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J. David Johnson, James B. Dalley, Rachel Schemmel, W. G. Bergen, Cheryl A. O'Brien, 
Vern Seefeldt, Ellen A. Strommen, Kevin McNamara, Stanley Gully, James Vlahakis, Roy T. 
Matthews, Lonnie C. Eiland, Emanuel Hackel, Steven Spees, Carla L. Barnes, Barbara 
Steidle, Shawnee K. Vickery 

Gary Cloud, Norman Graham, Arlene Sierra, Jeffrey Krasner, Kim Bailey 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

The meeting was called to order at 10:15 a.m. by the Chairperson, J. David Johnson. He called attention to 
the new members of the schedules for the meetings of the year as listed in the packet of material, and 
mentioned that the subcommittees of the committee meet on the alternate Thursdays. He also mentioned 
that the December 12 meeting should be considered an optional meeting at this time. He reviewed the 
other contents of the packet distributed to all members. By way of introduction to the format for committee 
meetings, he emphasized the value of civility within the committee and respect for all points of view. He 
mentioned that parliamentary procedure is adhered to but rather loosely. At this point, all members of the 
committee introduced themselves and in addition the chairperson introduced Laura Black from the MSU 
News Bulletin who covers the various ali-university standing committees. The minutes of the previous 
meeting were approved. With respect to the position of committee secretary, at the suggestion of Rachel 
Schemmel, the duty was divided by terms. James Dalley will be the Fall Term secretary, Werner Bergen the 
Winter Term secretary, and Stanley Gully is a tentative volunteer for that position in the spring. 

Chair Johnson then called on Barbara Steidle to make some introductory remarks to the committee. Dr. 
Steidle mentioned that the committee is an important University policy making body and referred committee 
members to the portion of the Bylaws for Academic Governance relating to this committee, which were 
distributed in the packet of material. She reminded us that our relationship to policy may be advisory or 
one of delegated authority or advisement and consultation. Dr. Steidle reminded committee members that 
not only do they represent the college which elected them, but the larger university community as well. She 
reported to the committee that the "Green Book" is at the printers and that the expected enrollment for this 
Fall Term is 41,600 students. She also reviewed problems during the registration process related to large 
numbers of students attempting to pay their fees on the last day which resulted from the effectiveness of 
computer class selection. She reported that the course review process for the semester transition is nearing 
completion and that is the work of the All-University Committee on Curriculum. She advised further that the 
Semester Transition Team focus is now on the advising process. Lead advisors from each college are 
being trained to facilitate the advising process and the increased load of advising which will result from 
semester transition during the earlier parts of the actual implementation. She reported further that the SIS 
(Student Information System) implementation is on schedule. 

Chairperson Johnson then asked the committee to consider the matter of how it wished to organize itself. 
He pointed out that the previous structure, which had worked well, was to have subcommittees. He pointed 
out that subcommittees have generally been formed based on current agenda items before the committee, 
for example, the committee on CRUE and APERTF. Dr. Steidle projected that likely committee business 
during this year may consist of program elimination considerations, other policy or procedural items related 
to the semester transition, and the SPARC committee report. Reward and Evaluation of Teaching 
subcommittee and the Gay Lesbian Task Force Report, as well as other CRUE issues were other possible 
agenda items suggested by Dr. Steidle. 
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Chairperson Johnson then asked if there were any questions which new members wished to raise, and 
Stanley Gully asked how agenda items come before the UCAP. In essence, Dr. Johnson's answer was that 
anything is possible. They may come from Academic Council, they may be internally generated as a result 
of knowledge which members have of items in their colleges, and they may come from administration. Vern 
Seefeldt suggested a continuation of the Teaching Evaluation and Rewards Subcommittee. Roy Matthews, 
in response to the suggestion, indicated that he felt that the UCAP will need to work to maintain the 
momentum for that item if anything is to come of the work already done on it. At present, he described it 
as being hung up over identification of a follow-up committee. He also reported that at the present time the 
Academic Council is preoccupied with semester transition and other curricular matters and so may not 
make a decision on forming the committee for some time. Shawnee Vickery asked about major problems 
identified in the report, and Roy Matthews offered to provide her with a copy. Other suggestions for 
subcommittee work or attention included Rachel Schemmel continuing with the CRUE, APERTF, and 
CORRAGE follow-up. Stanley Gully indicated that he felt semester transition issues, especially advising, 
would require committee attention, and Roy Matthews mentioned the issue of a change in the teacher 
training program which is under discussion in the College of Education. Chairperson Johnson also called 
the committee's attention to the activity in the Department of Religious Studies which has never been 
presented to the Committee. Shawnee Vickery asked about the "batting average" of UCAP, and 
Chairperson Johnson opined that its role is important, even pivotal on some issues. Emanuel Hackel felt 
that in emotional issues the Committee's impact is less than it is in issues which have no emotional content. 

Chairperson Johnson then summarized the deliberations by saying that it appeared the committee 
consensus was to have two active subcommittees, Le. one on the Improvement, Evaluation and Rewards of 
Teaching issue and the other on CRUE, APERTF, and CORRAGE follow-up, with the matter of choosing 
additional subcommittees to be left until our agenda for the year becomes more clear. A sign-up sheet for 
members to volunteer for one of the committees was then circulated. Emanuel Hackel then commented on 
the MEAC report which was included in the Committee packet. The Committee discussion of that report 
centered around the ambiguity related to sexual preference and military policy. It was the sense of the 
Committee that no UCAP action was advisable until after the Gay Lesbian Task Force acts upon the MEAC 
report. Roy Matthews asked about the University's position with respect to federal audits of overhead 
expenditures, and Dr. Steidle responded that the University is working diligently on this matter. 

Adjournment was called for at 11 :58 a.m. 

Prepared by 

James Dalley 
Fall Term Secretary 

UCAP9.26a 
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Werner Bergen, Lonnie Eiland, Rachel Schemmel, Kim Bailey, Carla Barnes, Kevin 
McNamara, Cheryl O'Brien, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, Roy Matthews, Ellen Strommen, 
Shawnee Vickery, James Vlahakis, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees, James Dalley, J. David 
Johnson, Norman Graham 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra, Jeffrey Krasner 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson J. David Johnson at 10:15 a.m. Vern Seefeldt Moved and 
Stanley Gully seconded the approval of the agenda. The motion was carried. A motion to approve the 
September 26 meeting minutes by Ellen Strommen was made and seconded Werner Bergen. That motion 
was also carried after a few minor, mostly spelling, changes to the minutes. 

Chairperson's Comments 

Chairperson J. David Johnson reported on items from Academic Council which he believes are pertinent to 
the committee. It was announced that Dr. David Scott will continue to serve as Provost of this university. It 
was also announced that the package of courses constituting the Arts and Humanities Integrative Studies 
curriculum was approved at the meeting of October 8 and that 1,300 courses were approved on October 
22. There is concern about the duplication of course materials in the Department of Economics and the 
Department of Statistics. Chairperson Johnson also announced that the motion from UCAP regarding 
admission of undergraduate students to graduate level courses was approved. A decision concerning 
further action on the report on teaching from teaching rewards evaluation and quality was a committee to 
name the committee to decide how to deal with the report on teaching education quality and evaluation has 
been formulated. It will consist of representatives from all university standing committees. Roy Matthews 
will be the convener of that committee. There were also comments on the matter of teaching loads and the 
formation of a committee to name a Dean of Graduate Studies. At the next meeting of the Academic 
Council on November 7, Chairperson Johnson announced that there will be consideration of changes in 
various curricula in the College of Education. There was also discussion at the Board of Trustees meeting 
concerning the status of the Department of Religious Studies. This concluded the chairperson's report. 

Assistant Provost Steidle's Report 

Dr. Steidle mentioned that the matter of duplication of courses which was discussed at the Academic 
Council meeting is being addressed and that there are still some problems with proposed programs whose 
degree requirements under the semester system have not been reduced to 120 credits or the equivalent 
one-third reduction in credit hours. 

Dr. Steidle then introduced Vice Provost Paul Hunt who addressed the committee on the subject of 
technological innovations and instruction. He referred to a special insert in the News-Bulletin of October 24 
which discusses the various aspects of technology and instruction. 

Dr. Hunt began his remarks by describing the organization of the computing and technology MAU and 
described the activities of the various sections. He then described various interactions between faculty and 
that academic unit. In particular, he mentioned the instructional computer and technology committee, ad 
hoc committees formed to deal with specific issues and the relationship between deans of the colleges and 



( 

their unit. Chairperson Johnson asked particularly about student input into the various subdivisions of the 
Department of Computing and Technology. Vice Provost Hunt responded by giving examples of student 
input by different mechanisms. There was a more detailed presentation concerning how courses become 
lTV courses and distinction was noted between live versus produced courses. Shawnee Vickery asked 
about the comparative ratings in lTV courses versus those taught live, and Dr. Hunt answered that it was not 
possible to generalize about that, but it was based more on the individual performance of instructors. Roy 
Matthews asked about the scale up which the integrative studies in Humanities course represents, that is 
3000 students being taught simultaneously or being taught entirely by television and whether or not there 
has ever been a course where lTV is the only mode in which it is taught. Dr. Hunt acknowledged that there 
has never been an identical instance where this has been the case in the past; however, he pointed 
particularly to special training of T As for this course and the importance which has been placed on 
commonality of experience as a factor in providing quality in basic required courses. 

