting enrollments than 
policies related to actual student performance. 

Vance asked whether such concerns were appropriate for UCAP; Steidle pointed out that a central 
question is University policy on passing grades. Schemmel asked whether students might be advised 
to take courses of concern first as a visitor. Steidle responded that the new entrance and graduation 
requirements should reduce the need for repeats; also given the developmental courses, the first writing 
course will probably not be much of a problem. Of more concern is the escalation of the mathematics 
required for many programs. Johnson asked about University policy on exceptions; Steidle pointed out 
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that probably fewer exceptions are made on this policy than on most policies. Other issues raised: 
Perhaps a relevant statement on exceptions might be made in the catalog (Johnson). Steidle 
responded that this was probably not desirable but could be raised with assistant deans. Maybe the 
proportion of 1/6 of required credits could be raised to 1/5 (Spees). Since developmental courses are 
not counted in GPA's, perhaps the repeat procedure might apply for courses at college level but not at 
the developmental level (Vance). Perhaps the policy could state a proportion of credits rather than a 
number of courses (Dalley). Perhaps there could be a limit on the number of repetitions of a given 
course for credit (Schemmel). Steidle pointed out that the problem is not so much for juniors and 
seniors as sophomores moving to junior status, moving into major programs. Johnson pointed out that 
another concern is that if the policy is liberalized too much, there may be difficulty providing adequate 
warning to students at risk for not being able to finish their degrees. 

There being no apparent consensus, the issue was referred back to the subcommittees for further 
consideration in light of this discussion. 

6. Integrative Studies/ MACRAO. Schemmel led the discussion of a document from Steidle regarding 
MACRAO transferability of courses in light of new integrative studies demands. The issues are primarily 
relevant for transfer students, with somewhat different needs for students from 2-year and 4-year 
programs. In regard to transition arrangements, Steidle reported on a meeting in Fall 1990 with 
representatives from community colleges over their concerns about transferability of credit. One of their 
real concerns was that they would be transformed into one-year institutions. The issue has also been 
taken to the Assistant and Associate Deans, who are comfortable with the proposals made in the 
document. There are also concerns about the integrity of the degree: at what point in transferring in 
credit is it appropriate to say it's an MSU degree? Dalley asked for definition of MACRAO (to nods 
around the table): Michigan Association of College Registrars and Admissions Officers. In response to 
Johnson's question as to whether this was an information or an action item, Steidle said it was for 
consultation and advice. There will be further information about the kinds of content needed for 
evaluations of courses and what will transfer. To Dalley's query as to whether equivalency 
determinations are now being developed, Steidle responded yes; a new transfer equivalency manual will 
be developed which covers all in-state institutions and selected others from which numbers of students 
transfer to MSU. Johnson asked whether there might be some re-evaluation of transfer courses once 
MSU integrative studies courses are actually in place, since their actual content isn't really known. 
Steidle responded that further negotiation is surely possible. 

7. Survey on Rewards on Teaching. Schwab began presentation of the draft version of the survey results 
by describing the document, then opening the floor for discussion. To Vance's query about what is to 
be done with the document now, Johnson responded that it needed first to be examined for substance 
and for style. Then there is the question of what UCAP's unique focus should be; then whether or not 
there should be a follow-up with more specific analyses; Then comes the question of how and to 
whom it should be distributed. Vance asked whether there would be any presentation to Deans or to 
other groups? Johnson responded that Matthews or Johnson himself would be willing to make 
presentations to any group wanting it. Dalley asked about the final statement in the committee charge, 
page 5 of the document; Johnson stated that these would be natural issues for UCAP to follow up 
based on the document. Vance asked what good the document does. Kallen pOinted out that if one 
looks at CORRAGE in relation to the document, the recommendations there do not look conducive to 
support of teaching. Similarly, CRUE recommendations regarding reward of teaching have not yet been 
implemented. Steidle suggested that that observation might be noted in the recommendations, not just 
in the body of the text where many might not read it. Seefeldt asked whether a copy of the 
questionnaire would accompany the report; answer, yes. Kallen asked whether a more elaborated 
version of the report would be prepared, noting the context of teaching at the university which adds to 
understanding of the report. 

With the minor modification that the relevant CRUE recommendations be added, the report was 
accepted as written. 



( 

( 

c 

In discussing dissemination of the report, one recommendation was that it go to assistant deans 
involved with instruction. Steidle pointed out that dean's activities aren't always equivalent from college 
to college; perhaps check in advance to find out which dean in each college is the appropriate target 
for the report, or ask Don Nickerson and get on his agenda for a meeting of the Assistant and 
Associate Deans. For getting the document into the committee structure, ECAC is the appropriate 
starting place. The report might also go to the Committee on Academic Environment, Emily Tabuteau, 
Chair. The dissemination issue was resolved by a decision to send the report to the Provost, for routing 
through the academic administrative structure and to the Chair of the Steering Committee, for routing 
into the governance system. 

As for distribution outside the usual governance structure, a summary report should be prepared for the 
News Bulletin; copies of the full report should be available at some location upon request. Or it might 
be made available at the Library; or in department offices. Department chairs should be one target 
group for the report. Concern was expressed about a press release when this is an MSU document 
about an MSU issue (Vance). Steidle commented that these issues are rising around the country, as 
evident in the Chronicle of Higher Education. Seefeldt asked about the role of central administration in 
this, since they need to be involved. This will happen through the Steering Committee, and also 
through the Provost. Laura Black of the News Bulletin, after requesting permission to speak, 
commented that personnel at the News Bureau are trained to prepare news releases and that UCAP 
might work through the Bureau. A brief discussion of the importance of letting faculty know the report 
is available produced consensus that UCAP should hold an open meeting, perhaps in March or early in 
Spring Quarter; the Executive Committee will discuss this further. 

One remaining issue is, who has access to the new data? Matthews pointed out that some of the data 
should go into archives which are open only to those with reason for access. Steidle asked if there 
might not be some means of neutralizing the data sources. Johnson suggested perhaps removing files 
with demographic information which could identify individuals. Perhaps minority responses could be 
pooled, though Graham noted that their profiles might still be unique. Steidle pointed out that 
administrators do not have easy access to protected information about faculty, nor do researchers. 
Social Science Research Bureau and the Scoring Offices now have data; they have strict access rules. 
Perhaps UCAP survey data could be filed with one of them, with others being allowed access only 
through them? However, requests need to be routed through UCAP's subcommittee, which might 
judge the legitimacy of requests for access. This may not happen until next fall, because of problems 
of continuity of committees from one academic year to the next. 

8. Other. Kallen asked whether the issue of block tuition comes to UCAP. Steidle pointed out that there is 
not now a formal proposal on block tuition. The issue had been considered for two years, then tabled 
in view of uncertainties of semester transition. Now that most issues have been reviewed, block tuition 
is re-arising. A proposal will be developed which will go back to the committees originally consulted for 
their information and commentary. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :55. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP2.21 
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Approved 4-4-91 

University Committee on Academic Policy 

Meeting of March 7, 1991 

PRESENT: Carla L. Barnes, Joseph R. Carter, J. Dalley, Lonnie C. Eiland, Norman 
Graham, Stanley Gulley, Emanuel Hackel, J. David Johnson, Kevin 
McNamara, Roy T. Matthews, Cathy Michalski, Rachel Schemmel, Vern 
Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen, Mary Lee Vance, 

ABSENT: Brad Ferrari, Gary Cloud, Gerry Schwab 

OTHER: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office 

1. Chair J. David .Johnson called the meeting to order at 10:25 with achievement of a 
quorum. The agenda was approved as read. 

2. Minutes of the meeting of 21 February 1991 were distributed, read, and approved. 

3. Chairperson's comments: Reporting from the recent Academic Council meeting, 
Johnson noted that the question of block tuition may be revisited, at least for 
advice and commentary. University Curriculum Committee continues to work on 
approving new semester courses. Regarding semesters, many committee 
members may not be aware that the medical schools are starting semesters for 
their first year medical students beginning in Fall 1991. Hackel commented that 
planning for such a change had been in progress within the medical schools even 
before University-wide discussion of semesters began. Johnson took this 
occasion to welcome Hackel back to active participation in UCAP. 

Another information item is that the Interim Faculty Grievance Procedure has been 
unanimously approved; "Interim" is now deleted from its title. 

Regarding dissemination of the report on teaching, coverage of the report has 
appeared in the News Bulletin. Copies are available at the MSU Library. The 
Agenda Committee discussed having a meeting open to the faculty at large; this 
will be done at the first meeting of Spring Term, on April 4, beginning at 11 AM. 
The rest of the agenda for that meeting will be kept flexible since the probable 
attendance at the meeting is uncertain. As for other distribution, at the suggestion 
of the News-Bulletin staff, Terry Denbow was consulted about presenting the 
information to the community outside the University. He does not expect much 
reaction from outside the University. Denbow suggested presenting the issue from 
the perspective that faculty at MSU are interested in reforming teaching. In 
addition to these steps, copies of the full report have been sent to Van Tassell and 
to the chairs of UCFT, UCFA, and UCAE. Feedback so far is that the chairs of 
these committees are interested, but given timing of meetings it may be a month 



( 

( 

( 

or more and well into Spring Term before we hear what comes of other 
committees' consideration of the report. We, however, can plan on discussing in 
April what UCAP's unique role can be in reacting to the report. 

A copy of the report has also been sent to Provost Scott with recommendations 
that it be distributed to unit administrators. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments: Steidle noted that at the Provost's staff meeting, 
the Provost's receipt of the report was discussed, and that she had underscored 
the importance of distributing the report to the Assistant and Associate Deans as 
well as Deans and Chairs. 

On Computer Enrollment, the Provost's Office has been working with 
administrators to add seats in high demand areas. Student response to the new 
system has also been of interest; in visits to the Computer Lab, it has been mostly 
positive so far. Students have some sense of having some control of the process. 
Beyond such "warm and fuzzies," how does it help students in getting into classes 
in order of priorities? Steidle checked this out by examining enrollments of 
students in her own course, many of whom are in groups who have difficulty 
getting courses they need. In general the new system appears to be working 
better than the old in placing seniors in courses that they need. In general the 
system appears to be working well. 

There are messages that need to get out about the "cultural changes" that must 
take place in our own, faculty as well as student, behavior. For instance: Under 
the new system, how is it possible to avoid empty seats after drops and adds? 
One possible solution is to start with five percent more seats if the drop rate is 
usually five percent. Another issue: How to fill in for what students previously 
handled by "personal touch," for example, individuals working in the "pit" who 
made it PQssible for students to bypass registration in order to get into courses 
that they needed. There were positive features of the pit which were not 
appreciated! Another "glitch" is that some students with little computer experience 
still freeze before the computer screen, worrying for example about pushing the 
wrong button and eliminating their whole schedule. Another issue has to do with 
the network of information for students. For example, economics is now open to 
all juniors and seniors. How can this information be gotten out in a timely way to 
the students? To a query as to whether there had been lines waiting for 
computers, Steidle answered that lines had been a problem only at the Union 
where, because of easy accessibility, many off-campus students and 
upperclassmen are likely to start out. Steidle then asked the student members of 
the committee for their experiences. Michalski mentioned a problem with access 
to a graduate class. McNamara reported that he got his classes; Gully is still 
getting his; Vance says she didn't even get a number yet. In the ensuing 
discussion, in response to a question about how students know their fees, Steidle 
pointed out that fees will be pulled up on the computer at registration. As to 
whether this will be the last year for issuing permits to register, Steidle didn't know 



( 

5a. 

( 

( 

yet how this was ultimately to be handled. As for drops and adds, they will be 
done the same way for the time being, but by the time SIS is up, they may also be 
mechanized. The most disgruntled students will be the graduate students who 
have tended to be very casual about pre-enrollment. A question brought the 
response that some sort of late fee or penalty fee may be instituted for failure to 
pre-enroll. However, about 94% of undergrads pre-enrolled for Spring Term, and 
the percentage of graduate students preen rolled increased from 30 to 40%. 