Bruce Miller was then introduced as the chairperson of the Semester Transition Committee and gave the 
committee an overview of a transparency set which has been developed and "taken on the road" regarding 
graduation requirements during the transition and discussing the transition in general. His presentation and 
these transparencies deal generally with which students are considered to be transition students, a fairness 
doctrine, the semester calendar, completion of university credit requirements, completion of general 
education requirements, APCOGS (Academic Program Completion Guidelines) and Options 0 (quarter) and 
S (semester). Cheryl O'Brien asked about advising errors and how they will be mediated. Dr. Steidle 
responded that if the error can be corroborated, the University will make allowances in the student's favor in 
this instance. Kevin McNamara asked about whether or not there were going to be advising seminars 
presented and where this would be organized. Dr. Miller indicated that they will be on an individual college 
basis. Dr. Miller described the enrollment procedures for the fall of 1992 and financial aid procedures for 
the fall of 1992. Finally, Dr. Miller offered comments concerning the impact on policy of the consequences 
of transition. He talked about the proportions of courses having three and four credits and how under the 
quarter system and how the proportion of courses carrying corresponding semester credits will apparently 
differ from that. He also mentioned the impact of the semester transition on classroom utilization and 
indicated that its primary impact will be on the need for classrooms capable of accommodating greater than 
150 students. He indicated it will not be possible to accommodate all requests for large classrooms in the 
actual rooms requested. He also indicated it would be necessary to use more hours of more days to meet 
all the needs for larger classrooms. Another problem he mentioned is the hour and 20 minute and two hour 
class periods. At the conclusion of Dr. Miller's remarks, Roy Matthews in absentia suggested that the 
Steering Committee of Academic Council request the Executive Committee of Academic Council to discuss 
recent events relative to the current status of the Department of Religious Studies. It was moved by 
Stanley Gully and seconded by Emanuel Hackel that the Committee make this recommendation to the 
Steering Committee of Academic Council. The motion was carried. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:05 p. m. 

Minutes prepared by 

James Dalley, Secretary, Fall Term 

UCAP10.24 
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Minutes of the Meeting 

November 7, 1991 

Approved 11-21-91 

Werner Bergen, J. David Johnson, Rachel Schemmel, Carla Barnes, Kevin McNamara, 
Cheryl O'Brien, Emanuel Hackel, Roy Matthews, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees, Lonnie Eiland, 
Ellen Strommen, J. B. Dalley, Norman Graham 

Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Associate Provost 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Johnson at 10:20 a.m. The agenda was approved by 
committee vote and, after some minor changes and additions, the minutes of the meeting of October 24, 
1991, iNere approved. 

Chairperson's Report: Chairperson Johnson recognized committee members Vern Seefeldt and Gary Cloud 
for having been elected to chairpersons of national committees in their respective disciplines. He then 
called on Roy Matthews to report on the status of the committee to make recommendations concerning the 
issues raised by the survey on improvement incentives and evaluation of teaching as conducted by UCAP 
last year. The committee consists of Professors Christine Birdwell, John Haubenstricker, and Barry Stein, 
with Roy Matthews acting as the convener. Professor Roy Matthews distributed a copy of a memorandum 
he had sent to the members of the committee outlining the charge to the committee and the mission 
statement for the committee. He announced that the meeting would be held on November 12, 1991. In his 
further remarks, Chairperson Johnson then reported on activities at the Academic Council, which included 
the remarks of President DiBiaggio, the process of selecting a dean of the graduate school for which each 
faculty member had recently received a job description and request for nominations, and the ECAC action 
on the issue surrounding the disbandment of the Department of Religious Studies. Johnson characterized 
the discussion at ECAC as being frank, open and honest; he also described his understanding of the level of 
common law, i.e., University legislation related to this matter. Chairperson Johnson introduced a motion at 
the ECAC meeting to postpone deciding whether or not disbandment needs further consultation in the 
Academic Council. That motion was adopted. He pOinted out that the ECAC has the charge to determine 
who should consult on any particular matter and whether consultation within the academic governance 
system had been appropriate. Johnson expressed his personal concern about how these matters are 
handled. Johnson expressed the opinion that the Provost has already decided that religious studies will 
become another program rather than retaining department status. He also introduced a motion at the 
ECAC meeting that the University Committee on Academic Governance review and suggest, if appropriate, 
the revision of the consultation process related to disbandment. He pointed out the dilemma facing UCAP 
concerning this matter, in as much as our operating procedures based on a motion passed by this 
committee last year would require us to receive this item as information only at this stage rather than taking 
any action or position on it. 

Chairperson Johnson then introduced Associate Provost Lou Anna Kimsey Simon to address the religious 
studies issue and any other issues which she wished to address since she was attending on behalf of 
Assistant Provost Barbara Steidle. Dr. Simon began by questioning whether in fact the Provost has really 
decided. She indicated that she felt there was reason to believe otherwise or to believe that he had not. 
She pointed out that there are a number of ways in which units react to budgetary strictures, and that given 
the information contained in the R-cubed document and its appendices, the action concerning religious 
studies should come as no surprise. She pointed out it has not been kept secret that class size and 
enrollments, and meeting service course requirements and the issues of barriers to entry into courses all 
represent problems which have a bearing on this situation as it presently stands. She also pOinted out the 
continuing need to balance the needs of the University as a whole as against those of departments, and the 
importance of colleges in setting priorities. At this point, both Associate Provost Simon and Chairperson 
Johnson stated that there are further details available concerning this matter as it relates to the above 
issues, and Chairperson Johnson stated that UCAP would certainly be interested in seeing these. Associate 
Provost Simon stated that she believed in retrospect that moratoria on enrollments should come to UCAP 
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for consideration. Chairperson Johnson invited both Associate Provost Simon and/or Provost Scott to 
address UCAP on the several issues raised by the present state of affairs with respect to religious studies. 

Associate Provost Simon then moved to a discussion and description of the review process involved in the 
change in curriculum for the teacher education program which was on the committee agenda for this 
meeting. Dean judith Lanier of the College of Education and Assistant Dean Robert Floden were introduced 
to the Committee, and Dean Lanier began by giving an overview of the basis for the change in the 
curriculum before UCAP. She noted in particular the elevation of standards for teachers and expectations of 
education which have occurred in the country and indicated how these reflect on the requirements or the 
expectations of teachers and the modifications that meeting those expectations create for teacher 
education. She pointed out that a program similar to the one under consideration is already in place at 
Oakland, and that MSU prepares approximately 10% of the Michigan teacher work force, which represents 
approximately 500 new graduates from MSU annually. The College of Education hopes to identify 300 early 
deciders for this program who will begin as freshmen and the Dean indicated that the other 200 would be 
referred to as late deciders (individuals who already have a bachelor's degree). Dr. Lanier then reviewed the 
material which had been received by the Committee, which in essence requires five years of preparation for 
a teaching certificate. Questions from the comrnittee included Emanuel Hackel expressing concern about 
the increased time and expense for students in this program versus the payoff in the form of salary. Dean 
Lanier indicated that there were some paid internships available and that the College was working to see 
that the compensation for these highly trained individuals would be superior to that received by those from 
more conventional four-year programs. She did indicate that they have met with the MEA and that the MEA 
is willing to accept this credential as a bargaining item. Dean Lanier also identified other methods by which 
the college hopes to see that compensation for these individuals is appropriate. Roy Matthews asked how 
this program will impact on the needs for credits in disciplinary departments and whether there will be both 
spaces and willingness to accommodate these students. Dean Lanier indicated that the College was 
working with departments, that the courses will be primarily at the 300-400 level and that she believes that 
these students can be accommodated. Associate Provost Simon indicated a concern of the Provost's 
Office about the extent to which enrollments in this program will be engineered." Vern Seefeldt expressed 
concern over what the market for these individuals would be, and Werner Bergen asked if this is a national 
trend and will poor districts become even more different from more prosperous districts as a result of this 
program. Dean Lanier's response was that the fifth year does indeed represent the National trend. 
Associate Provost Simon indicated that the Provost's Office sees this program as a way in which the land 
grant universities can bring their intellectual horsepower to bear in the states for educational change and 
improvement. Kevin McNamara wondered how the internship program, which is part of this program, works 
at Oakland University, particularly with response to the students' need for financial aid. He also wondered 
about minority concerns and Dean Lanier indicated that, in particular, the program for late deciders had 
been tailored for individuals in this category. Chairperson Johnson wondered about the adequacy of this 
program with respect to rural areas in as much as individuals often return to their home areas to teach. 
Dean Lanier responded that the admission policy would take market demand for admission, that is urban 
versus rural interest, into account. Chairperson Johnson also inquired in particular about a March 13th, 
1990, memorandum from past UCAP Chair Wojcik to Associate Dean Floden which had required a written 
response and he expressed concern about how and when University academic governance was brought 
into the consultation process. Dean Lanier responded by saying she felt that consultation had been 
ongoing and Associate Provost Simon said that she believed that consultation in the academic governance 
system generally occurs at the level and at the time at which copy for the catalog is being considered at the 
general level at which consultation occurs. 

The meeting was adjourned on a motion from Lonnie Eiland and seconded by Vern Seefeldt at 12 noon. 

Minutes prepared by 

James Dalley 
Secretary, Fall Term 

UCAP11.7 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 21, 1991 

Approved 1-16-92 

J. David Johnson, Rachel Schemmel, Stanley Gully, Carla Barnes, Kevin McNamara, Cheryl 
O'Brien, Emanuel Hackel, Roy Matthews, Werner Bergen, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees, 
Shawnee Vickery, Norman Graham, Lonnie Eiland, J. B. Dalley 

Barbara C. Steidle, W. Fred Graham, Linda Stanford, John W. Eadie 

Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Jeffrey Krasner, James Vlahakis, Kim Bailey 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson J. David Johnson. The agenda was approved and the 
minutes were approved with the change of the word "department" to the word "program" towards the end of 
the first paragraph of the minutes. The members of the committee were asked to read a memo concerning 
the table in the Board Room and the treatment of it during meetings. 

Chairperson's Comments: Chairperson J. David Johnson noted that the State of Michigan has withdrawn 
funds which supported the awards for teaching excellence. As a consequence, the Steering Committee of 
Academic Council has decided to form a joint subcommittee of the Faculty Affairs and Academic Policy 
Committee to study the overall structure of awards. Chairperson Johnson requested volunteers for 
membership on that committee from the members of UCAP. Professor Steidle noted that there are really 
two time frame issues here, one being the awards for this year and whether or not the awards formerly 
designated by the state would be given and secondly, the longer term issue of the whole structure of 
academic awards related to teaching. Chairperson Johnson asked Professor Matthews to report on the 
"Committee on Committee." Professor Matthews reported that the committee had met on the twelfth of 
November and was presently studying a mission statement and objectives for the committee and the 
structure of the charge to the committee as well. Chairperson Johnson moved to reporting on Academic 
Council business related to our committee. He noted that the faculty origin of the Secretary for Academic 
Governance has now been formalized by the Board of Trustees. He further reported that the CORRAGE 
Report had been received by Academic Council and would be referred to various committees of academic 
governance. Chairperson Johnson then called on Assistant Provost Steidle for her comments. She stated 
that she had nothing further to add at this time. 

Integrated BA/MA Degree for Teachings: Further follow-up on this topic was next on agenda. Comments 
from members of the committee revolved around the extent to which this program would be attractive to 
students, given a lack of evidence that it would increase their value in the marketplace. In response to 
further questions as to the extent to which this really represents a trend in teacher training, Professor Steidle 
noted that a number of New England state institutions and the University of Tennessee had established five
year programs. Within the state, Oakland University has also done so. UCAP consensually agreed that the 
College of Education should proceed with the implementation of the five-year programs for prospective 
teachers. 

Department of Religious Studies: Chairperson Johnson, in some introductory remarks, provided 
background on the whole issue in the form of a chronology and also clarified the role of the University 
Committee on Academic Policy in such matters. In particular, he read Section 4.5.4 from the Bylaws which 
give a definition of consultation and further pointed out that it was the role of this committee to comment 
and consult on such changes. Professor Johnson also noted that representatives from the Provost's Office 
and the Office of the Secretary of Academic Governance will be at the next meeting of this committee to 
comment generally on the disbandment process. Professor Steidle mentioned in particular the need for 
having a concern for fairness to students in such matters. Professor Johnson noted that the ECAC will 
discuss disbandment generally at a meeting to be held on December 3. 
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At this point, Professor Johnson introduced guests: Dean Eadie and Associate Dean Stanford from the 
College of Arts and Letters and Professor Graham of the Department of Religious Studies. Dean Eadie 
indicated that the only action they were prepared to discuss was a temporary moratorium on enrollment in 
the major in religious studies. Mr. Stanley Gully asked for an explanation of the reason for a moratorium 
and Dean Eadie replied that the request was based on the transition being made from department to 
program status. Professor Johnson requested a broader description of the consultation process on the 
moratorium within the College of Arts and Letters. Dean Eadie's reply was that this consultation had taken 
place within the Educational Policies Committee of the College. Professor Graham asked Dean Eadie and 
Associate Dean Stanford whether or not a decision had been made to discontinue the major. Dean 
Stanford replied in the negative. Professor Matthews referring to a memo of 11/20/91 stated that he didn't 
believe justification existed for such a change on the basis of information presented in Form A, which was 
part of the above referenced memo. Mr. Stanley Gully asked if there was such a thing as a form to request 
a temporary change in a program or department. He received a negative answer to that question. Dean 
Eadie then stated that the issue of the organization of the religious studies program had been presented to 
the Arts and Letters College Advisory Council in the preceding week and that the discussion of the same 
matter was ongoing in the Educational Policies Committee of that College. Professor Spees asked if the 
rationale for the moratorium was based on declining student numbers or declining faculty numbers. Dean 
Eadie's reply was that it was not simply one of the above but rather as described in the material the 
committee had received. Professor Bergen asked three questions. These were: "Is the department a 
priority in the College?", "Will the College faculty support the program?", and "How many students will be 
lost to the program because of the shift to Integrative Studies?" The answers to these questions were dealt 
with subsequently during the discussion. Chairperson Johnson then said that he had believed that we were 
in fact to discuss the status of a program in religious studies and stated that Associate Provost Simon had 
expressed the opinion at the previous meeting that consultation on moratoria had deteriorated over time. 
Professor Johnson also asked the administrators of the College when students were first advised not to 
enroll in the Religious Studies major since Dean Eadie's memo of October 28, 1991, stated that no new 
students had been admitted since the 1990-91 academic year. Dean Stanford replied that in fact they had 
not been so advised. In response to a question from Professor Vickery concerning other enrollment levels 
in various programs within the College of Arts and Letters, it was noted that the number of majors in 
religious studies was by far the lowest of several majors offered within the College. In response to a follow
up question from Professor Johnson, it was noted that the ratio of faculty to majors was somewhat similar 
to other departments in the College. Mr. Stanley Gully asked Dean Eadie how he perceived that the 
enrollment moratorium would impact on the decision to change from department to program status. Dean 
Eadie noted the program could be sustained only from resources outside the Department of Religious 
Studies. Dean Eadie also noted the Provost's Office was disinclined to add or even retain positions in 
Religious Studies and that it had not been his intention to eliminate the Department but he was in fact not 
able to resuscitate it. Professor Matthews asked if the issue of the importance of the activity of the 
Department of Religious Studies had been discussed in the College of Arts and Letters. Dean Eadie again 
referred to the APP&R form information relative to that question and further noted that he discovered the 
disinclination in the Provost's Office to continue the program through the fact that additional positions 
requested would not be granted. Chairperson Johnson asked at what point Dean Eadie felt that academic 
governance should become involved in the consultation concerning matters that may lead to the termination 
of a program. Dean Eadie replied that only after the College had reached the conclusion of its deliberations 
was that appropriate. He based his answer on his belief in decentralized administration within the 
University. Professor Matthews referred to the sense in which such matters become self-fulfilling 
prophecies. Chairperson Johnson asked about other criteria such as academic quality. Dean Eadie 
responded that the quality of the department was not an issue. Dean Eadie' responded that the narrowness 
of the time frame, i.e. the 1990-91 academic year, made alternatives difficult to implement. Chairperson 
Johnson stated that from the perspective of academic governance it is difficult to have an influence on the 
way things go in such matters. Chairperson Johnson also noted that members of central administration had 
been involved in this from the outset. He also asked somewhat rhetorically what could be done about this. 
Mr. Stanley Gully asked who will teach the courses with Religious Studies codes. Dean Eadie replied that 
the Women's Studies programs would be the likely paradigm used in dealing with this problem. 
Chairperson Johnson asked Dean Eadie is a criterion for disbandment was in fact whether or not courses 
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were or were not attractive to others, i.e. students and other faculty. Chairperson Johnson concluded his 
remarks by saying that he felt that timeliness was important for the College given the fact that the Bylaws do 
not call for votes on such matters. He then asked the committee whether or not the committee was in 
support of the moratorium. The sense of the discussion following was that there seemed to be no choice 
under the circumstances. Mr. Stanley Gully noted the importance of keeping students informed. 
Chairperson Johnson stated that he felt it was the sense of the committee that the College of Arts and 
Letters should proceed with the moratorium. He stated again that the Executive Committee of Academic 
Council will consider disbandment of the Department of Religious Studies, and he requested that the 
committee be prepared to give him advice on this subject and to identify a range of options. He noted that 
a motion adopted by the committee postponed a decision on how consultation on such matters should 
occur. Professor Matthews stated that his belief that academic governance should as a matter of prinCiple 
insist that it be brought into the consultative process at every level of discussion. He also asserted that not 
enough care and consideration was taken for such an important issue. Professor Steidle asked if the 
committee would like, as a matter of review and perspective, to have a :presentation on the R3 document 
and its provisions including a discussion of the connections between R and academic governance. There 
was general assent to this suggestion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by 

James B. Dalley 

UCAP11.21 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of Meeting 
December 5, 1991 

Approved 2-13-92 

Lonnie C. Eiland, James Vlahakis, Steven Spees, Werner G. Bergen, Roy T. Matthews, 
Emanuel Hackel, Stanley Gully, Rachel Schemmel, Barbara Steidle, J. David Johnson, Carla 
Barnes, Kevin McNamara, Kim Bailey, J. B. Dalley, Norman Graham 

Henry Silverman, Secretary for Academic Governance; Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Associate 
Provost 

Cheryl O'Brien, Vern Seefeldt, Shawnee Vickery, Gary Cloud, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, 
Jeffrey Krasner 

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson J. David Johnson at 10:15 a.m. On a motion by Bergen 
and seconded by Mr. Stanley Gully, the agenda was approved. Chairperson Johnson announced that 
Professor Gary Cloud and Mr. Stanley Gully had been asked to be members of a joint committee of 
University Committee on Faculty Affairs and University Committee on Academic Policy to discuss faculty 
awards. Professor James Vlahakis also volunteered to serve on this committee. 