Schemmel presented the report on placement by examination and credit by 
examination from the CRUEl APERTF subcommittee. UCAP members were 
referred to a handout showing the relevant pages from the existing catalogue; 
information on what advanced placement subjects are available to students and 
what MSU course equivalents they represent; data on the number of students 
taking each type of advanced placement test in each year from 1986 to 1990, and 
the changes in frequency from year to year for each test; and the present catalog 
language on credit by examination. Based on subcommittee deliberations 
Schemell moved, second Vance, that the current policy on advanced placement 
be retained under semesters, in order to permit greater flexibility in student 
schedules. Johnson raised an additional point for consideration by the committee; 
in Academic CounCil, some members questioned the practice of providing for both 
waiver and credit, arguing that if students pass the examination, they should get 
credit. Hackel pointed out the issue of students who pass marginally; they can get 
the waiver but be encouraged to take the next course, so that at least they take 
more in the area. Seefeldt asked if this happened often. Steidle responded that in 
languages this was frequently the case, but she could not speak with assurance 
that this happened across the board. Gully asked whether the credit limits shown 
in the present policy would be translated to semester credits; answer, yes. The 
question was called; motion passed. 

Schemmel. then moved to the issue of credit by examination. In 1989-90, MSU 
students generated 2,258 student credit hours of credit by examination. This 
policy also should be continued at least at its present levels, and perhaps students 
might even be encouraged to make more use of it as one way of reducing some 
of the pressure from expanding credit requirements or "credit creep." Johnson 
suggested that perhaps UCAP might take the stance of encouraging departments 
to offer credit by examination. Schemmel so moved; motion was seconded. 
Hackel asked whether departments are required to offer credit by examination; no, 
they are not. It is a departmental option. Instructors have some flexibility on the 
question also. Johnson, drawing from earlier discussions in Academic CounCil, 
mentioned that Integrative Studies Centers have provided the most resistance to 

. credit by examination. Perhaps UCAP should suggest that they be strongly 
encouraged to consider credit by examination. Steidle countered that the greater 
resistance on the part of Integrative Studies was to advanced placement, since the 
standard exams were not comparable to the courses being developed. Eiland 
raised the issue of advising students, to ensure that they don't get into courses 
where they do not belong. His friendly amendment to the motion, that students 
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considering going for credit by examination be strongly encouraged to consult 
their advisors, was accepted. Motion passed. 

Barnes reported for the Subcommittee on Semester Transition and Academic 
Integrity, Honors, and Awards regarding their deliberations on repeating courses 
and specific grade requirements. Based on the Subcommittee's discussion, 
Barnes first moved that current policy on repeating a course be retained, with the 
30 quarter credits translated to 20 semester credits. Motion seconded and 
passed. 

Next was the question of departments requiring specific grades of 2.0 in a course 
or in a series of courses as prerequisites to another course, rather than an 
average grade of 2.0 over the courses; this practice in effect changes the 
University policy that 1.0 is a passing grade for undergraduate students. Barnes 
moved that academic units shall adhere to current policy. Exceptions to this policy 
may be requested on empirical grounds, i.e., a demonstration of the pertinency of 
the requirement based on performance records. The written request shall be 
submitted to the appropriate governing body for approval. Whether the 
appropriate governing body is UCAP or UCC needs to be determined. Dalley 
asked whether exceptions would have to be put in the catalog. Steidle responded 
that the policy for granting exceptions must be in the catalog, and that the policy 
would govern what is included in the descriptions of courses. Carter commented 
that he feels UCAP needs to reaffirm the present policy first, because the SIS 
system can't handle screening for grades in specific courses. Second, 
departments could use the rubric of "departmental approval" as a means of 
circumventing the policy. Gully asked what courses were likely to be affected by 
the policy. Steidle pointed out that some exceptions have been in place for a long 
time; the policy is under review at this point because departments are increasingly 
requesting use of specific grades in courses or course sequences without an 
accompanying rationale. Carter asked about mechanism for exceptions. Steidle 
responded that the rationale would have to be approved by either UCAP or UCC. 
Johnson suggested that perhaps the sense of the motion might be passed, leaving 
the question of which is the appropriate governing body for approval of exceptions 
up to negotiation between UCAP and UCC. Spees asked for examples of 
departments now doing this. Steidle indicated that at present, very few are doing 
so, but that there are increasing requests to do so in the semester system. 
Motion passed. 

To start off roundtable, Spees gave a progress report on SpARC. SpARC is 
meeting regularly; is collecting material and has accumulated a great deal; decided 
on the next course of action. A number of officials have been brought in to talk 
with the committee. A key focus is the student-athlete, with attention to the 
balance between the two parts. Both parts are important. A student should never . 
be greatly advantaged or greatly disadvantaged by being an athlete. Many of the 
issues of concern are mandates from the Big 10 or from NCAA and so are out of 
local control, which raises the question of the desirability of belonging to these 
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organizations. These are widely held concerns being discussed on many 
campuses. In Spring Term there will probably be some open meetings. Some 
preliminary report will be prepared by the end of Spring Term, with the wrap-up 
next fall. Seefeldt noted that the Knight Commission report is coming out soon, 
and asked whether SpARC is dealing with the same issues. Spees said they 
probably are similar issues, but he doesn't know what exactly the Commission is 
handling. One major issue is institutional control. So, for example, the Big 10 
might set its own controls which would be more stringent than those set by NCAA. 
There are a wide range of views represented on SpARC; it's a pretty good working 
committee. 

Barnes commented that she had received a mobility survey and asked for other 
Committee members' reactions. Johnson said he believed it was private research. 
Some concern has been expressed that the faculty are over-surveyed, resulting in 
reduced response rates to research. 

On a personal note, Hackel thanked the Committee for the "offering of cheer" 
balloon bouquet sent to him in the hospital. It was well received. When he left the 
hospital, it was sent on to Mott Children's Hospital where it was much enjoyed. 

Meeting adjourned. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 
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Minutes of the Meeting 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

April 4, 1991 

Present: Emanuel Hackel, Kristi K. Meissner, Kevin McNamara, Brad Ferrari, Gerry Schwab, Stanley 
Gully, Rachel Schemmel, J. David Johnson, Lonnie C. Eiland, Steven Spees, Roy T. 
Matthews, Joseph Carter, Sara Carter, James Dalley, Norman Graham, Ellen Strommen 

Absent: Vern Seefeldt, Gary Cloud, Carla Barnes, Arlene Sierra, Mary Lee Vance 

Other: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:20 a.m. The meeting agenda was approved. 

2. Minutes of the meeting for March 7, 1991 were distributed, read, and approved. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Chairperson's Comments - From the recent Academic Council meeting, Johnson reported on 
President DiBiaggio's remarks that any budget increase for next year would be a maximum of 4 
percent. President DiBiaggio also commended UCAP on the survey on teaching and on the report, 
noting its importance, timeliness, and aptness as part of the larger national trend in examining the 
role of undergraduate teaching on college campuses. Johnson then presented a request from 
Provost Scott for nominations of individuals from UCAP for consideration for membership on a 
University-wide task force on lesbian and gay issues to be appointed by Vice Presidents Turner and 
Wilkinson and Provost Scott. The aim is to form the task force this spring; it would be active during 
1991-1992, with a probable report date of Spring 1992. Brad Ferrari and Ellen Strommen expressed 
willingness to be nominated. 

Assistant Provost's Comments - Steidle commented that she did not have much to say since the 
university has been on spring lull; she was reluctant to call it a break since she spent it on jury duty. 
She drew the Committee's attention to the ongoing All-University Conference on Diversity, noting 
that there were some very interesting speakers. She also commented that the annual report on 
affirmative action would be presented to the Board of Trustees at the following day's meeting, April 
5. 

Steidle introduced the request for UCAP's advice and commentary on an enrollment limitation 
request from the Department of Building and Construction Management. The request was 
developed in the face of a sharp, fast enrollment increase; it has had the support of the Provost. 
The source of some disagreement is a requirement of a grade of 2.0 in each of four required 
courses, a type of requirement which UCAP is on record as opposing. Increasingly, exceptions to 
such requirements are being requested by students in other programs who have completed all work 
for the degree except for one course in which the grade is 1.0; it's hard to believe that the 2.0 is 
really necessary for satisfactory performance in the major under such circumstances. Johnson 
commented, on a related issue of UCAP's action of March 7 regarding specific grade prerequisites 
for courses or programs, that Burkhardt, chair of the Curriculum Committee had expressed a 
willingness to survey course requests for the semester system on this issue. 

Steidle introduced Taylor Johnston, Associate Dean, and Richard Brandenburg, Assistant Dean, who 
were present to represent Building and Construction Management and who had worked with the 
faculty of that department in developing the proposal. T. Johnston and R. Brandenburg were invited 
to join the Committee for the ensuing discussion. T. Johnston pointed to the exponential growth of 
enrollment in Building and Construction Management, which was so urgent that the Provost made 
extra monies available to help cover the need--but only if an enrollment limitation were developed. 
The original enrollment requests stipulated that students should have a 2.0 grade in each course 
named as a prerequisite. When pressed to reconsider, the faculty proposed 2.0 grades in math and 
in physics, which they considered most crucial for success in the program, with a 2.0 average grade 



( 

( 

in the other prerequisite courses. T. Johnston noted the imbalance, in that one course is 4 credits, 
the other 3. If students get a 1.0 in the 4 credit course, they would need a 3.5 in all the other 
courses to get in. Given this disproportionate impact, he would prefer a 2.0 overall rather than the 
proposal as it stands. Ferrari asked about the impact of the proposal on students. Brandenberg 
noted that the proposal would not be appropriate if the courses were not so crucial to success in 
the major. 

2 

Johnston commented that, philosophically, he is not a proponent of enrollment limitation. But in 
courses with labs, it is simply not possible to handle the current enrollment pressure. Schemmel 
asked if students were required to take the physics lab; answer, no. Matthews asked for clarification 
of Johnston's comment that two professors handle all of the technical courses for the program. 
Indeed that is the case although other faculty members are drawn upon as needed. There has 
been discussion regarding teaching assignments, issues of funding, and bringing in expertise in 
other ways, but the bulk of the instruction comes from just two people. In Johnston's jUdgment, the 
enrollment bulge is too unusual to request additional permanent positions. Admissions limits in 
other departments, for example from business or from engineering, have tended to shift enrollments 
to BCM, but these should level out. In response to a question of whether the proposed limits would 
be effective, Johnston pointed to the example of Packaging, which put a floating limit on 
enrollments 6 years or so ago and has found it effective. Meissner asked whether there were other 
similar programs in the state; Johnston responded that while there are a lot of other programs 
which have parts of this one, none of them have all that this program has, particularly the business 
training. Eiland asked about out of state programs; Johnston was unable to provide that 
information at the moment. 

Hackel expressed considerable concern over the proposal to cut enrollment. Here is a public 
university, ostensibly dedicated to good teaching; here is a good program for which there is need; 
students want the program; but we're cutting it back. We lure them here; they find something, and 
then we say, you can't have it. Eiland asked what information is available on programs elsewhere, 
which might be helpful to students seeking such instruction. Ferrari reported that he had talked with 
a resident on his floor regarding the proposed 2.3 overall gradepoint average; it may be too low to 
be effective in limiting enrollments, since the cutoff in Business is 2.75. Steidle responded that it 
does require some experimentation. However, this doesn't change Ferrari's point; there was an 
attempt to err in the direction of least restrictive management. 2.3 is a good place to begin; if 
experience shows that it doesn't cut back sufficiently, then changes can be made. Johnson pointed 
out that the 2.3 average came from a test run, looking at incoming students. Brandenburg 
commented that an analysis was done working with a list of students applying to get in based on 
descending grade point. 

Chair Johnson suggested two motions, one supporting limiting enrollment for BCM, the other either 
reaffirming university policy regarding gradepoint averages of 2.0 or supporting an exception to this 
policy for BCM. Schemmel moved that UCAP support the principal of limited enrollment for BCM. 
Seconded. Spees proposed a qualification to the motion, that information regarding other programs 
which may provide some parts of related training for students be gathered for distribution to 
advisors and to students interested in this major. Schwab also commented in regard to the 2.3 
initial grade level that it is not unreasonable; students will rise to the occasion, as they have for 
other programs. Eiland asked what the effective date would be for instituting the new criteria. 
Following some discussion, and particularly comments from Brandenburg regarding time required 
for publicizing the changes, the effective date will be Fall 1991. Carter noted the contrasts between 
limiting this program, for which there really are no alternatives in the state, and limits on business 
or engineering, for which there are other programs available. Johnston pointed out that there are 
others available, in either construction or in business; it's the combination that is unique. Eiland 
emphasized the importance of publicizing the changed requirements among the undergraduates. 
Johnston commented that if the motion passed, he would feel that in the long run they would have 
lost; it would be much better to handle this bulge and plan for an increasing enrollment of 300 
students. But if there is no choice, what else can be done? Ferrari asked if there were jobs in the 
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field; answer, yes. Schwab commented on tactics vs. strategy. We're in a box in tactics. Sut there 
is a widespread frustration over having our resource base cut back and cut back. Maybe there 
needs to be consideration of some other strategy in more of an expansion mode than in a retraction 
mode. Johnson, noting that it was probably a violation of parliamentary procedure, suggested 
Schwab might make a motion to that effect as the sense of the committee. Hackel: We have no 
choice but to support SCM in this matter; but at the same time we should be pressuring the other 
way, putting on pressure to get some additional resources. A friendly amendment was made to the 
main motion that in the absence of resources to support this fine program, we support the limitation 
of enrollment for SCM. There being no further discussion, the question was called; passed. 