Chairperson Johnson announced that he would postpone his remarks and introduced Associate Provost 
Simon. She stated that her presentation on R3 would be in two parts and that she would prefer to take 
questions at the conclusion of her remarks. She distributed a copy of the entire R3 document as it has 
come to be known to each member of the committee. She stated that R3 should be seen as a framework 
for planning and compared it briefly to a prior document known as the modified coordinated proposal. She 
stated that some of the parameters to be included in the planning' framework included internal consistency 
of academic program planning and review documents which were to be consistent with the University's 
Mission Statement, student number projections, the future environment in the state and budgets. She 
particularly highlighted the fact that Michigan State University is approximately $70,000,000 underfunded and 
that MSU receives $2000 less per undergraduate student than both the University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 
and Wayne State University in Detroit. She further stated that some of the assumptions of R3 were that 
MSU would not be able to overcome this difference but needed to remain a major player in the higher 
education system of the State of Michigan. She referred especially to the "bottom up" orientation of R3, 
that is, that much of the planning data originated in departments. She mentioned that it was thought to be 
important as one of the planning parameters that MSU needed to reconnect itself to societal needs, to be 
competitive and collaborative (collaboration referring here particularly to intra-university as well as inter
university), and that it needed to be balanced as to teaching, research, and service, that there was 
assumption of opposition to compartmentalization, that life-long education programs would be returned to 
colleges for administration. She also mentioned that the issue of the university for the 21 st Century issue 
had not yet been addressed and that the outreach dimension of the university had become somewhat 
neglected in the 1970s. 

Dr. Simon contintted by stating that in the administrative portion of the R3 document the university had 
sharpened the focus on customer orientation through the whole system with students being the customers 
at some point and faculty and staff as customers in other units. It also addressed the issues of cycle time, 
i.e., how long it takes to do things and empowerment at lower levels, specifically the departments. It also 
addressed a concern that nonacademic personnel may be excluded from some parts of the process where 
their inputs are indeed needed and important. The report in that section highlighted the fact that the 
university infrastructure has largely been ignored and as an example approximately $500,000 of equipment 
is needed for a new integrative studies biology laboratory. On page 11 of the packet, there is a memo from 
former Provost Winder concerning discontinuation of programs. Chairperson Johnson asked specifically 
whether that document has been superseded. Associate Provost Simon responded that it had not been 
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superseded; however, she also mentioned that there is a Bylaws statement concerning the role of the 
Executive Committee of Academic Council in such matters. 

Associate Provost Simon then continued with comments on projections related to faculty and staff numbers 
and indicated that a decline of 120 tenured faculty positions and 137 staff positions was anticipated. She 
also mentioned that the blue section of the document related to students, the yellow to faculty/staff, and the 
pink section related to budgetary matters. She stated that the Provost's Office has urged units to support 
faculty and graduate students and that the unit strategy generally has been to give up items or give up 
programs which create leverage with the university for them. 

At this point, Associate Provost Simon concluded her remarks and Committee Chairperson Johnson offered 
some comments which he hoped would guide this discussion. He indicated that an unintended 
consequence of the R3 document was an apparent bypassing of the academic governance. He expressed 
his personal thanks to Associate Provost Simon for her constructive response to our request for a 
discussion of moratoria. Associate Provost Simon indicated that one unintended consequence of the CRUE 
Report was that it failed to take a holistic look at the university as the university of the future in its 
conclusions. Associate Provost Simon further indicated that through the CRUE process, it had been learned 
that there was a need to more carefully formulate ways to ask the questions involved in the planning 
process. 

Chairperson Johnson then indicated that he wished to delay the approval of the minutes of the previous 
meeting and then continued with his remarks. He indicated that at the Faculty Council meeting of 
November 26, 1991, Chairperson Grandstaff had reported on the Committee on Institutional Cooperation 
meeting, and that an important question arising out of that meeting was how and to what extent faculty 
should be involved in budget discussions. It was also indicated that since the CORRAGE document had 
been delivered to Academic Council and forwarded to our committee for discussion, the committee needed 
to have the document in order to be able to take action in January. 

Chairperson Johnson then continued with the report on Executive Committee of Academic Council. He 
indicated that the search for an athletic director is in the very early stages, that the Dean of the Graduate 
School Committee selection process has reached its conclusion. He then directed his remarks to the 
general issue of program disbandment and noted that there seemed to be a concern about the respective 
roles of the Executive Committee of Academic Council versus that of UCAP in disbandment procedure and 
also in program creation. He indicated that it was the wish of the Provost that these roles should be kept 
separated in considering the religious studies issue. 

Professor Johnson then asked Professor Silverman, Secretary for Academic Governance, to speak on that 
question. Professor Silverman stated that technically the Provost's point of view seems to be correct and 
yet as a practical matter it is exceedingly difficult to keep them separated. Chairperson Johnson then noted 
that Professor Fisher had to ask at the Executive Committee of Academic Council meeting to withdraw a 
motion that no further consultation was necessary. Subsequently, Chairperson Johnson offered a motion to 
return the issue of program disbandment of the Department of Religious Studies to the College for further 
information concerning the consultation process that had taken place there. This motion was adopted. 
Chairperson Johnson further reported that it was the sense of the Executive Committee of Academic 
Council that insufficient consultation had taken place. He also noted that there seemed to be a question of 
what further consultation would be desirable in this matter. Chairperson Johnson noted that he had met on 
the preceding day with the University Committee on Academic Governance and had identified three areas in 
which change was needed. Firstly, there seemed that sometimes there was no consultation prior to a 
decision being made. Secondly, that it would be desirable to have one body of academic governance 
consider the matter such as downsizing. Thirdly, the level of specificity in the bylaws concerning 
downsizing and disbandment needs to be increased. Chairperson Johnson indicated that at future meetings 
we needed to look carefully at the 1976 memo written by then-Provost Winder concerning disbandment of 
programs. 
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Assistant Provost Steidle then spoke on some of the issues previously addressed by Chairperson Johnson. 
She mentioned that she generally concurred with his report of events and did wish to note that there may 
need to be a distinction kept in mind between bylaws and operating procedures or at least that operating 
procedures need to be considered in the light of bylaws and vice versa. 

Professor Silverman raised the question of whether or not then-Provost Winder's 1976 memo had been 
discussed in the academic governance system, and if so, where. Chairperson Johnson responded that he 
doubted whether the UCAP has had time to digest all of the matters which have been placed before it in 
relation to this matter and is seeking input from various sources on that subject. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12 noon. 

Minutes prepared by 

James B. Dalley 
Secretary for Fall Term 

UCAP12.5 
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Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

Approved 2-13-92 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

January 16, 1992 

J. David Johnson, Rachel Schemmel, Werner Bergen, Lonnie Eiland, Stephen Spees, 
Shawnee Vickery, Roy Matthews, Emanuel Hackel, Cheryl O'Brien, Richard Evans, Carla 
Barnes, Vern Seefeldt, Gary Cloud 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

J. B. Dalley, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Jeffrey Krasner, James Vlahakis, Stanley 
Gully, Kevin McNamara, Kim Bailey 

Chairperson Johnson called the meeting to order at 10:22 a.m. On motion by Professor Hackel and 
seconded by Professor Vickery, the agenda was approved. Minutes of the November 2, 1991 meeting 
were approved after corrections and additions to complete the record; motion by Professor Hackel and 
seconded by Professor Barnes. Approval of minutes of the December 5, 1991 meeting were deferred 
until next UCAP meeting. 

Chairperson Johnson's Comments: Thanked Professor J. B. Dalley for serving at UCAP secretary for 
Fall Term 1991. Introduced Professor Bergen as Winter Term 1992 secretary and announced that he 
was looking for a volunteer for secretary for Spring Term 1992. Professor Johnson welcomed back 
Professor Gary Cloud and also Professor Richard Evans (replacing N. Graham). Professor Evans will 
also replace N. Graham on UCAP subcommittee on CRUEjAPERTFjCORRAGE. 

The Chair then proceeded to list committee activities for Winter 1992. First major item is the CORRAGE 
review (needed by February 4, 1992 for Academic Council Meeting). To consider CORRAGE, committee 
will meet on January 23, 1992 (instead of January 30, 1992). Subcommittee on 
CRUE/APERTFjCORRAGE has met (January 9,1992), Professor Schemmel will discuss subcommittee 
deliberations later; Professor Barnes provided minutes of subcommittee to the committee. The second 
major item is the report of SpARC. The committee will need to meet by February 13, 1992 on this issue. 
Chair Johnson named Professor Seefeldt, Hackel, Eiland and Spees to a UCAP subcommittee to review 
the document (January 30 and February 6-7, 1992) and be prepared to lead discussion of full committee 
(probably February 13, 1992). The third item concerns policy issues related to semester conversion and 
guideline compliance. These will involve issues as to whether units followed guidelines in conversion 
and so forth. A subcommittee of SETT 92 is tabulating reports from departments dealing with 
compliance and analyzing data. These matters will likely become more important as we proceed to 
actual semester transition. Professor Steidle indicated that she would like UCAP to first review the 
analyses, to be followed by UCC review. Action is not needed until Spring Term; Chair asked for 
volunteers to act as a UCAP subcommittee; Professors Vickery and Matthews volunteered. 

The fourth issue concerns continuation of policy issues relating to disbandment. There is going to be a 
meeting on this issue by the Executive Committee of Academic Council. We will complete discussion of 
this item by February 23, 1992. Chair referred committee to memorandum of 1976 (distributed for 
information). The Executive Committee of Academic Council will likely get a report from UCAP in their 
February meeting. Since UCAP is ultimately involved with these issues, we should comment on the 
bylaw recommendations. Concern has arisen whether the 1976 memo was ever officially moved 
through or passed on by the governance system; most likely the 1976 document will be reintroduced 
and .reviewed. The last issue is the Committee on the Committee in regards to the teaching report 
(Professor Matthews will report on this item). This issue was detailed in the last MSU News-Bulletin; this 
item will be with us for the remainder of the term. 
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Assistant Provost's Comments: Assistant Provost Steidle reported on enrollments. The current 
enrollment for Winter 1992 is 39,911 compared to a projected 39, 957. About 250 more students 
graduated in Fall 1991. Academic Services is monitoring efforts by current students to finish out under 
the quarter system; such a trend would be reflected by an increased credit load. If an inordinate 
number of students finish early, financial repercussions in 1992-93 will be felt by the University due to 
lower than anticipated tuition income. Assistant Provost Steidle also noted that while student distribution 
among colleges had changed little, College of Business declined by 11 % while College of Social Science 
increased in student numbers. Special efforts are being made on the admissions front; we are reaching 
the potential students throughout the whole State of Michigan. Recruiting efforts transcend across all 
colleges to the assistant dean's level; typically we have plenty of applicants and admit enough students; 
sometimes, however, there are shortfalls by final matriculation. Target for Fall Semester '92 is 6,100 
Freshmen and 40,000 total student. An enrollment of less than 5,900 Freshmen could have serious 
implications. Ms. O'Brien asked if MSU lowers admission standards to ensure adequate class size. 
Assistant Provost Steidle replied while some institutions may have taken this approach, MSU is not 
contemplating it. The admission statistics of entering students have remained very stable over the last 
decade. 

Assistant Provost Steidle also reported that the new system of computer enrollment is working well and 
the system has resulted in a more optimal utilization of teaching space. In particular, she noted that she 
had received just one call in regards to class access, and college and departmental cooperation has 
been excellent. 

Finally Assistant Provost Steidle commented on UCAG. UCAG, since questions arose originally from 
ECAC, will route its Bylaws report (memo 1976) back to ECAC; ECAC will meet February 25, 1992 and 
this item will go forward to the Steering Committee and finally on the AC agenda. Chair Johnson 
indicated to Professor Grandstaff (Steering Committee) that UCAP will work on the 1976 memo/Bylaws; 
UCAP will get back to ECAC on this issue. 

Major Committee Discussion for Today's Meeting: First, there are three disbandment requests. These 
were ATM from Agricultural ~ngineering, Travel and Tourism in the School of HRIM and Metropolitan 
Studies in James Madison. 1\he committee discussed each case in light of governance participation 
involved, student consultation and future placement issues, affected faculty input, aspects of refocusing 
resources and potential hidder issues. Last year the ATM program (Agr. Eng.) requested an enrollment 
limit and the department decided to close ATM without controversy. The department wanted to move 
faculty resources toward its Building Construction Management (BCM) program where two faculty serve 
about 300-400 majors. Profes~or Bergen explained that the Engineering degree in Agr. Eng. is under the 
auspices of the College of Engineering and that ATM was sort of technical-engineering program not 
leading to an engineering degree and the program has few students. In recent times, BCM has grown 
and needs additional faculty resources. Professor Steidle said that Assistant Dean Brandenburg, CANR, 
indicated that ATM was a program with no clear goals or criteria and often used by students as a 
"holding tank" to improve grades. Professor Matthews commented that the unit was thorough in its 
documentation, and there appear to be no hidden issues. Chair Johnson observed first that the unit did 
not ask for disbandment before conSidering other options and going through careful, thorough 
deliberations, and it seemed that this action would clearly help another program (BCM) in the unit. 
Professor Cloud indicated that the unit was continuing to provide courses until all student needs have 
been met. Chair noted that under the Bylaws there is no actual committee vote. 

Next item was discontinuation of the Travel and Tourism Management (lTM) major in the School of 
HRIM. Professor Steidle, after introducing the request, indicated that Associate Dean Rainey related that 
students participated at all levels of decision making as each responsible Curriculum Committee) 
Department, School, College) has a student member. -r;here is, thus, evidence that students participated; 
the number of TIM students is very small in relation to other majors in the college. This action is part of 
an overall College of Business plan to create a new focus and develop a new School for Management. 
Professor Cloud was curious about the enrollment of 30 Freshmen and Sophomores and 15 upper level 
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students: is the program growing? Assistant Provost Steidle indicated the lower level students are 
premajors; there is not a pattern of growth. Disbandment of TIM will not affect overall HRIM program as 
other routes to get this major are available. Professor Vickery noted that other units have had to adjust 
student numbers, in Accounting for example. Professor Cloud asked if the 15 upper students will be 
assisted in completion of their major. Assistant Provost Steidle replied in the affirmative. Professor 
Vickery again indicated that in the College of Business faculty resources are very tight, e.g., more 
students and less faculty, as not all retiring faculty are replaced. This appears to be especially a 
problem in Economics which has a large student load. Professor Bergen indicated that two CANR 
departments, Ag. Econ. and Res. Devel., have many economists on their combined faculty. Chair 
Johnson inquired since Travel and Tourism is critical to Michigan, is this the proper direction for the 
State? and for these other programs? Discussions ensued about such planning involving the APP&R 
forms; these are available for faculty review but are often not accessible in a timely fashion (Professors 
Steidle, Vickery, Johnson). Professor Schemmel asked how the HRI faculty responded on the issue 
(reply, Assistant Provost Steidle: faculty voted yes) and how and where was governance involved. 
Professor Bergen inquired how Park and Recreation Dept. programs related to this question. Assistant 
Provost Steidle indicated that the Park and Recreation Center for Tourism is an Outreach program rather 
than an academic major. 

Third item, disbandment of Metropolitan Studies in James Madison College. Assistant Provost Steidle 
related that the structure of James Madison had been reformulated from five to three fields, one of which 
has three subfields. Despite the reorganization, material and course work under the Old Met. Studies 
will be fused into other fields. We have here only the formal elimination of Name and Program code but 
no real area of interest changes, material available to students will not change, there are no faculty 
changes. Professor Schemmel inquired when are students admitted to JM. Assistant Provost Steidle 
replied selection of fields is made at the Sophomore level. Professor Matthews noted that all three 
documents to this action showed that students were informed well ahead of time. Was this also the 
case for Religious Studies? Students in that case were informed by a letter (Assistant Provost Steidle). 
All these discussions are raising consciousness to discontinuation issues, we will see more of this, R3 is 
having a real effect now. Question was raised whether UCAP should go on record that units are to 
make sure students are informed in writing well in advance to obviate problems as in Religious Studies; 
at least this would save some embarrassment. 

Assistant Provost Steidle next explained the system of code names and numbers for programs. Even 
after discontinuation names/codes remain until the students in stream have completed programs; a new 
(SIS) system of program codes will be implemented soon. 

Professor Hackel raised a related point to disbandment; what about courses given every other year 
suddenly without notice being discontinued--departments just do it. Should there be a policy here? 
Assistant Provost Steidle remarked there is a policy that protects students in these cases. Call her office 
if this happens; sometimes nothing can be done to prevent this cancellation (death, sabbaticals). UCC 
is to address this. Further general discussion on these topics, some indication that teaching is a primary 
duty of the faculty. Recent State News carried a very bitter letter by a Religious Studies student about 
process of discontinuation. Chair inquired again as to what UCAP would want in getting documentation 
and proper grievance consultation/review. Further, he noted that it would have been useful to obtain a 
moratorium for admissions from UCAP before stopping admission of students. Professor Seefeldt noted 
we have now lost three programs; would like to have seen some faculty involved in these three issues; 
he also noted that these type of processes can fulfill a self-prophesy--in that if attrition of faculty in a 
program is allowed, it will disappear. He further felt faculty had little impact on this problem of faculty 
loss in a particular field by attrition followed by program elimination. 