Next came the issue of whether to affirm (or not) the specific grade points for specific courses. 
Steidle amended the statement: The committee supports an average for 2.0 in the courses 
specified. Spees so moved; second Carter. Pass. 

Turning to follow-up on the Survey on Evaluation and Rewards for Teaching and the report based 
upon it, Johnson opened discussion with an overview of where the report has gone. The report has 
been distributed to the Steering Committee; Faculty Tenure; Faculty Affairs; and Academic 
Environment. UCAE Chair Emily Tabuteau was present for the discussion of the report. The 
Steering Committee also decided to send copies to Student Council and to COGS, who were asked 
to provide commentaries on it, especially since revision of the SIRS form is recommended. The 
Coordinating Committee of Academic Council will meet to discuss who should get what parts of the 
report. We need to come up with some coordinated plan of action if action is to emerge based on 
the findings of the report. Johnson had also received a copy of a memo from Scott to the deans 
and unit administrators asking them to pay particular attention to the sections on rewards and on 
fairness. The report in summary form, without graphs, was also presented to Academic Council; 
Matthews gave an overview of the report to Academic Council and pointed out that if ever a report 
was a clear call to action, this one was. There was no response to record. This is not necessarily 
negative; there is a very great deal of material in the report and it takes time to digest it. Steidle 
commented that copies of the report were hand-carried to the units to assure that they got it. 

In response to a request for comments from outside the committee, Gully responded that Don 
Hinman of COGS had drafted a response which basically supported the report and made some 
suggestions. Hinman was present at the meeting and presented the COGS report. Johnson 
thanked COGS for taking the time to prepare the report. 

A request for other comments or advice from outside the committee drew no response. 

The next question, Johnson suggested, is how to get people involved. Meissner suggested perhaps 
there needs to be some highlighting of things that need to be done. Johnson commented that a 
summary of such recommendations is made in the report. Don Hinman who is also a graduate 
student representative to UCFT reported that when the report was presented to that committee, the 
main response was that there was so much selection bias that the responses were not valid. The 
other related issue is the question of fatigue; it was surmissed that the questionnaire was so long 
that many did not fill it out. Don Hinman mentioned concerns on the part of some faculty that a 
department which puts its resources into rewarding teaching will "lose out" to other departments 
who focus on research in getting grants and in other perks and rewards such as office space. 
Others concurred that such fears weren't unrealistic. Steidle noted that one motivation for doing the 
report was a result of an attempt to survey departments' written criteria for evaluating teaching and 
finding many so vague that it wasn't possible to determine what they meant. There need to be 
systemic changes as well as individual changes. Matthews responded to this same point that we 
need to look at the issue from the level of the university. If the policy is clear that there will be 
support and resources made available where teaching is supported, and it is implemented, then this 
game would not need to be played. Hinman also mentioned a concern raised at UCFT over the 
definition of teaching, which some felt was too narrow; it should not be limited to instruction but 
should incorporate advising, preparation of new courses, and so forth. Carter commented that it is 
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important to get the other committees in the governance structure to deal with the issues raised, 
and not get bogged down in questions of the validity of the survey. Even if one looks only at those 
who actually responded to the survey, there is clearly a large enough minority of faculty with serious 
questions about teaching and related issues to merit attention to the report and its 
recommendations. D. Johnson added that in addition, the survey is a follow-up of issues identified 
in CRUE. 

The next question is how to get to the floor of the University to stimulate interest and response to 
the report. What structure, what channels might be useful for working toward implementation? 
From discussions with VanTassell, it is unlikely that the report will be fully discussed this academic 
year; so it's important to get the structures into place so that teaching issues are high on the 
agenda for Fall 1991. Matthews addressed Steidle, pointing out that the Provost sees CRUE, 
CORRAGE, MSU IDEA and other documents as platforms, with a lot of time and money spent in 
developing them. How can we capitalize on what's already there and what's been done to get this 
document discussed? Steidle responded there is a diagram showing the interrelationship of the 
different reports. The expectation is that once CORRAGE and AMPS finish their work there will be 
an attempt to pull together the recommendations from all of the committees and proceed from 
there. UCAP's survey on rewards for teaching is a follow-up to CRUE; structurally it will fit there. 
What actual mechanisms will be developed for further examination and implementation is not clear; 
there will not be another large committee. Matthews agreed that another committee would be 
inappropriate. Steidle commented that the Provost has increasingly emphasized rewards for 
teaching in dealing with the college and unit administrators. Perhaps, for example, the decision will 
be made not just to revise SIRS, but to look at issues of evaluation of instruction more generally. 
Perhaps, for example, UCAP and Student Council would work on revising SIRS; other appropriate 
match-ups of governance units would deal with other pieces of the problem. D. Johnson 
commented that another procedure might be to divide up the work. So, for example, UCFT might 
get the question of written guidelines for evaluation of teaching effectiveness along with developing 
procedures for seeing that their application is monitored. The Administration needs to look at 
issues of fairness and objectivity; they have begun this. Other committees might have broader 
charges. For example, UCAE might look at more general evaluation guidelines. As for what 
UCAP's particular role might be, one example might be following up Vance's notion of working with 
the proposed Center on Assistance for Teaching. Johnson asked for the Committee's advice: 
should he recommend development of a blue ribbon committee? Or different charges to different 
subcommittees--the disadvantage of which is they might then go in contradictory directions? 
Schwab pointed out that while we can talk of these issues, the first order of business is to have a 
mandate from the University community that this issue is indeed important. Johnson added that 
President DiBiaggio had made a similar point in his remarks to Academic Council. Coming back to 
the next steps for UCAP to take, it will be necessary to see what parts of the recommendations 
other committees will take on. Once that is known, we can reconsider what directions UCAP will 
take. 

Meissner commented that from what she knows of governance operations, it's going to be ten years 
before we see final outcomes of this procedure. Ok, that's how it is; but meanwhile we need to get 
started. What needs to be evaluated? How do we do it? How to work on improving instruction, 
providing rewards, based on the list of recommendations? Matthews asked when the Coordinating 
Committee meets; response, April 23. Can Academic Council be asked for a response? Answer: 
Coordinating Committee must act, but any member can ask that quicker action be taken. Steidle 
commented that to do this there must be some focussed discussion; the issues must be clearly 
framed. Tabuteau commented that the next Faculty Council meeting is May 21. She also 
suggested recirculating the document, commenting that the reproduction of many copies was of 
very poor quality, virtually illegible in places. Another direction UCAP might take would be to work 
further on the data, breaking it out by some dimensions not previously reported, for example by 
faculty rank, or by whether the respondents thought of themselves primarily as researchers or 
teachers. The Subcommittee might begin working on these issues. Johnson returned to his earlier 
query: should we go for farming out pieces of the work, or for asking for formation of a blue-ribbon 
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committee? Steidle commented that if we go for a committee, given the development time 
required to get such a committee in place there would likely be no action initiated until next 
December. Meissner asked to what extent UCAP could keep control of the project. Johnson 
responded that we have no control over what another committee does, nor can we move in the 
area of their charge. But if they say they don't choose to deal with issues in the area of their 
charge, we can pick it up. Spees commenfed that it looked like it was going to be largely up the 
good leadership of Johnson and Matthews in going to the other governance committees and 
soliciting their response. Matthews asked about extending invitations for discussion. Johnson 
pointed out that we did that, and there were no takers to date. Johnson asked Hinman if this were 
discussed at UCFT; Hinman reported that it was not discussed. But he imagined that they would 
welcome it. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :55. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen A. Strommen, Secretary 

ucap4.4 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING 

April 18, 1991 

PRESENT: Kristi K. Meissner, Vern Seefeldt, Roy T. Matthews, Joseph R. Carter, Gary Cloud, Kevin 
McNamara, Brad Ferrari, Stanley Gully, Mary Lee Vance, Lonnie Eiland, S. Spees, G. 
Schwab, D. J. Johnson, A. Sierra, N. Graham, E. Strommen 

ABSENT: E. Hackel, R. Schemmel, Sara Carter, James Dalley, Carla Barnes 

OTHER: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

1. The meeting was called to order by D. J. Johnson at 10:20 a.m. The agenda for the meeting was 
read and approved. 

2. Minutes of the meeting for April 4, 1991 were read and approved. 

3. Chairperson Johnson's remarks: Next week the Coordinating Committee of chairs of governance 
committees will meet to discuss response to and disposition of the teaching survey. Looking ahead 
to UCAP's next meeting, Dean Lanier of the College of Education will make a presentation on 
proposed changes in the College of Education. To a query as to whether materials would be sent 
to UCAP for review before that meeting, Steidle responded that she would circulate materials from 
last year on the HPC major changes and on R. Flodden's presentation to UCAP. 

4. Steidle called attention to ongoing Open House this week; be nice to strangers. Also the 
competition for the Alumni Distinguished Scholars is nearing completion. The outcome of this 
competition is that 10 or 11 incoming students receive significant awards for distinguished 
performance, and that there are as well as a series of distinguished freshman awards and 
distinguished minority freshman awards. There are few distinctions in the statistics of these awards 
any more. Further, the program to identify Mowbray scholars is also ready to begin. These awards 
are named for Mabel Mowbray, the first black graduate of MSU; they are a sort of "mini-Rhodes" for 
minority students. This year there will be 5 offers; the number will eventually be 10. 

Another scholarship which is a well-kept secret is the Timnick scholarship for upper level students 
with a strong record of service activities. These scholarships are designed to allow service-oriented 
students to cut down on their paid work time so they can sustain their service activities. Juniors 
who get it may reapply as seniors. 

5. Moving to the follow-up on Survey on Evaluations and Rewards for Teaching, Johnson reported that 
a recent memo from Esquith (circulated with materials for this meeting) indicates that UCFT will try 
to follow up on the first three recommendations in the report, especially as these bear on tenure 
issues. This matter will be high on their agenda next year. There are no other formal responses to 
report. On indirect information, the Council of Deans discussed the report, but took no action. 

Matthews reported that the Subcommittee on Rewards for Teaching are agreed: the Administration 
must fully support the document if anything effective is to be done. 

The question is how to proceed? Work through standing committees? Appoint a blue ribbon 
committee? The subcommittee is divided (as was UCAP at the last meeting on this question) but 
there was some preference for working through the present standing committees. They are already 
in place; they already have charges relating to issues in the report. On the other hand, with a blue 
ribbon committee, issues relating to teaching would the sale focus of attention. Whichever route is 
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taken there must be full support from the Provost's office and elsewhere in the Administration. 
Some persuasion would have to be put on the deans, and from the deans to the department chairs. 

Johnson asked for advice from the committee for further movement with this issue. Seefeldt 
suggested keeping options open; start with the standing committees, but if little is forthcoming 
there, go to a blue ribbon committee. Steidle, bringing in a perspective from the Council of Deans, 
asked how this "fold~ into the various platforms which have been developed? The Provost does 
intend to incorporate these issues and address them in the platforms. Also, MSU is sponsoring a 
major conference on the issue of rewards in June which will include Big 10 and other schools, 
organized by Jim Votruba. 

J. Carter commented that it might be useful if we got some statement from the Coordinating Council 
that the survey is valid. Johnson responded that Academic Council received the report at its last 
meeting; if issues of validity were to be raised that was the time. More crucial: Do we have the will 
to actually pursue this? Among all the problems facing us, is this of high priority? 