Criteria and Procedure for Discontinuation of Academic Majors or Degree Programs: The Chair then 
moved to consideration of the 1976 document on discontinuation as distributed by Associate Provost 
Simon. In these discussions need to be clear as to what is meant by program, department, unit--these 
definitions are getting more ambiguous. Committee then proceeded to go through the document; at 
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least to serve as springboard for a new document--to add or delete, use 1976 document as a template. 
The preamble was considered first. Questions arose as to who starts the process; consider implications 
of financial exigency or severe loss of quality and vitality. Criteria for discontinuations 
(discussion/comments by Professors Steidle, Hackel, Cloud, Evans, Johnson, Seefeldt, Matthews) were 
discussed next. It was noted that the list in the 1976 memo were general criteria, one or more may 
apply. Pt. 1: numbers (last sentence) likely improved by saying "availability." Pt. 2: Mission and 
Priorities--Why is "essential to good liberal education" a criteria? Removing this criteria may eliminate 
"Classical Greek." Other comments: Point raised that one criterion is not sufficient to disband; need 
multiple reasons. Some criteria are duplicate and may be collapsed. Suggestion to retitle to "Criteria to 
be considered for discontinuation"; What is a critical mass of faculty? How should cost effectiveness be 
assessed?; cost per credit?; per student?; compare to peer departments, to other college departments, 
peer institution, regional colleges? Faculty quality and vitality--refers to cutting edge, decline, also 
related again to size. For all discontinuations, rationale must be provided; any gains should be broadly 
defined; ATM example cited as diverting funds to very worthy activity; no such consequence of Religious 
Studies disbandment. UCAP will continue to work on 1976 memo in meetings in February 1992. Points 
to be considered: process to be started how early, scope of discussion at unit level, students, alumni, 
clientele groups, etc., when and how are these consulted? Assistant Provost Steidle asked if Associate 
Provost Simon should join for next discussion. Chair: yes, she is welcome as always. 

Committee on Committee to Establish Rewards for Teaching, etc. Professor Matthews reported on 
Committee. The report as information went to Academic Council on January 14, 1992, one main 
proposal deleted, other additions and deletion. Matthews had redrafted document--resubmitted to the 
Academic Council for final action; to be the first item on AC agenda. There is little support for any 
establishment of an administrative structure to run such a program (this was the item deleted by AC). 

CORRAGE: Professor Schemmel reported on subcommittee deliberations on CORRAGE. Preliminary 
reactions: 

1. Will UCAP support all the 41 recommendations? With what level of enthusiasm? 

2. Have charges to COR RAGE been met? 

3. Lack of discussion on undergraduate research. 

Subcommittee considered recommendations #17, 18, 19, 12 and 14. Next week whole committee to 
raise more questions. Chair: UCAP must fulfill its Bylaws responsibilities on review; must have input on 
issues; document has lengthy preamble. Chair will prepare written UCAP document, forward to Chair of 
Steering Committee, then to AC. Professor Schemmel pointed out that Bylaw section 4.5.5. gives UCAP 
a voice in research policy; UCAP has not asserted itself here. Professor Cloud mentioned that 
Committee may be advised to consider ethics, scholarship and intellectual properties; this institution 
could be heading into a mess--e.g., Office of Patents established by VP Research and Development 
without governance input. 

On motion Professor Hackel, committee adjourned at 12:00 noon. 

Prepared by: 

Werner G. Bergen 
Secretary, Winter 1992 

UCAP1.16 

Michigan State ~'r1!\iers'ty 
RECEiV;:C) 

MAR 3 iS~:2 

Secretary for 
Academic Governance 
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For clarification of the UCAP Minutes of 1-23-92. 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

omCE OF 1HE PROVOST 

ADMINISnAnON BunnING 

February 19, 1992 

MEMORANDUM 
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FEB I 91992 
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- EAST .LANSING • MICHIGAN • 48824-100C6 

TO: Henry Silvennan, Secretary for Academic Governance 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

David K. Scott. Provost ~ K ~ ~ 
UCAP Draft Minutes of January 23, 1992 

If the minutes have not yet been fmalized, I would like to draw attention to item 3: 

"What role will academic governance have in fonning a new vision for MSU; . 
Provost saw no specific role .... " 

The intent of my comments was to emphasize that I felt the administration bears a responsibility 
to bring forward a paper for discussion and development. The draft would be based on the 
emerging directions set over the last several years by the faculty and student groups (e.g. CRUE) 
linked to the governance system and by the governance system. The intent was to use the draft 
as a base to build upon. I distinctly recall saying that the governance system may tear it to 
shreds. It was certainly not my intent to propose that governance should simply be reactive. 

If there are uncertainties regarding what I said, I presume my comments are available on tape. 

,/ c: Barbara C. Steidle 

bcfl7e 
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Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 23, 1992 

Approved 2-27-92 

J. David Johnson, Kim Bailey, Cheryl O'Brien, Emanuel Hackel, Roy Matthews, Steven 
Spees, Vern Seefeldt, Carla Barnes, Rachel Schemmel, Gary Cloud, Ellen Strommen, 
J.B. Dalley, Werner Bergen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

Lonnie Eiland, Shawnee Vickery, Richard Evans, Arlene Sierra, Jeffrey Krasner, James 
Vlahakis, Stanley Gully, Kevin McNamara 

Chairperson Johnson opened the meeting and the agenda for January 23, 1992 was approved. 
Approval of minutes for December 5, 1991, and January 16, 1992, were deferred to next regular meeting 
(February 13, 1992). 

Chairs comments started with asking for volunteers for a subcommittee on CRUE/ROC; this entails an 
evaluation of how well the guidelines on semester conversion have been followed; issues on compliance 
to SETT 92. Professors Matthews, Shawnee Vickery and Emanuel Hackel had/or will volunteer. 

Governance notes: 

Faculty Council was to have met, had no quorum; Academic Senate met; attendance was low. Assistant 
Provost Paul Hunt detailed SIS; Provost Scott commented on "Life after R3

". 

Points that involve UCAP. 

1. The President mentioned low support by faculty university-wide for serving on committees; this 
may not bode well for academic governance. There is need for Academic Council to support 
tile Committee on Teaching Improvement and Evaluation. 

2. Discussion on what will transpire the next 3-5 years, also reflecting back to the last 10 years. 
Next - we are entering a transformational (again?) periods, we are positioning ourselves yet we 
have no vision of the future as of yet. 

3. What role will academic governance have in forming a new vision for MSU; Provost saw no 
specific role, he said he has some ideas and felt governance system should react to it, etc. 
UCAP Chair felt that it may be appropriate for academic governance to get involved up front, 
maybe llse some of the underused groups in academic governance for help. This issue relates 
to Section 5 in COR RAGE. Clearly, traditional academic governance needs to be involved in 
"vision" building. 

Announcements 

Next meeting, February 13, 1992. This meeting will consider SpARC and continue on the disbandment 
document. 

Assistant Provost Steidle: 

No report. MichicP.n State University 
RECEIVED 

MAR 2 6 1992 

Secretary for 
Acadetn:c Governance 
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Professor Hackel remarked that Academic Senate attendance as well as faculty morale are low; so many 
faculty positions are being discontinued yet the university continues to hire executive management 
personnel for substantial salaries at an ever increasing rate. Further comments: Faculty are alienated or 
too busy, we need faculty input on needed decisions, current faculty input only remote. Example - while 
internal reallocations will be less dramatic, State revenue bounce back now considered to be flat, thus 
programs priorities will have to be established. Question, who is going to do this? CORRAGE suggests 
a "Committee for the Future". Professor Cloud remarked that younger faculty feel "why bother", to many 
meetings - this will not get me tenure, gl,;nts, etc. Final point to this interlude, Section 5 of CORRAGE 
tries to address these issues. 

Professor Schemmel then presented report of subcommittee on CORRAGE. Discussion ensued; chair 
prepared document for Steering Committee/Academic Council. This is inserted here into the minutes. 
UCAP has reviewed and discussed CORRAGE. UCAP recognizes that this document is a report of an 
appointed assembled committee to the Provost. UCAP indicates that the COR RAGE report was 
received, but the Committee (UCAP) also voiced many concerns about the vagueness and specifics in 
CORRAGE. UCAP believes the report should be accepted with thanks but not approved. 

Other issues: Professor Hackel commented on the right of a PI to his/her own data. There is a recent 
case Ilere at MSU (it has been published in Science). University review and appeal committees ruled 
that data belongs to PI, the President overruled this faculty consensus. Letter to the fact distributed. 
President's action critically questioned. We need a clearer articulation for this problem and area. Some 
discussion of patents, first licenses, royalties, research consortia and centers. The issue of the new 
Assistant Provost for Graduate Studies was discussed. Some felt the Dean of the Graduate School 
should report only to the Provost and not also to the VPRD; also Graduate School should be upgraded 
and strengthened. Meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon. 

Prepared by: 

Werner G. Bergen 
Secretary W 92 

ucap1.23 
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Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 13, 1992 

Approved 3-12-92 

J. David Johnson, Vern Seefeldt, Roy Matthews, Steven Spees, Shawnee Vickery, Emanuel 
Hackel, Cheryl O'Brien, Gary Cloud, Rachel Schemmel, Kevin McNamara, Ellen 
Strommen, Lonnie Eiland, Werner Bergen 

Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Associate Provost; Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

Richard Evans, Carla Barnes, Arlene Sierra, J. B. Dalley, Patrick Nugent, James Vlahakis, 
Kim Bailey, Stanley Gully 

Chairperson Johnson called the meeting to order at 10:22 a.m. and the agenda was approved. Minutes of 
meetings of December 5 and January 16 were approved. Minutes from January 23 meeting on CORRAGE 
were corrected, draft to be approved February 27, 1992. During the discussion of the January 23, 1992 
minutes, considerable debate ensued about the role and involvement of governance committees when dealing 
with a report to the Provost from an ad hoc committee. UCAP had difficulty supporting the whole 
document. Upon motion (passed), the Committee accepted the report with thanks but did not approve the 
report. The submission of reports by the Provost to UCAP, other committees and then Academic Council 
(AC), e.g. governance involvement can be a procedural dilemma. If AC approves, have governance support; 
what if governance can support only sections of such reports -- then how does governance deal with such a 
document. Because of UCAP's stand, motion (from UCAP representatives) at AC will be to approve 
preamble of CORRAGE. Other comments: Professor Seefeldt, How will CORRAGE recommendations be 
implemented? Provost will likely try to implement recommendations most strongly supported, then put 
together implementation documents for another review by an appropriate academic governance committee 
(for UCAP the ethics section, e.g.). Chairperson Johnson said three actions are possible: Provost can 
implement something (e.g. VPDGS), additional ad hoc committees can be formed and some things can be 
referred to governance. Assistant Provost Steidle noted that following CRUE, parts were sent to the 
relevant University committees for review and action (e.g., APERTF recommendations). 