Matthews moved to his next point, which was a response he received after the Academic Council 
meeting from Dave Fisher from the College of Engineering. As a college-wide endeavor, they have 
developed a faculty development guide. Fisher participated in this process both in his department 
and at a college level. The guide is sent to new faculty as soon as they are appointed. Matthews 
reviewed the contents of the guide, which include statements about the mission of the college; 
expectations by rank; what is expected to achieve change in rank; procedures, steps, and sample 
timetable; department peer rating procedures; what the faculty member must prepare for the review 
committee; template letters to solicit evaluations of work; evaluation criteria points for raters; list of 
faculty activities, including specific activities in regard to education and teaching; and samples and 
forms of reports to guide preparation of similar reports by the faculty member. In response to 
Matthews' query, Steidle said that most other colleges probably don't have such documents. Cloud 
reported on his own experience with development of the document. In this, its first full year of use 
since distribution, it's been a great help but there is still a long way to go. Assessment of teaching 
is still difficult; there were no standardized forms. Also it is very difficult to get any information from 
outside the college on teaching. However it is working very well for research and service. Johnson 
added that Communications has a document which is about 13--14 years old. In practice, 
procedures have evolved and even with this document a newcomer would not be clear on what was 
expected. So one issue is that such documents, while important themselves, need to be upgraded 
regularly. Steidle asked how the procedure works in application. There are three major sets of 
criteria; judgment for a given faculty member depends on the average of the three, so the faculty 
member may still not know just what went into the judgment. Cloud responded that on this year's 
experience, all candidates for promotion wound up about average, with one area of expertise 
balancing another. There is also the matter of contracts with the chair, regarding what part of a 
faculty member's raise comes from what part of his or her activities. Steidle commented that 
Engineering has worked explicitly on problems of workload. Johnson added that it would be helpful 
to have a focal person or focal center to follow where one could see how the different systems 
operate. 

Matthews continued his survey follow up report noting that he would be getting information from 
other schools which are dealing with similar issues. Several names have come to him from K. 
Moore who recently visited Washington. He will also speak with Diamond at Syracuse where a 
survey regarding teaching raised considerable discussion resulting in action and grants. 

Johnson asked for comments or reactions from the committee. As members encounter information 
about reports on teaching and rewards or pertinent activities we should forward the information to 
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Matthews. In the future UCAP may address documentation or review procedures; guidance and 
information will be very helpful, especially on how documents have worked in practice. 

3 

Johnson introduced discussion of the materials on scholarly ethics forwarded from the University of 
Wisconsin-Madison and circulated for this meeting by pointing out that this issue is much in view 
currently, and asking for reactions to the materials distributed. Seefeldt commented that it was very 
unspecific; if UCAP is to work on this, there would need to be more specificity on what is out of 
bounds. Johnson commented that part of our charge is reviewing such issues; there hasn't been 
much attention to them in Johnson's tenure on the committee. If we wish we can review current 
policies. Vance commented that ethical issues are often subjective, and cited an example in which 
behavior considered ethical by a faculty member held costs for a student. Steidle commented that 
students here do have recourse; in the Wisconsin document, it looked like there had not been any 
procedures in place. Johnson added another issue, more hidden but nonetheless important; he 
cited an example of a proposal in which much of the material had been plagiarized. How is it 
possible to maintain a high moral stance if there are slips at the college level? 

Carter asked why this came to UCAP. Steidle responded that it was not solicited, but forwarded 
from Wisconsin. Cloud asked if there was any action at MSU to do something about these issues, 
or if there should be such action. Johnson said that in light of apparent concerns, perhaps the 
issue could be reexamined. 

I nformation updating UCAP on semester transition issues was presented by Steidle. There will be a 
transition to semesters in 1992; there is no backtracking. Some policy issues may arise, or may 
come back to UCAP. At the level of course, many are in but some are still "knocking about" in the 
system, among issues pertaining to courses: 1. Numerically, the Provost's office isn't necessarily 
seeing a one-third reduction. Faculty don't have much tendency to cut out their pet courses. For 
example, in one department the "reduction" changed the number of courses from 28 to 30! On 
checking, several courses were to be offered in alternate years, but given student patterns of course 
selection there are potential problems. The other alternative in such instances is an increase in 
faculty teaching loads, which would also be a problem. Another problem is shifting the level at 
which a course is taught without providing a rationale for the change in levels. Instances like these 
are being examined closely. 

Another problem in the area of programs is the expansion to 5-year programs through credit creep. 
The issue here: how can such an increase be handled with the same number of faculty? The 
response in one case: Cut the undergraduate program by half. These instances are NOT being 
looked at kindly. Steidle follows UCAP's position on this issue, that we are by and large a 4-year 
institution. The Curriculum Committee is being good with these questions and tough, but what they 
can do is limited in scope. They will continue to work as a Curriculum Committee for 5 weeks this 
summer and hope to complete the review of programs during that time. 

On Phase II of the transition: First, faculty and departments have worked hard and, generally, well. 
Now will come the student advisor phase. The new schedule book will contain a section of advice 
to students, and especially the importance of working with advisors. Second, preliminary meetings, 
mostly informational, are being held with the advisors by SEn '92. Third, the next phase will be to 
shift the transition team from faculty to advisors with at least one adviser per college to participate 
in training. Come summer there will be a series of training workshops. Attendees will go back to 
their colleges to train other advisors. At least where there will be relatively predictable structures, 
"template" programs will be prepared to assist in guiding students. Advisors will also be asked to 
share their techniques of working with students during these summer sessions. Development of the 
Green Book is also progressing. It will include general transition information; specifics on 
converting programs from one system to the other. It will include not only the new courses but the 
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replied not until fall, though they hope to have a version available for advisors before that. 

4 

Among the principles underlying these developments, a primary one is fairness--the change should 
not disadvantage students. So there is a great deal of flexibility. Some special opportunities will be 
available for a limited period of time; for example, a ~7 course number will be used when a course 
which was part of a two or three term series has become just one part of a semester course. With 
the approval of their advisor and the faculty member students may take just that portion of a new 
course needed to complete the series, using the 97 number. This will be administratively 
challenging; hopefully SIS will help. ~97 courses will be available for only two years. By the time of 
enrollment for Fall 1992, the new SIS system will be in place. Not only will computer enrollment be 
used, phone enrollment will be possible. Enrollment completion may be done by mail; there will be 
no more Pit! 

Cloud asked if there was much use of multi-titled courses. Steidle said no. Where they do come 
through, departments are being pressed to provide specific information on what will be taught when. 
The details of the document on multi-titled courses will be adhered to. 

Another area of study is classroom utilization. There is some increase in both use of large class 
space and also of smaller rooms at less popular hours. As to whether there are enough large 
rooms, the answer is probably yes--but spaces will have to be used which were not used before, 
and in ways not used before, which is to say over the full day and over the full week. One 
mechanism which may be used will be to allocate rooms and times to units, then let them decide 
who goes into which time slot. For the first couple of years a two-year schedule may be set up and 
observed; then it will be more possible to deal with the problem spots that emerge. Cloud 
commented that many of these problems weren't fully solved under the quarter system. 

Johnson asked Carter how things were going with SETI92. Carter responded that they were going 
well. Tentatively the big problems appear to be the tendency to schedule biennial courses, and the 
issue of reducing sections. Otherwise, things are going more smoothly than had been anticipated. 
Except for a key group, the faculty committee is disbanding, or at least slowing down. McNamara 
asked if there could be at least one session of mandatory advising on the switch to the new system. 
Steidle responded that she would love it if there were; the advisors say this too. There will be de 
facto mandatory advising since students will have to learn to deal with the new system; students 
pick up the ropes quickly, and they are counting on the student network, to carry the message as 
to the importance of authoritative advising. 

There is also an operations transition committee which deals with housing and other issues that 
cross vice presidential lines. S. Carter asked whether, with lengthening the class day, Saturday 
classes will be used. Steidle said no. Are there more evening classes? Meissner commented that 
students are more willing to take night courses when days are long enough that it stays light. J. 
Carter commented that on many other campuses graduate classes are effectively scheduled 
between 3 and 9, because of the teaching commitments of the graduate students. Will that be more 
evident here now? And will undergraduate courses be scheduled first and graduate courses fit in 
later, or will both be scheduled simultaneously? Steidle answered that graduate classes aren't as 
much of a problem, and that undergraduate and graduate classes would be fit in simultaneously. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00. 

Submitted by Ellen Strommen, Secretary 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The meeting was called to order by Chair J. David Johnson at 10:25. 

The agenda for the meeting was reviewed and approved. Minutes of the meeting of April 18 were not 
available but will be distributed for approval for the meeting of May 18. 

Chairperson's comments: Johnson pointed out some handouts regarding the changes being made in 
the College of Education. Minutes of UCAP meetings from 1990 indicated 5 key issues regarding 
these changes which were previously identified as concerns by UCAP; members should keep them in 
mind while Dean Lanier makes her presentation later in the meeting. 

Johnson next turned to a localized report of a survey on rewards for teaching conducted by Professor 
J. Dodgson, Chair of Microbiology, in his department, and also to Johnson's response to Dodgson's 
survey. While Dodgson's first paragraphs were critical of UCAP's report, Johnson elected to 
emphasize points of Similarity in the findings of the two reports in the response he addressed to 
Provost Scott. 

Several issues concerning academic procedures and regulations from Academic Programs which 
were reviewed by UCAP during this 1990-1991 session were summarized by Johnson for presentation 
to the Steering Committee of Academic Council, where they will be debated at next Tuesday's (May 7) 
meeting. UCAP members were asked to review Johnson's memo and contact him with any additions 
or comments they might have. 

I n preparation for the transition to next year's committee, elections of officers for 1991-1992 will be 
held in two weeks. Most present members of UCAP are continuing. Anyone interested in one of the 
offices is asked to contact any member of the Executive Committee or Johnson with self-nominations. 
Members wishing to nominate someone else should be sure they are willing to serve before making 
the nomination. Johnson pOinted out that the Chair of UCAP brings with it several other committee 
responsibilities, including voting membership on Faculty Council, membership on the Coordinating 
Committee, on the Executive Council of Academic Council, and on Academic Council itself. Other 
UCAP posts include Vice Chair, Held this year by Schemmel; Secretary, held this year by. Strommen. 
Other groups on which UCAP representatives serve include Military Education Advisory Committee, to 
which Manny Hackel has been representative this year; and there are representatives to SpARC and 
other ad hoc committees which arise from time to time. If there is no groundswell of response, 
members will probably be contacted in regard to serving before the next meeting. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: Steidle presented for UCAP's consideration an issue which arises at 
the end of each academic year. The Board of Trustees award is presented each year to the top 4 
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students who have completed 75% of their work at MSU. Many do not recognize this stipulation. 
Often, even usually, there are several whose grade point averages are as high or higher but who were 
transfer students who didn't do 75% of their course work here; frequently such students, or faculty 
who work with them, are disappointed or angry that they are not also recognized. How might these 
students be recognized? A letter is sent to them congratulating them on their performance; might 
some other recognition be made? This is not for action now but it is a matter for further 
consideration, should UCAP so desire. 

Reporting on the Coordinating Committee meeting regarding action on UCAP's Survey on Evaluation 
and Rewards for Teaching, Johnson commented that since many of the issues uncovered by the 
Survey impinge on the turf of other committees, Johnson and Matthews (as UCAP representatives) 
went to the Coordinating Committee to try to develop a plan which would allow issues to be dealt with 
by the appropriate bodies. However, there was little enthusiasm in Coordinating Committee for having 
different issues raised in the report on the Survey to be addressed by different governance bodies, 
which was one of the alternative courses discussed by UCAP. In fact, two of the standing committees 
didn't see a role for themselves in dealing with issues raised by the report. A second possibility 
discussed by UCAP was appointing an ad hoc joint committee with representatives from several 
standing committees. This alternative was generally not welcomed. The perception was that with 
notable exceptions such as the recent ad hoc committee on writing, such joint committees are not 
effective. This leaves the third alternative discussed by UCAP, the formation of a blue-ribbon 
committee. Such a committee would include members from those standing committees which 
showed some interest, along with experts such as psychometricians, representatives from the College 
of Education. But this alternative also met with resistance, on the grounds that the basis for 
membership was not clear, nor was there a clear formal charge. So Johnson went to the Steering 
Committee. The Steering Committee can not appoint a committee, but it may appoint a 
subcommittee which could appoint a committee. (Johnson commented that anyone who has 
followed the maneuvering to this point is probably well qualified to have his job for next year.) The 
charge would be based on UCAP's recommendations in the report on the Survey and also on the 
recommendations in CRUE (although Silverman suggests that it may not be necessary to have a 
formal charge created by the designated committee "to appoint."). What is needed at this point is a 
nomination of a member of UCAP to serve on the subcommittee to form a committee. Schemmel 
nominated Matthews; the nomination was seconded; no further nominations. Matthews was 
nominated by acclamation, and accepted the nomination. 

As clarification of the necessity for these maneuvers, Steidle pointed out that the role of the Steering 
Committee is to steer, not to act. She also pointed to a real concern of the Steering Committee that 
the charge as stated was so vague that it could be defeated in Academic Council on these 
(irrelevant) grounds. As for blue ribbon committees, usually they are initiated elsewhere; there is no 
mechanism for forming them in the governance system as it now stands. As a further comment, there 
is concern that there has been inadequate discussion of the issues pertaining to rewards for teaching 
within the governance system to date; and reactions are now beginning to surface, such as the report 
by Dodgson of Microbiology. Such responses are probably a good thing as they are getting people 
with other views out into the open. At the same time, something like a special committee MUST 
occur if anything demonstrable is to com!3 of the recommendations. 

In response to a question from Cloud, Johnson indicated that the intention would be to get a 
committee in place this term so that it would be ready to begin work next faU. Cloud then asked 
about distribution of UCAP's report. Johnson and Steidle summarized distribution to date, to all of 
Academic Councilor about 100 faculty; to all administrators, including deans, assistant and associate 
deans, and department chairs where they should be available to interested faculty. Copies have also 
been made available at the Library, and available from either Matthews or Johnson on. This has been 
publicized in the News-Bulletin along with full coverage of the recommendations from the report. 
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Returning to the Dodgson Report, Johnson noted that while his response focussed on the similarities 
in the outcomes of the two reports, there are also some legitimate concerns raised by Dodgson. One 
is the point that teaching and research are not necessarily in opposition. Another is that the amount 
of teaching taking place in laboratories may be underestimated. Another is that a substantial group of 
the faculty interviewed by Dodgson would not have come to MSU if teaching were the primary basis 
on which they were evaluated. There is no reason to assume that faculty in other departments do not 
also hold this view. 

At 11.00, Dean Judith Lanier of the College of Education was introduced to provide a preview of 
academic program changes for prospective teachers. Dean Lanier and Associate Dean Robert 
Flodden were invited to join the Committee for this presentation. Dean Lanier referred to the 
materials presented to UCAP for this meeting which provide a brief synopsis of the goals and direction 
in which training for teachers in the College of Education is moving. Many of the goals are grounded 
in research which has been conducted here at MSU, especially through the Institute for Research on 
Teaching. This work suggests that teachers need deep knowledge and understanding within their 
disciplines. They also need to be familiar with multiple approaches to pedagogy; it isn't enough to 
rely on "teaching as telling." In terms of the time it takes students to complete the program, under the 
present arrangement students take four years to complete a baccalaureate degree and receive an 
initial license. The State of Michigan then requires an extra 27 credits as well as three years spent as 
successful teachers. Since there are only 18 credits more necessary to receive the MA, most 
Michigan teachers proceed to the MA degree within 5 years of receiving their SA. There are problems 
under the present procedure: students tend to take courses which are easily accessible rather than 
those which make a coherent program; what they get is something of a hodgepodge; nearly all the 
courses are in education, few in the disciplines. Accordingly, these MA degrees are not as strong as 
they might be; correcting this situation is one reason for making the proposed changes. 

The proposed pattern would consist of receiving the SA degree in 4 years; following a year of post
graduate study which would include both a substantial internship and also work with at-risk students, 
students would qualify for the initial license. If in fact they follow the proposed program, they would 
complete the MA by the end of their first year of regular teaching. So institution of the internship is a 
major change. Further, a program which was a hodgepodge taking place over 9 years would be 
redesigned into a planned program which takes 6 years. This is the program for early deciders, those 
who start in the program as freshmen or sophomores. A program will also be available for late 
deciders, those who turn to teaching at various points later in their careers. 

Schwab asked about the professional development schools at which internships will be done. Lanier 
pointed out that in contrast to the present system, where student teachers are placed about 
anywhere, in the future system schools will be identified which have the best resources for work with 
children, and also where research on teaching is going on. Such schools will now also be asked to 
participate in training teachers. These are real schools in real sites which are willing to develop and 
supervise teacher training programs, not like the old lab schools which were usually on college 
campuses and had little student diversity. The movement toward such professional development 
schools is occurring across the country. Here in Michigan, there will be quality control for the sites of 
the professional development schools. There will be clusters of schools including elementary schools, 
a middle school, and a high school at each site. Each student will work at two sites, one of which is 
urban, the other suburban or rural. Schemmel asked whether students under the new plan will 
receive two degrees, one in a discipline and one in education. When Lanier answered yes, Schemmel 
asked how advising would be handled. Lanier responded that this would have to be worked out with 
each discipline. 

Matthews asked about the nature of the 100- and 200-level courses referred to on p. 3 of the materials 
distributed to UCAP. What are they and what will replace them? Lanier commented that the courses 
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now in place provide students with overviews but only a fingernail's depth in any discipline. Under the 
proposed plan, a student would develop depth in a major and a minor. Assuming education to be a 
life-long process, students will build depth in other relevant areas as they go along. Matthews asked 
what would be dropped; Flodden responded that courses such as Biology 201 and other similar 
courses aimed primarily at teachers would go. Students rarely went beyond such courses into upper 
division work under the present plan. Does this mean that there would be separate tracks for 
teachers-to-be, asked Matthews. Lanier responded no, citing English as an example. At the present 
time, English courses for teachers are different from English courses for English majors. One aim of 
the proposed changes is to have at least some upper division courses which are not on different 
tracks but taken by all students. A question from Schemmel about numbers of prospective teachers 
to be accommodated in the disciplines elicited the information that at present there are about 400 to 
500 such students. The aim is to try to keep the numbers of students about the same, though there 
will be some additional credit hours because of the new MA requirements. 

Cloud asked about the implication of this program for licensure. Lanier pointed out that the University 
is the institution that recommends licensure. The state has minimum requirements; these programs 
would exceed the minimum standards for licensure. Cloud asked whether there would be interaction 
with other teacher training programs in the state. Lanier answered that there would be; Oakland has 
already gone this way. Western and several other Michigan schools have faculty working with MSU 
faculty on professional development schools; there is a good deal of close collaboration going on. 
Michigan over-produces qualified teachers; there are 5000 to 6000 teachers credentialed when there 
are only 2500 to 3000 openings each year. So adding requirements to build quality will not jeopardize 
availability of teachers in the state. 

Steidle asked on behalf of Hackel, who could not be at this meeting, whether there would be any 
other training for special education besides the training which would qualify all teachers to be 
endorsed for teaching mildly impaired children. What about children who are more severely 
handicapped or impaired? Lanier responded that working with children with more severe problems 
requires special and separate training. Flodden added that a separate MA in Special Education would 
be maintained under the new program. S. Carter asked about selection of schools within sites; for her 
own major of agricultural education, for example, a school with agriculture programs would be 
necessary. Lanier indicated that either sites with good programs will be available or special 
arrangements would be made. Schwab then questioned the meaning of diversity in selection of sites; 
from those indicated, diversity appears to mean inner city compared with other urban, but he sees 
little genuine rural representation. Lanier pointed out that site selection is still ongoing; few of those 
indicated in the handout are clearly established, and changes to take such considerations into 
account may be made before setting the final sites. One real issue is faculty travel for purposes of 
supervising students at the sites; so sites in the UP may not be feasible for this reason. McNamara 
asked whether there will be a student teaching experience in addition to the field experience. Lanier 
responded that students will have field experiences while they are undergraduates, but student 
teaching as it is now done will no longer exist. 

Matthews raised a question about concerns over graduate students taking on larger proportions of 
instruction of undergraduate and graduate students in the College of Education, referring to a memo 
of March 13, 1990 from Wojcik of UCAP to Flodden. Lanier answered that according to the plan, 
each program and site has a faculty cohort responsible for overseeing students. This cohort will 
include College of Education tenure stream faculty, graduate students, and faculty from the 
disciplines. This group would plan and offer courses. In response to Schemmel's question as to 
whether MA students would then have courses on campus, Lanier responded that students would 
have a mix. She also pointed out that graduate students here at MSU are typically preparing to join 
the professorate at other universities, where they will be preparing others to become teachers. Part of 
their graduate program must be teaching, which is done with faculty supervision. As for what 
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Matthews asked whether cluster schools "kick in" at the fifth year. Lanier answered that in fact 
experience in cluster schools begins earlier for students who are early deciders; they will have various 
field experiences while completing their disciplinary majors on campus. Flodden pointed out that the 
specific field experiences will vary depending on the discipline area. In his own class of juniors, there 
are three assignments to observe teachers at professional development schools and to relate the 
observations to the class content. 

Meissner questioned the number of credits necessary with the dual major and the length of time to 
finish a program; even under the present system she has friends who are taking 5 years to complete 
their programs. Lanier responded that this question depends in part on the major. In most, it will be 
possible to finish the BA in 4 years, but it has to be planned tightly; that's why it's called an early 
decider program. If a student elects to enter the program as a junior, it will probably take longer. 
Flodden pointed out that in this regard, representatives of the College of Education have been 
meeting with representatives of the colleges and departments to which students usually go to discuss 
these issues. For those going into secondary education, the difference is one additional course in 
Education. Elementary, students already have to get a teaching major, so it's not as great a change 
as it appears. Lanier also noted the current widespread criticism of education and commented that 
these changes are based on the best that is known about how to establish more effective teacher 
training programs. 

Johnson asked where all of this is now in the College of Education. Lanier answered that things have 
moved well beyond discussion within the College; meetings are now underway with other colleges 
and departments working to coordinate the changes and keep in phase with the semester conversion. 

Johnson asked about whether any movement was occurring regarding an interdisciplinary thematic in 
Health Education and Human Performance; at the time the College of Education opted to discontinue 
the major in this area, such an interdisciplinary program with leadership from the College of Education 
was discussed as a means of accommodating students with interests in these areas. Flodden 
responded that discussion is clearly ongoing; M. Rothert of the College of Nursing is pushing forward 
in this area. Johnson asked whether the College of Education was taking leadership; Lanier 
responded that Nursing is mostly taking the lead. Education doesn't really have the faculty expertise 
to lead in this area. Steidle added a process comment regarding the question of sequencing of 
thematics; such sequencing can't really be done until courses are known and settled out. McNamara 
asked whether teaching interns would be paid or not. Lanier said that as currently envisioned they 
are not, but that there are major discussions at the state level, and with MEA and MFT. Meanwhile 
the College is working to get additional scholarship funding for the fifth year. 

Johnson thanked Lanier and Flodden for their time and information. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :55. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP5.2 
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1. At 10:20 a.m., Chair Johnson declared a quorum perceived and opened the meeting. The 
agenda for the meeting was reviewed and approved. 

2. Minutes of the meeting for May 2, 1991 were reviewed, and the following changes made: a) 
Johnson noted that nominations of UCAP officers for 1991-1992 would take place at the meeting 
of May 30, rather than at today's (May 16) meeting as the minutes indicated. b) Gully pointed 
out that his name is spelled without an "e". c) In response to a query from Hackel about the last 
sentence, second full paragraph, p. 5, the words "know almost" should be corrected to read 
"known about", so that the sentence reads, " ... these changes are based on the best that is 
known about how to establish more effective teacher training programs." The minutes were 
approved as corrected. 

3. Johnson began his comments with a follow-up report on the Academic Council meeting of the 
previous Tuesday. Unfortunately attendance was seven persons short of a quorum. In such 
cases, the Executive Committee meets on any action items. So UCAP's recommendations 
regarding undergraduate participation in graduate courses went to the Executive Committee, 
where some minor changes were made in the wording of UCAP's motion to clarify what 
appropriate procedures would be. There was some student concern that students might be 
excluded from graduate courses. Johnson assured the students that students would not be 
unduly excluded but that care would be taken that undergraduates who did go into graduate 
courses were adequately prepared. The action by ECAC will be taken to Academic Council for 
information. Johnson asked whether that an original motion could then be overturned at 
Academic Council. Steidle said that it might be possible to return the action to the Committee 
for reconsideration but that the norm is not to overturn. 

A rush of year's end business is beginning to appear. One item is the block tuition proposal, 
which Johnson received from the Provost along with a two-page cover letter. Since this issue 
merits close attention, and since there is a great deal of other business which must be 
completed, the committee agreed to meet again as a whole on May 23 specifically on this topic. 
Copies of the full proposal and of the cover letter will be sent to UCAP members in time for 
review for the May 23 meeting. Johnson pointed out that the extra meeting tentatively 
scheduled for June 6 will probably also be necessary, though that won't be certain until the 
meeting of May 30. 