Chairperson Comments: Recognized Professor Matthews' contribution on the Committee on Committee 
(CIERT)--report was approved by AC. This item is one of few all governance initiated processes. Debate 
on CORRAGE in AC. UCAP'sreview was the most comprehensive written report presented, thanked 
subcommittee. Future items for UCAP include SpARC and the Academic Specialists document (February 
27,1992). 

Assistant Provost's Comments: Assistant Provost Steidle reported that UCC is working feverishly to meet 
critical deadlines. The Fall schedule book will go to print February 14, 1992 to meet needed timing. Final 
UCC report of courses to be taught in the Fall to be taken up by AC on April 7, 1992. If courses are 
approved, stay in schedule; courses rejected will be deleted in SIS. Subcommittee C (UCC) has the greatest 
amount of unfinished business having spent much time on several issues, including the shift from 4 to 5 yr. 
College of Education BA and certification program. If not approved, we will have to revert to 4 yr. program 
as a transition measure. Discussion ensued on why the hold up (Professors Steidle, Hackel, Seefeldt, 
Schemmel, Eiland, Vickery, Johnson). Summary: Hold up due to UCC raising extraordinary number of 
concerns; turf battles; College of Education can't incorporate shift gradually, College of Education won't 
compromise the program to accommodate each and every objection. While later approval may be 
achievable, it leaves the college without a permanent program. College of Education is also concerned about 
up-coming Accreditation Review. 

UCAP then proceeded to discuss SpARC. Highlight issues during this meeting: UCAP subcommittee to 
lead discussion. Chair will prepare report to AC (report not yet included). One matter that raised concern 
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was representation of Athletic Council in Executive Committee of Academic Governance; this would give 
athletics too much prominence?, Athletic Council probably should have representation in AC but not a 
special place in governance. Discussion also on role of coaches in academics, e.g. possible pressure on 
grades, student athletes, etc. 

Disbandment Policies: Associate Provost Simon joined UCAP at this time to continue discussing 
disbandment policies and Winder memo of 1976. Previously we discussed topic in some detail. UCAP also 
understands financial times are tight--need to come together and articulate what UCAP and Provost's Office 
can develop mutually as a process for starting disbandment and finally approving process. 

On February 25, 1992, ECAC will follow up on Religious Studies. UCAG has met on approach for 
disbandment. UCAG will propose by-law revisions suggesting disbandment should be a shared responsibility 
between Academic Governance and the Provost. 

Chairperson Johnson summarized UCAP deliberation to date for the Associate Provost. UCAP has 
discussed preamble, criteria mentioned in memo; how many criteria must be met, one, many, or are some 
more critical? Further particular questions arose to the definition of critical mass of faculty and about the 
idea that disbandment results in a substantial gain (if any) to the University. Other UCAP concerns were: 
when and how early should governance be involved, how are other groups (students, alumni, clientele, etc.) 
consulted; sometimes the APP&R process goes forth and, in fact, can thereby sort of inhibit involvement by 
academic governance. 

Associate Provost Simon responded to these concerns and questions as well as others; her replies are 
summarized below. 

1. The 1976 document revision was distributed in 1982 to all units for policy guidance on how disbandment 
should be treated. 

2. Critical mass--is a measure of quality/vitality. For vigorous programs one needs colleagues to work 
together in an overall program thrust. 

3. Cost effectiveness--cost of instruction is based on a formula. We exchange data with other AAU 
universities on costs. MSU always looks very cost effective because we are typically underfunded. 

4. Substantial gain--UCAP related the ATM example; shift resources to BCM in the Agricultural 
Engineering Department. Simon: programmatic changes create an investment opportunity in other 
areas. When financial resources are low, disbandment to maintain critical programs may be a substantial 
gain. Investment/disinvestment model enters decision-making process. How would this be stated in a 
document? Must allude to the fact that professions, paradigms change over time; University programs 
must also change as needed to sustain quality. 

5. APP&R process and disbandment--is governance involved, when? To most faculty it appears that the 
process is closed beyond the unit level; when is academic governance brought into the decision loop? 
APP&R decisions were effected long ago. What about other groups? Simon: Used the example of 
Metallurgy Department. The process here was initiated early, involved professional associations; groups 
hiring engineers--this was the main outside interaction. Since for Core Discipline Activity of some 
departments it is often difficult to identify a natural constituency, faculty will have to (and do) argue for 
program on uniqueness and niche. Associate Provost Simon further indicated that public debate of 
disbandment and programs in general may produce a list of what programs are deemed necessary for 
proper instruction, etc. which may not otherwise get much public support and may be deemed 
unnecessary. University should not put itself into such a difficult position. Associate Provost Simon 
continued that the approach to the APP &R process varies from dean to dean. Colleges' Advisory 
Councils are often excluded from promUlgating college programs and values. Many deans accept the 
"attrition" model in that attrition sometimes gives opportunities; basically deans have assumed this and 
have often interdigitated this with APP &R planning. 
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Professor Vickery questioned the wisdom of decisions based on the "attrition model." Simon: This can be a 
mixed deal, if there are broad plans to shift focus in a college and the college has to use budgeted positions 
to meet these changes, Provost's Office may/can supply transition funds until retirements of 
budgeted positions are effected. Generally, APP&R planning is clear in these cases. 

Associate Provost summarizes views: For the document fmalization need to get clear criteria, the role of 
UCAP to consult on which particular issues need more attention. 

The role of other committees was briefly discussed, e.g., UCAG. Some of the above points could be 
discussed at future UCAP meetings after other groups have met/reacted. 

Professor Cloud indicated that the process for Metallurgy was very slow and deliberate, governance was 
involved for 10 years; indicated it is necessary for academic governance to understand issues before a 
moratorium is asked for. Religious Studies would be characteristic of a much more rapid process. 

Associate Provost Simon will come back for further discussion, indicated that it would be most appropriate 
to give a list of ideas, etc. to her via E-mail. 

On motion, the Committee adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by 

Werner G. Bergen 
Secretary Winter 1992 
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Secretary for 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 27, 1992 

Approved 4-9-92 

J. David Johnson, Carla Barnes, Cheryl O'Brien, J.B. Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Emanuel 
Hackel, Patrick Nugent, Rachel Schemmel, Steven Spees, Vern Seefeldt, Ellen 
Strommen, Werner Bergen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; Tom Atkinson, Department of Chemistry; Robert F. 
Banks, Assistant Provost and Assistant Vice President 

Gary Cloud, Shawnee Vickery, Richard Evans, Arlene Sierra, Jeffrey Kramer, James 
Vlahakis, Stanley Gully, Kevin McNamara 

Chair Johnson opened the meeting and the agenda for February 27, 1992 was approved. Minutes from 
the January 23, 1992 meeting were approved. 

Chairperson's Report: It appears that the log jam on the conversion from 4- to a 5-year program in the 
College of Education in UCC (Subcommittee C) may be temporarily resolved in favor of the 5-year 
program. UCAG is to review bylaws in relation to the disbandment document. Faculty Council to meet 
on Tuesday, March 10, 1992. During the chair's report, a lengthy discussion on disbandment ensued. 
Chair distributed ECAC minutes. The Religious Studies disbandment issue is still quite contentious. It 
appears that the Arts & Letters CAC moved for a discussion by the entire College faculty. Dean Eadie 
responded to ECAC that he was not aware of this position of CAC. He further indicated that the 
establishment of the new program to cover many of the elements of Religious Studies is a moot point 
until the department's disbandment is approved. Johnson (at ECAC meeting) made motion to refer 
Religious Studies disbandment to AC. There is a crying need to get to the real issues on this situation 
instead of continued wrangling over procedures, as we have witnessed to date. 

During the ECAC meeting, Provost Scott indicated that the 1976 memo was not an official document. 
The chair believes this contrasted with the comments to UCAP by Associate Provost Lou Anna Simon. 
A motion passed in ECAC to seek advice from AC on this disbandment matter. Provost indicated that 
such action would be taken under advisement; he indicated his extreme displeasure as to what the 
activities of academic governance were doing to the Religious Studies Department. UCAP (February 27, 
1992) comment: Provost has the right to proceed irrespective of academic governance acquiescence or 
disapproval. Professor Dalley observed to UCAP that our committee has done all we could to follow the 
process and play our role as assigned by the Bylaws of Academic Governance. Professor Hackel 
wondered why we get so involved in academic governance and then our actions are rejected. 