As for the Academic Senate meeting, UCAP members made up one-fifth of the attendees--and 
there were only two people there from UCAP. Johnson commented on the irony that this was 
the meeting at which Van Tassell was reporting from a national meeting dealing with 
participation in academic governance. 
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Commenting on the low attendance at Academic Council and Academic Senate, Steidle noted 
that, as the year approaches the end, stress is mounting at all levels in the University. About 
two-thirds of semester courses are in, but the remainder are still being discussed. In many 
departments there are overloads of committee meetings. Semester conversion isn't the only 
issue; there are also task force activities, for instance. So the noted non-attendance may not be 
as big an issue as it appears. Faculty are clearly working on governance-related and other 
issues. Also, since Academic Senate has only a nay-saying function but does not itself act, 
people are likely to treat it as a low-priority activity unless the issue before it is controversial. 

Steidle also referred to some recent remarks by Prof. Peterson of University of Michigan's 
College of Education. Peterson was characterizing changes in academic governance over the 
decades. In the '90's, he suggests that there will be a disintegration of present governance 
structures and governance will strive for a new equilibrium. 

Steidle has also been attending all of the meetings of the Teacher Education Council, dealing 
with education curriculum changes. A lot of negotiation is going on as programs from the 
individual disciplines are coming through and there is a lot of discussion of how to mesh the 
credit requirements together. If the ultimate decision to go with the proposed 5-year programs 
is made, a statement on the changes will probably be ready in time to integrate with information 
regarding semester conversion. What is likely to come to UCAP are statements about the 
general policy shift rather than proposals for elimination of the many individual programs and the 
detailed changes that have been made. 

Johnson clarified the process of nominations to UCAP offices in light of information he received 
following the last meeting. Usually outgoing members serve on the nominations committee; 
departing members Carter, Schwab, and Meissner have agreed to take on this responsibility. 
Returning members who are willing to nominate themselves are asked to communicate with the 
Nominating Committee as soon as possible. Otherwise, committee members will call UCAP 
members to solicit members for officer positions. The positions open are Chair of the 
committee, with its attendant related memberships; vice chair; secretary. There is also UCAP's 
second representative to Academic Council and one to the Military Education Advisory 
Committee. From time to time there are also ad hoc committees such as SpARC, but none of 
those are pending at present. Elections will be held and leadership transferred during the latter 
half of the meeting on May 30. The new committee begins functioning in September. 

Reporting on academic program issues and university policies, Steidle commented that the first 
completed academic programs are now coming through. As they come in, policy issues 
become apparent; some we have seen before in other forms. A major recurrent issue is the 
practice of embedding in graduation requirements the requirement of specific grades for specific 
courses, rather than the overall 2.0 which is University policy. UCAP has dealt with some 
particular related problems; now it will arise as a policy matter. Hackel inquired about the 
admission requirements for the departments proposing such graduation standards. Steidle 
responded that UCAP has supported a 2.0 average for sets of courses, not for individual 
courses, or admissions requirements. As for graduation requirements, the University has not 
supported a policy of allowing individual programs to stipulate requirements for graduation 
which go beyond those established at the University level although there are a few long-standing 
aberrations. Hackel inquired, If they don't do it now, what's the problem? The problem, Steidle 
responded, is that programs are coming through now in which such extra requirements are 
proposed. That's why the issue will come to UCAP as a policy question. With such extra 
graduation requirements, students may pass all their courses, may even exceed the University 
requirement of a 2.0 average to graduate, but still not be able to graduate in their field if they 
don't have a 2.5 in a particular course. Carter commented that he could understand the 
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conceptual basis for having some minimum standard for entry into a program but he had 
difficulty with using this as a mechanism for controlling enrollment. Why not just cap 
enrollments? Steidle answered that some departments do cap enrollments, but there is an issue 
of wanting to maximize flexibility as enrollment demands can fluctuate substantially in relatively 
short periods of time. Carter asked why departments wishing to limit enrollments can't say up 
front that they just don't want the bodies without having an elaborate set of restrictions. Steidle 
responded that James Madison has such a policy, admitting students on a first-come, first-serve 
basis, and that it has been very effective for them--but other units in the University have not 
adopted a similar approach. Gully asked why there would bea stipulated minimum course 
grade for a graduation requirement. Steidle speculated that it was a means of securing better 
students. However, Nursing justifies the minimum by data showing that students who don't 
have certain minimum grades in coursework are often unable to pass the Board Examinations 
after they graduate. Seefeldt asked where imposition of such a requirement was most prevalent, 
for instance at sophomore level, freshman level. Steidle responded that the requirement in 
question is for graduation. Eiland commented that when he went to school, they called them 
"weed-out" courses. 

Cloud raised the issue of sequencing--one could wish to have knowledge of the level of 
students' performance in prerequisite courses. But how can this be tracked? At present there is 
no easy way, Steidle responded; even SIS will not be able to apply a gradepoint prerequisite in 
a particular course. Cloud commented that maybe such reqUirements would be less likely to be 
introduced as graduation requirements if they could be monitored at the appropriate level in a 
student's coursework. Meissner pointed out another issue, which is that students can't repeat a 
course in which they already have a 2.0. So students making a 2.0 would have no mechanism 
or opportunity to try to raise their performance to meet a higher grade requirement. 

Johnson pointed out that there seem to be several issues here. One is the question of 
graduation requirements. Another is prerequisite requirements for courses. Another is 
requirements for entry into programs, with which we have already dealt. Another is the question 
of grandfathering where approvals have already been made. To the latter point, Steidle 
responded that with semester conversion, the "clock" is being reset. Carter pointed out that 
there is also the issue of the correlation between admission requirements to programs and 
graduation requirements; there could be higher admission requirements but grade point declines 
while the student is in the program. Matthews asked, in regard to accreditation, what agencies 
want. Steidle responded that accrediting agencies are most concerned with individual 
development; she has seen no accreditation standards which establish grading requirements 
different from those of the University. Cloud countered that in Ellgineering, accrediting agencies 
are ~ concerned with grading; for instance, they want to see specific grading criteria, 
examples of graded laboratory reports. But their concern is not with specific grade 
requirements for graduation. Steidle added that the main thrust is usually program review--how 
does a student move along, what affects the student's performance? 

Spees commented that he was getting the impression that some units are requiring 2.0 in every 
course in the major. No, Steidle responded; it's a 2.5 here, a 2.0 there, setting up hurdles in 
very individual ways. Spees then asked whether, say, Chemistry could require a 2.0 in each 
course? Steidle answered that that is part of the question that she is raising. Gully asked 
whether there were rationales and background saying why a requirement is proposed. If there 
were documentation and support then maybe it would be OK. Hackel commented that if there 
is a passing grade in a follow-up course, then having to repeat a prerequisite is preposterous. 

Johnson summarized the sense of the meeting to this point: In the absence of compelling 
evidence to the contrary, specification of grade point requirements for graduation beyond those 
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established by university policy are inappropriate. Cloud offered as a friendly amendment, which 
was accepted: Departments should, however, have the option of establishing such requirements 
if they can show documentation of the relevance of the requirements for students. MOTION, 
Gully moved that this statement be accepted as UCAP policy; second; ACTION, passed. 

Steidle then introduced a related issue, which is how to count courses for program entry, GPA, 
etc. University policy regarding repeated courses is that when a course is repeated, the grade 
for the second attempt goes into the record. The first grade and credits are eliminated although 
a record that it was taken remains on the transcript. Now, however, some units are 
distinguishing between credits taken versus all credits attempted, with the latter figure including 
repeated courses. Schemmel commented that one disadvantage of the present policy is that 
students may deliberately do poorly so that they can repeat the course; they don't want a 2.0 
grade the first time around. Hackel pointed out that someone who does better the second time 
around may have a better-looking record despite having had to repeat. However, the initial 
course is still noted, Steidle pointed out. Meissner added that if you get an average based on 
both classes, and had a 1.5 the first time and a 2.0 the second, your average would still be less 
than 2.0 so you could repeat yet again. Cloud asked whether the relevant units' calculations are 
based on all attempts? Steidle answered yes, that they recalculate for admission to programs or 
for other purposes. Cloud commented that students who are dissatisfied with a 2.0 may ask to 
have the grade changed by administrative action so that they can retake the course, or they 
may perform poorly on purpose. Steidle asked Cloud if he had signed the Administrative Action 
forms for such grade changes. Cloud answered yes, but gave as a reason for the grade change 
"to allow a repeat of the course" (as he had told the student that he would do). The request 
bounced, and since then he's simply told students it won't work. 

Steidle reiterated that what she is asking is whether such recomputation of grades is acceptable 
within, or an evasion of, University policy. She added that she's surprised that the University 
hasn't been challenged on this issue. Hackel responded that limiting repeats to courses below 
2.0 had been an improvement. Under the previous system students could repeat any course, 
but it turned out that some students graduating with 4.0 averages had repeated 3.5 courses to 
get the 4.0's. Johnson raised the question, do we want to change University policy on this 
issue? Cloud asked whether there is anything we can do if the units are doing this on their 
own. Johnson pointed out that we can inform units of appropriate procedure, then turn down 
proposals that come in in violation of that procedure. Steidle then commented that such 
practices have been in place in some units as part of admissions procedures; and perhaps in 
that application, where limiting enrollments is one issue, this procedure is as legitimate as 
requiring a 2.0 average. But when it comes to applying such a counting of credits for 
graduation purposes, that's more problematic. Gully commented that perhaps it would be 
important to look at what is happening when students are admitted to programs; maybe rather 
than recalculating the average, units could have students indicate which courses they retook and 
why. Meissner then raised two issues; first, the problem of how students would find out what 
units were recalculating grades; this information would be buried department by department in 
the catalog. Second, there is the problem of the meaning of what is on the transcript. If 
someone gets a certain grade in a course, that reflects what they know and that's what should 
be on the transcript; it should be irrelevant whether the student had to repeat the course to get 
that grade or not. Cloud commented that there is another assumption that is problematic, which 
is that there is relevant information in whether an individual passes a course the first time around 
or not. 

Johnson then summarized the discussion, noting that UCAP's position seemed to be that 
departments and units should follow the University policy for computing GPA. Any objections? 
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No. Is a formal motion needed? No. Cloud pointed out that UCAP's position doesn't address 
private GPA calculated within a department and used for (say) admission purposes. 
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Matthews asked about the status of the Department of Religion, whether it was being disbanded 
as has been widely rumored. Steidle responded that she didn't know. Johnson pointed out that 
more generally, this is why we will probably need to meet on June 6. Requests for 
disbandments of programs should have been submitted long since, but some may be there that 
aren't caught until the academic program is not entered for semester review, and programs are 
only now. However, there has been no word regarding disbandment of religion despite 
persistent rumors as early as last fall; Johnson would be very disappointed if such a move to 
disbandment is there given that it wasn't introduced sooner. 

Moving to follow-up information on last meeting's presentation from the College of Education, 
Cloud commented that the proposal seems to be going back 20 years or so, particularly in the 
proposals regarding student teaching, and asked if that was true. Steidle, responding as one 
who has sat on through the relevant meetings, says that while the cluster school concept may 
sound like the old laboratory schools, in fact they are very different. They will provide 
opportunities to teach in a variety of settings, and with students from a variety of backgrounds, 
not just within a university community. The model is really that of medical education, with a 
professional internship where the student works closely with trained professionals. Cloud said 
that he hadn't meant his remarks to be critical; that actually he was thinking more about getting 
primary training in the major disciplinary areas. Steidle responded that actually students will be 
getting more in their disciplinary areas, but they will be getting more because of the fifth year of 
the program. The quantitative difference, especially for secondary education majors, is not that 
great; it's more of a strategic shift. Elementary teachers will be mainstreamed into regular 
academic majors. All students will have additional experiential learning. Meissner commented 
that she talked with a College of Education major who is part of a special cohort whose training 
is following the new model. Her informant feels much more prepared than other students. 
Steidle added that with the late deciders program, students can come into the program at the 
completion of the Baccalaureate degree and still get the teacher training. Schwab pointed out 
that he would like to support the increased emphasis on substantive courses, but that he was 
concerned about the issue the discrepancy between this and UCAP'S encouraging students to 
finish in four years. Should this be a concern? Will there still be a market for training in a 
program that requires an additional year? Steidle responded that there hasn't seemed to be 
much negative impact where similar programs have been put into place. Hackel pointed out 
that you have to get a masters now anyway. He then asked whether this new program would 
lead to permanent certification, or whether someone who has been out in the field for a time 
would have to come back and take further courses. Steidle pointed out that they would need 
only about 9 more credits for the full masters degree. Spees reported a recent conversation 
with a science student who insisted that he wouldn't do preparation for teaching if the program 
took five years. Johnson responded that this question had come up last year, as to whether 
prospective teachers from math and science disciplines would be discouraged by the 5-year 
program; the conclusion was that there were so few of these students anyway that it's hard to 
tell if it makes a difference. 

Johnson commented that he was impressed by Dean Lanier's presentation of the College of 
Education proposal; the substance looks good. But he had concerns over procedures followed 
in its development given that it involves the entire campus. He is also concerned over the 
disbandment of Health and Human Performance program. UCAP was given assurances that 
Education would take the lead in developing a related interdisciplinary thematic; they have not 
done so, and Johnson is disappointed that they have not done so. 
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Following up on the Survey on Evaluation and Rewards for Teaching, Johnson has not yet 
received any response to his memo to Provost Scott regarding response to Prof. Dodgson's 
self-initiated survey on teaching. Provost Scott himself, in his remarks to Academic Council, 
reaffirmed his commitment to appropriate evaluation and rewards for teaching. The Provost also 
drew attention to upcoming meetings of the CIC group and the NASULGC group (both of which 
are groups of peer institutions) which will be focussed on issues of rewards for teaching. The 
CIC will take place on campus on June 16, 17, and 18. Van Tassell and Matthews were named 
as MSU's faculty representatives to these meetings. Matthews' naming is in part recognition of 
his leadership in working on this issue. Unfortunately Matthews will be out of town; he has 
recommended to the Provost that Prof. Schwab or Prof. Seefeldt be contacted, since they had 
served on UCAP's subcommittee on Rewards for Teaching. 

Matthews then proceeded to report on the outcomes of contacting persons at other universities 
working on issue relating to evaluation and rewards for teaching. First was LaVern Barrett of the 
University of Nebraska, where they have a four-year project being funded by FIPSE (Fund for 
Improvement of Post-secondary Education). The program is designed to improve both teaching 
itself and reward criteria; they are working to change institutional norms. Portfolios for each 
faculty member are developed; information will be gathered for three or four years. Included are 
not just SIRS-type forms but other information such as visits to classes and time spent on 
course development. The team coordinating this effort includes faculty, department chairs, and 
central administrators. Barrett emphasized that they had to "work from both ends"--from both 
the faculty perspective and the administrative perspective. Matthews has copies of their 
materials, including program description, procedures for faculty review, the budget that was sent 
to FIPSE, reports from the four units involved, and much more. 

The second source was University of Syracuse, where Matthews talked with Tony Roberts of the 
Adult Development Center. Three programs are in place there. 1) Focus on Teaching (FONT; 
to a comment that with that acronym the program should do well here, Steidle responded that 
acronyms are "out" this year). 2) A nationwide survey is underway on perceptions of teaching. 
MSU was one of the target institutions involved in this project. No results are yet available. 3) 
There is a program just getting going which involves spinoff from the U. of Syracuse program, 
which is coordinating efforts across schools which participated. Matthews has a preliminary 
layout of the goals and procedures of this project. 4) Finally, Roberts sent Matthews a book of 
readings on teaching aimed at department chairs and deans. The first chapter is by Lee 
Schulman, formerly of MSU. There were also contributions from MSU's Steve Yelon and Larry 
Alexander. 

One thing is clear from this information, Matthews reports. If we want to do any such project, it 
will require a major commitment: a lot of time; a lot of people participating; and big bucks. 

Johnson asked about the status of the committee to name a committee on this issue. Steidle 
responded that names had not yet been submitted by the committee. Matthews added that he 
could lend the materials he has obtained to any such group formed, but that there is going to be 
lots of work; it's hard to get such an effort established, very hard to get the departments 
involved as they must be if it is to be successful. Gully asked whether the reports all deal only 
with undergraduate teaching. Matthews answered yes, and also with the conflict which is 
perceived between research and teaching. Gully commented that from the perspective of 
graduate education this raises some real concerns; if undergraduate teaching is looked at as the 
basis for promotion etc., this could really affect graduate education, perhaps detrimentally. 
Johnson commented that in some ways graduate teaching might be easier to evaluate and 
track. Any committee that deals with these questions will have to do so in the context of the 
broader issue of relation between graduate and undergraduate education. 



( 

( 

( 

7 

To Johnson's query as to whether anyone had other business, Spees encouraged UCAP members to 
read the SpARC report and get reactions to the Chair or a committee member; also to attend one of the 
two remaining open meetings. Johnson noted that only two persons came to SpARC's first open 
meeting, so the low attendance at UCAP's open meeting on the Survey looks more typical. Gully asked 
where copies of SpARC report are available; the recommendations are contained in a recent News
Bulletin. Steidle commented that one of the few positive editorials to appear in the State News over the 
past 7 years was the one dealing with SpARC's activities. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00. 

Submitted by 

Ellen Strommen, Secretary 

UCAP5.16 
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ABSENT: Joseph Carter, James Dalley, Norman Graham, Vern Seefeldt, Gary Cloud, Carla Barnes, 
Arlene Sierra, Mary Lee Vance, Brad Ferrari, Sara Carter 

OTHER: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

The meeting was called to order at 10:25 a.m. 

Since this is an extra meeting called for the purpose of discussing issues pertaining to the proposal for 
block tuition, there was neither agenda nor minutes to be approved. 

Chairperson Johnson began with some announcements. First, he received a copy of a memo to the 
Provost from Dodgson of Microbiology and Public Health regarding further discussion of Dodgson's 
intradepartmental survey on rewards for research and for teaching. In effect Dodgson is not interested in 
further discussion unless issues of resource allocation are to be discussed. Johnson also noted that the 
number of carbons indicated on the memo has increased markedly. Second, the new UCAP for 1991--1992 
is to be invested and to elect officers at the next meeting. New members will arrive at about 11: 15. 
Johnson will then turn the meeting over to the Nominating Committee as a tellers committee; they will then 
proceed to conduct elections. There are multiple nominations for some offices. Anyone interested in 
nominating self or another is encouraged to contact the Nominating Committee. 

In Winter 1988, UCAP endorsed the block tuition proposal subject to three provisions. Johnson proposed 
to focus discussion around these provisions, though members may raise other issues as they are perceived. 

Robert Lockhart, Director of Planning and Budgets, joined the Committee by invitation to provide 
information and answer questions regarding the block tuition proposal. 

In the paragraphs to follow, issues will be summarized under the provision to which they pertain. Questions 
came from UCAP members; responses came from Robert Lockhart and from Barbara Steidle except where 
otherwise noted. 

Provision 1. "1. That "protection" be assured for those who could be most disadvantaged 
(unintentionally) by the plan, such as handicappers and the educationally and financially 
disadvantaged. 

Q. The parts of the document which related to this provision appear to be on p. B-6, question 
6; B-7, question 9, and p. B-10, question 14. Do these statements all mean the same thing? 

Q. What is the minimum load a student must carry to qualify for financial aid? A. 12 credits. 

Q. What of students who for whatever reason cannot carry this many credits? A. They are not 
eligible for aid. On a block tuition plan, eligibility is based on the block. 
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Would the number of students needing special support packages increase. under block 
tuition? A. No, since students carrying less than 12 credits are not eligible; and for 
students carrying more than 12, the base figure on which financial aid is calculated at 
present is 15 credits regardless of how many credits a student carries. This is of course 
adjusted for individual students' programs. Under block tuition, the base figure for 
calculation would be the block number of 14.5 credits. For this reason, loans to students 
would not be greater under block tuition than under the present plan. At the time the block 
credit figure was established, students were actually taking an average of 14.1 credits. The 
figure has risen to 14.2 credits per term. The figure was raised to 14.5 to provide for a 
margin of error particularly during the period of transition. It would of course be subject to 
review once the system is in place. 

Q. One form of disadvantage might be incurring greater financial loans. A. This is always a 
problem for students with fewer than 12 credits. 

Q. What projections are there of the kinds of loads students might actually take under block 
tuition? Are there any data on how loads change when universities shift to block tuition? A. 
This can't really be predicted; there is no real data on how loads may change. A main goal 
of block tuition is to encourage students to enroll for a greater number of credits per term. 
The trend toward lower numbers of credits per term is nationwide and block tuition may not 
stop it, but tuition per credit provides a real financial disincentive for taking more credits per 
term. At the present rate, taking 14.2 credits per term, students are moving into 5-year 
programs. If the average rose even by .8 of a credit per term, typical students would be 
likely to finish in four years. Further, by not having the additional (and much greater) 
housing and living costs needed for additional terms on campus, as well as paying tuition 
for fewer terms, their overall financial outlay for their college education should be reduced 
even though their per-term tuition payment may be higher. 

Q. What of special groups such as veterans? A. If students are on special support such as 
that for veterans, they probably have some kind of minimal enrollment requirement. Further, 
in developing a student's individual package, external support is always the first issue 
considered. 

Q. It's hard to believe the main aim is to help students finish in shorter time. What is the 
benefit to the University? A. There is no real benefit to the University. The 2.6% profit (from 
basing block tuition charges on 14.5 rather than 14.2 credits per term) will be scaled down 
but even if it were not, it is not a major source of revenue. Had the negative reaction to this 
2.6% overage been anticipated it would have been less or not included at all. This proposal 
is out on its academic merits; there is no gain except in streamlining students' movement 
through their programs. 

Q. Is there any information about effective learning under different credit loads? A. No relevant 
research is available. At private universities, students usually finish in 4 years; at public 
universities, they more often take 5 years. 

Q. Why is University of Wisconsin moving away from block tuition? A. That is a legislative 
mandate, coming from a legislature in which many do not understand academic 
considerations. It is not an academic decision. 

Q. What are current rates of graduation and what effect might block tuition have on them? A: 
At present about 65 to 67% graduate. Last June, 29% of the graduates had finished in 4 
years; at 5 years, the total jumps to 60%; at 6 years, 64%, with small increments for 
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additional years. There has been some cohort variability, but it has generally been quite 
stable. Observation: The one third who do not graduate do not share in the benefits 
described. Response: But one must look cumulatively, not quarter by quarter. Those who 
take at least 12 but less than 15 credits as a regular pattern will be disadvantaged. Those 
who average more than 14.2 credits per quarter will be advantaged. Q: Of the 29% 
finishing in four years, how many went to summer school or did other extra work to finish in 
that period? A. Answer isn't known. 

What about problem of availability of seats, especially in core courses? If the seats in 
required courses are not available students may take more courses but still not finish any 
more rapidly than under the present system. A. Course availability is always a problem. If 
the advantages of block tuition are to be realized, seats must be available. One advantage 
of SIS is there will be better use of the courses available, fewer open seats at the end of 
registration. Provost's Office is putting forth considerable effort to assure adequate space in 
necessary classes. The original 1988 block tuition proposal was withdrawn because Scott 
believed that access to courses wasn't sufficient to permit students to experience the 
benefits of the proposal. With transition to semesters, access should be improved, so the 
proposal has been re-introduced. There is also the consideration that enrichment of 
programs is encouraged by block tuition. Observations: Perhaps the movement at public 
universities toward 5-year programs in part reflects who enrolls in public schools: a higher 
proportion of working students who are less financially able. And whether aid is there or 
not, students who work and others who cannot take full credit loads can never take 
advantage of the programs; it favors an elite group of people who are supported from 
home. Response (Hackel, Schwab): What proportion are in these disadvantaged groups? 
And speaking from the perspective of "prosperous parents", how is it elite that students be 
supported from home? From the point of view of those supporting the students, reducing 
the number of terms to be paid for looks good. Response (Steidle): There is no necessary 
correlation between working and number of credits taken, though actual figures aren't 
available. Observations: If an undergraduate has trouble finding courses at upper levels, 
they may have to take things they don't want just to stay on schedule. Proposal would 
foster this; perhaps it would be better to take lower credit loads and work than to sign up 
for "filler" courses. (Meissner) From experience at another university, mostly block tuition 
was an advantage, but in one year when courses were not available, it was a distinct 
disadvantage (Gully). 

Q. What about handicappers? A: Many are taking enough credits to benefit from block tuition. 
Further, they are often on financial aid which has no credit stipulation. 

Q. Are high-risk students included as part of those considered disadvantaged? A. Yes, these 
terms include high-risk students. 

Provision 2. That there continue to be a financial deterrent to late dropping of courses. 

Q. What is the upper limit of courses for which a student may enroll under the block: A. There 
is no cap; as many as they can handle. 

Q. Then under the block, won't students enroll in extra courses to see what they like, not 
dropping until the end of the second week of classes? A. That's why there is a new drop 
fee for courses dropped after drops and adds. The amount isn't set yet; it should be 
enough to get students to drop but not so much as to be punitive. Other schools with 
block tuition have such policies. 
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Q. Would such fees be waivable? A. Definitely yes, perhaps with the signature of an advisor. 

Q. Isn't after drops, 10th of term, too late? That's too late to add a course. A. Perhaps this 
might be changed. 

Q. Once details of these procedures are worked out, how will governance consultation 
proceed? A. So far as policy is concerned, the proposal would come back to UCAP and 
other relevant bodies. 

Provision 3. That the plan be understood as a three-year experiment, with data collection and a 
thorough evaluation of its effects before a decision regarding continuation of the program. 

4 

Q. What kind of data will be gathered, what kind of evaluation will be made, who makes the 
decision about whether block tuition is successful? A. There hasn't really been any attempt 
to address this yet. The expectation is that there would be review in consultation with the 
appropriate parties and that those parties would have an opportunity to provide advice and 
counsel. 

Q. But what would indicate whether it is a success or a failure? If for example student credit 
hours continue to decline, would it be discontinued? A. There is no single criterion. 
Certainly SCH is one major issue, but issues of administrative effectiveness might also be 
relevant. 

Comment, widely supported by UCAP members: It's essential that the nature of the evaluation 
process, the criteria which will indicate success or failure, and the nature of the data which will be 
relevant to make that evaluation be spelled out. 

Other considerations. 

Q. These issues are just arising now. Yet the Board of Trustees is to take action on June 7. If 
there is approval, does that mean block tuition will go into effect? Where will there be time 
for discussion of the detailed proposals by the academic community? A. Action by the 
Board can take many forms. If there is action on the proposal, then yes, the University will 
move to implement block tuition. Other change might be accepted in outline but with 
provision for further discussion and review of details. 

Q. Why is the proposal not more detailed now? A. This requires a lot of people working 
together and time has not yet been available to do this. If the concept is approved, then 
the time commitment will be forthcoming. 

Q. Regarding deferred tuition and the levying of interest payments on the unpaid balance: 
How would this be determined? And why is it being introduced now? If the interest rates 
are high, there is no advantage to having deferred tuition payment. A. The reason is that if 
this is made available to all students (rather than just to those in dorms as is the case at 
present) it will be a considerable cost to the University. The interest payment is not meant 
to discourage students from taking deferred payment; it would have to be set at a 
reasonable rate. Interest payments are a common feature of deferred tuition plans; one 
reason is that if no interest is charged, that payment moves to lowest priority for repayment. 
Perhaps it should be thought of as a service fee rather than as interest (Hackel). 
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If there are the same number of students but they are taking larger course loads, then there 
must be more classes or else more students per class. Who will teach these extra 
students/sections? Will the load fall on faculty or grad students? A. 1 reason for the 2.6% 
"profit" margin in the proposal is to provide for funding of additional sections or courses. 
There should be greater efficiency in use of seats, but there will be an increased burden; 
there would have to be some reassignment of funds. Some of this will occur through 
semester conversion itself. 

Observation. If the main thrust is to help students to finish in 4 years, there is no evidence 
anywhere that this will in fact happen. 

Observation, supported by several UCAP members: Experience with block tuition system (including 
MSU's earlier block tuition, which ended in 1967) is that students are in fact much more likely to 
take course work which is relevant but not required for their program when they are not paying per 
credit; the enrichment advantage is real. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00. 

Minutes submitted by Ellen Strommen, Secretary 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

The meeting was called to order at 10:25. The agenda for the meeting was approved as distributed. 

Minutes of each of the following meetings were distributed, read and approved: April 14, 1991, May 16, 
1991, and May 23, 1991. Johnson commended Strommen for her efforts in preparing minutes 
throughout the year. 

Chairperson J. David Johnson began his comments noting the lack of a quorum at Academic Council. 
This means that issues from this spring, including any action following from UCAP's report on the 
Survey on Rewards for Teaching, stand unresolved. Technically they could be reintroduced but at 
present they are in limbo. The Executive Committee of Academic Council did meet to deal with some 
issues, including the report of the University Committee on the Curriculum. 

The change in leadership of the Steering Committee may have implications for any follow-up on the 
Survey. Van Tassell, the outgoing Chair, has been supportive. We would hope to secure similar 
support in the future. 

For the record, Johnson noted the story in the recent News-Bulletin reporting that UCAP member, Vern 
Seefeldt, received a Distinguished Alumni Award from his undergraduate alma mater. Our 
congratulations to Seefeldt on this award. 

4. Steidle commented that there has been some difficulty in securing timely responses to documents and 
action requests by the standing committees. As for concerns about the matters before Academic 
Council, Council does follow up on matters not completed the previous spring. History is that nothing 
has been rejected on the grounds that it was not acted on previously, though theoretically something 
like that could happen. 

On submission of courses for approval, not all courses were in by the deadline of May 15; or even by 
this meeting date, May 30. As for the second step of submission of completed programs, these were 
due on May 24, but by that date only a small number of programs had been received by the Curriculum 
Office. The lag in submission of programs is linked to the lag in submission of the courses which make 
up the programs. 

As for prospects of UCAP needing to review programs scheduled for elimination, nothing has come in 
that was ready for review today or that will be ready by next week, when a supplementary meeting had 
been provisionally scheduled to take care of such contingencies. These lags in schedule make it 
possible that there will be a need for meetings during the summer. Such meetings would be on matters 
which are the responsibility of the 1990-1991 UCAP group. Steidle proposed that this year's committee 
authorize those available to meet during the summer if necessary to deal with whatever is pressing. 
Such a meeting would not be for action but for consultation and advice. Johnson moved that authority 
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be delegated to such a rump group, to consist of whatever members are available for such a meeting. 
Seconded. Discussion touched upon the following: a show of hands which indicated that most of the 
present committee would be in the area during the summer; meetings would only be on an as-needed 
basis, and there would probably not be more than one or two; agendas would be sent out with as 
much lead time as possible. Motion passed. Current year members are asked to submit their preferred 
summer mailing addresses and phone numbers to Steidle's office. 

As a follow-up regarding admission to the major of Building and Construction Management, on which 
UCAP had discussion at an earlier meeting, Rick Brandenburg notified Steidle that Physics 238 has 
been eliminated as an entrance requirement for the program. It may still be part of a given student's 
program. 

To murmurs of "Hear, hear" around the table, Steidle offered a strong thanks to the student members 
on this year's committee, who have been an unusually thoughtful and articulate group and who have 
made a valuable contribution to the operation of this year's UCAP. 

5. Since no proposal on Teacher Education was received, this tentative agenda item was dropped. 

6. Following up on last week's discussion on block tuition, Johnson prepared a memorandum addressed 
to Provost Scott summarizing points from discussion at that meeting. Copies of the memorandum were 
distributed and served as a basis for further discussion. Going through the document in sequence, the 
following comments and changes were made: 

(1) Page 1, Paragraph 2, sentence 2, drop "several" which implies less support for the general aims of 
block tuition than was actually present among UCAP members; sentence now reads, "Members of 
the committee are sympathetic to .... " (Hackel and others) 

(2) High-risk students be explicitly mentioned among those listed under Provision 1 who might be 
unintentionally disadvantaged under block tuition. (Eiland) 

(3) Under Provision 2, fourth bullet, "operationalizations" was changed to "implementation" 
(accompanied by some banter between those accustomed to social science jargon and those not 
so accustomed). (Hackel) 

(4) This same bullet should be sharpened to state that UCAP recommends that implementation 
decisions be formulated and circulated through the governance system for consultation. (Spees) 

(5) It should be specifically stated that students will be allowed to drop a course if they added it for 
inappropriate reasons. (Vance) 

(6) Regarding Provision 3, why is it considered an experiment? (Meissner). While that isn't clear from 
prior minutes or memoranda, it may be as a means of facilitating approval. It also provides for 
evaluation on a continuing basis. Data will be gathered by OPB; it is their function to do this. 
(Johnson, Steidle) There is also a problem with considering this an experiment since it will be 
confounded with the switch to the semester system taking place at the same time. A bullet will be 
added under Provision 3 expressing this concern about this simultaneous switch. (Schemmel, 
Cloud) 

(7) There may be problems with availability of choices given that the number of classes available is 
declining (though pressure will be reduced somewhat by more rapid rates of graduation.) 
(Matthews, Schemmel, Gully, and others). The first bullet under discussion of issues newly raised 
will be changed to read, "The committee expressed a great deal of concern about the access of 
students to courses they want to take under the proposed semester system." 



( 

7. 

8. 

(8) In the final paragraph, the word "sympathetic" is replaced with "supportive" as more accurately 
reflecting the position of the committee. In addition, some reference to the potential value of block 
tuition in enriching many students' programs will be added. (Vance, Hackel) 

Spees moved that the document be accepted as amended; second Hackel. Approved. 

To Meissner's question about what happens if the Board approves block tuition with the proposal in 
its present undeveloped state, Steidle responded that it can be counterproductive to work out all the 
details on an issue like this before even knowing for sure if it will be discussed, let alone approved. 
Further development of the proposal will occur based on the Board's action. Further, it's important 
not to confuse block tuition with the question of a tuition increase, as some students are apparently 
doing. 

Although the Steering Committee deferred consideration of the report from the Military Education 
Advisory Committee until next year, Hackel presented a "preview" report. The focus of the report is the 
clash between University policy regarding diversity and federal regulations regarding homosexuality in 
the Armed Forces. Sending ROTC away is not a solution; it's desirable to have civilian input into the 
military. In addition, MSU has had excellent relations with the Army and the Air Force; they have put 
excellent people on campus. So under the proposal submitted, the Board would be charged to 
propose to the President and to Congress that they reconsider this matter. In practice, the ban on 
homosexuals in the services is not uniformly enforced; enforcement is most likely in cases where it 
becomes visible or controversial. A third possibility would be to review and change local policy; this is 
what has happened at U. of M. 

This issue has gone to several other committees in addition to UCAP as well as to the new Task Force 
on Gay and Lesbian Issues. Also, Provost Scott has taken the proposal to national groups such as the 
Association of Land Grant Universities. This is an issue on other campuses as well as MSU. Given the 
Steering Committee's postponement of consideration, it is unlikely that there will be any action now to 
get this before the Board. 

Johnson presented his summary of activities of UCAP this year, copies of which were distributed. 
Though things haven't happened as they were expected to, it has nonetheless been a productive year. 
Johnson thanked the subcommittees for their work, with recognition of Barnes and Carter as 
subcommittee chairs. Particular recognition went to ·the Subcommittee on Incentives and Awards for 
Teaching for their considerable activity during the year. Thanks to Schwab and Carter as members of 
that committee, and to Matthews especially for his excellent work as chair of that committee. UCAP 
members who served on the Writing Task Force also were recognized. The excellent work of the 
student members of the committee was again acknowledged; they were more willing than most to say 
that the Emperor has no clothes. Others recognized by Johnson were Joanne Corcos for her efforts 6n 
behalf of the Committee; Laura Black from the News-Bulletin for her coverage of committee activities 
and also for her help regarding publicity on the teaching survey; the other officers for this year, 
Schemmel as associate chair, Strommen as secretary, Hackel as representative to MEAC, and Spees as 
representative to SpARC; and to Steidle for her substantial contributions to the work of the committee. 

Schemmel commended Johnson on his effective leadership, organization, and extensive preparation on 
issues facing the committee. 

The final meeting of the 1990-1991 UCAP was adjourned by Johnson at 11 :30. 

1. Johnson then turned the meeting over to the Nominating Committee who then reconvened the meeting 
as the first meeting of the 1991-1992 UCAP. New members, James Vlahakis, Undergraduate 
representative, and Kim Bailey, Student Council representative, were introduced. 



2. Officers were elected for 1991-1992, with the following results: 

( J. David Johnson was re-elected chair by acclaim, after Matthews withdrew his name from 
consideration. 

Rachel Schemmel was re-elected Vice-chair by acclaim. 

The position of secretary is open; no takers. Matthews moved and it was seconded that election of 
secretary be deferred to next fall when more members could be present. 

Matthews declined nomination as UCAP's second representative to Academic Council for next year. 
After a question as to whether that representative had to be a faculty representative, answered that it be 
more important that it be someone who can speak up on issues and also represent UCAP's interests at 
Council, Gully was nominated and elected by acclaim. 

Hackel was re-elected representative to MEAC by acclaim. 

3. Johnson welcomed the new members to the committee. 

To the committee as a whole Johnson raised the issue of the subcommittee structure for next year. If any 
member has some proposals, please communicate them to Johnson before September of 1991. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00. 

Minutes submitted by 

C Ellen Strommen, Secretary 
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