ECAC meeting (Chair report) continued: CIERT to be constituted quickly (by the end of W'92). The 
makeup of this committee must include/represent diverse groups from diverse colleges implementing 
diverse teaching models. Short discussion as to who should be UCAP representative on CIERT; 
Professor Matthews would be excellent (express our individual feelings to UCAG); we may self-nominate 
to get on CIERT. UCAG is in charge of getting committee constituted. ECAC (Chair) report continUed. 
Issue on the right to data. President DiBiaggio will visit with UCFA; grievance official is also upset. 
General comments by ECAC members focused on the point that faculty are really concerned about this 
issue (as is UCAP). Provost Scott strongly challenged the stand of faculty, he indicated that it is 
unconscionable to discuss these matters while matters are under review, etc.; he felt legally constrained 
not to discuss this matter. Professor Hackel related that faculty with -data ownership· 
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related problems went public because from the higher administrative level, there has been nothing but 
"distortions, lies, endless round and round discussions but (sic) no resolutions." Chair noted emotions 
were rising. 

As part of the discussion on research policy at the ECAC meeting, Provost Scott indicated that the 
CORRAGE report was held hostage to procedures, and his ability to implement recommendations 
including those on research policy questions, was held hostage to procedural concerns; he called this 
unconscionable. Professor Hackel stated that the actions of the administration are unconscionable. 
Administrators are acting like "idiots," they can't or won't resolve problems--despite budget problems hire 
highly paid outside lawyers and consultants. Professor Dalley warned again that the J. Williams case is 
not as simple as it would appear on the surface; indicated there were some deeper issues in that case. 

Chair indicated that he believed faculty are concerned and are expressing this publicly since in-place 
procedures to deal with these matters haven't been followed. 

Professor Steidle (Bergen also) indicated that the data ownership issue before us has to be separated 
into two domains: First, there are specific cases in dispute; these should be placed into the grievance 
category. What is important to academic governance are the policy issues. Provost most likely quite 
concerned that holding of COR RAGE would impede any policy implementations of this issue. VPD&GS 
Percy Pierre to lead discussion on this in ECAC special meeting. 

Discussion on how UCAG can get faculty to serve on committees, e.g., CIERT. Professor Schemmel 
asked what would likely be the size of CIERT; Professor Steidle replied about 11-12 (from faculty, 
governance standing committees, COGS, Student Council, ASMSU, Provost's Office). 

General Announcement to UCAP: 

1. Reconfiguration of Teacher Education program; starting to move; consequences of rejection would 
involve review of all four-year programs into semester formats. Full UCC to meet March 19, 1992, 
item to AC for April meeting. 

2. Two programmatic grants being developed for professional development in Education. The first 
originates with the Michigan State Department of Education and developed by the COE. The 
second, a joint effort to NSF by CNS, CANR and COE. 

3. Transition--SIS issues. Fall'92 Schedule of Courses off to press, this is a completely new document. 
Adequate classroom/lab space--appears not to be a problem. The new schedule book contains 
three sections: (a) courses, (b) modified and short version of Academic Program catalog; (c) 
supplement to the "Green Book." At early registration, SETT'92 there will be a "Money Book" 
containing O&A for registration, instructions, fee schedules--these should be helpful to students. 
Professor Hackel questioned when a student puts wrong information into the system or system 
makes an error and student is blocked from a course, etc., is there any recourse? Yes, especially 
on system errors. 

SpARC: Continued to work on SpARC. Committee should refer to commentary on SpARC prepared by 
theUCAP chair (attached). UCAP final action of SpARC--voted to endorse report with noted exceptions 
(see commentary). Chair thanked subcommittee for their deliberations on SpARC. 

Academic Specialist: Assistant Provost Banks and Department of Chemistry Specialist Tom Atkinson 
joined committee to discuss the report on the status of Academic Specialist which is scheduled to be 
moved to Faculty Council for discussion. 
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Academic specialiSts positions came about in 1959 when President Hannah indicated that faculty must 
have Ph.D.; if not, such academic personnel would become specialists. Currently, there are 430 
academic specialists--40% in job security system, 60% with end-date appointments and some with Ph.D. 
degrees. Two-thirds of job security specialists are academic advisors. The specialist document has 
been in the works for 10 years and this is its third draft; ad hoc committee is now looking for 
governance input. Banks explained that this document gets into issues such as appointments, 
reappointments, etc. Issues also include role of specialists in governance, if any; UCFA, UCFT, UCAG, 
UCAP all to study document. Hope to go to Board of Trustees in June. 

Mr. Tom Atkinson highlighted the report prepared by the ad hoc advisory committee to the Provost. 
Definitions on specialists vs AP are still vague to date, preferred a specialist classification system into 
four categories. Other issues are degree background, sabbaticals, education cost assistance (not now 
available to specialists), teaching role of specialists, interface between faculty and specialists, variation in 
specialist function. Mr. Atkinson felt that some speCialists are extremely committed to the University. 

Professor Hackel indicated that specialists are not faculty and should not be represented on academic 
governance: faculty refers to tenure system faculty. Specialists can now serve on graduate committees 
and be a PI, this depends on local unit. 

Chair thanks guests. UCAP adjourned 12:05 p.m. 

Prepared by 

Werner G. Bergen 
Secretary Winter Term 1992 
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( 

Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

March 12, 1992 

Approved 4-9-92 

J. David Johnson, Carla Barnes, Werner Bergen, Cheryl O'Brien, Gary Cloud, J.B. Dalley, 
Lonnie Eiland, Emanuel Hackel, Roy Matthews, Kevin McNamara, Patrick Nugent, Steven 
Spees, Vern Seefeldt, Rachel Schemmel, Ellen Strommen, Shawnee Vickery 

Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Associate Provost; Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; 
Cassandra Book, Associate Dean, College of Education 

Kim Bailey, Stanley Gully, James Vlahakis, Arlene Sierra, Richard Evans 

Chair Johnson opened the meeting and the agenda for March 12, 1992 and minutes from the February 
13, 1992 meeting were approved. 

Information Items: College of Arts and Letters faculty meeting circulated on the topic of Religious 
Studies disbandment; closure of the process hasn't been finalized as of the meeting (UCAP) date. Chair 
announced that UCAP will need/have a new secretary for Spring 1992. Stan Gully had volunteered if 
need be. 

Chair Report: At the Academic Council meeting (March 3, 1992), Provost announced reorganization of 
his staff. Assistant Provosts Steidle and Lee will divide Dr. Hamilton's former duties. COR RAGE was 
received after much discussion on the appropriateness of procedures to bring the report to governance. 
AC also voted to receive (although it was an informational item only) the SpARC Report. UCAP had the 
only final report on SpARC; other committees presented drafts and comments. SpARC will now go back 
to the Provost's Office (Professor Steidle) and it will have to be determined what implementation pieces 
are needed to be referred back to different committees (or layers) of academic governance (comment 
by Chair). It was also announced that the instructor of the Arts and Humanities 201 Integrative Studies 
TV course will retire January 1993. This action will complicate matters; student members of AC brought 
this to the attention of AC. This issue is not yet resolved and it will likely enter more AC discussion; the 
students had not asked that this item be placed on the agenda for the Steering Committee for AC . 
meetings. At the Faculty Council (FC) it was noted that for unit disbandments, nonparallel language is 
used when involving different governance units, e.g., for UCAP it's disbandment while for ECAC it's 
abolition; also, UCAG has proposed that UCAP should have shared responsibility while ECAC should be 
in an advisory mode on these issues .. Most likely, both groups should have equal involvement. Shared 
consultation mode means that body votes, if subsequently administrator in question disagrees with 
governance decision, an appeal goes to the next administrative level for a decision. Professor Steidle 
noted that UCAG could reconfigure bylaws. The UCAP chair would need to meet with UCAG to discuss 
any recommendations the committee might advocate. Professor Dalley commented that disbandment 
issues will continue to be a recurring problem, commended UCAP chair for being so on top of this issue. 
Further comments to be direct to UCAP subcommittee. 

Assistant Provost's Comments: Professor Steidle noted that UCAP required a nominee for CIERT from 
UCAP. Chair (UCAP) had talked to Professor Maureen McDonough (Chair, UCAG) about Professor 
Matthews to be UCAP's CIERT nominee or representative. UCAP prevailed on Professor Matthews to 
accept this responsibility which he then did. UCAP expressed appreciation for Professor Matthews' 
willingness to serve. 

Disbandment: Further discussion on disbandment with Associate ProvostLou Anna Simon. Chair 
prefaced this discussion by noting two items from FC proceedings; UCAG is to respond to requests 
made at ECAC meeting to study bylaws on disbandment. This process is also getting bogged down; 
what exactly is the domain of ECAC and of UCAP in the matter. Second, Chair (UCAP) distributed a 
compilation of recent disbandments and noted the variations in procedures. It would appear that actual 
student enrollment and personnel decisions should be made after an initial pass through academic 
governance.UCAP continued to discuss 1976 memorandum on disbandment as it has been referred 
back to UCAP by UCAG. 
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Associate Provost Simon distributed a revised draft document on disbandment utilizing the 
Disinvestment/Investment approach. This document also expanded on another criteria; the Associate 
Provost is looking for a reaction to document by April 9, 1992. Discussion ensued on the question of 
how programs that are disbanded within units are related to and will impact the rest of the university; 
when/where should academic governance get involved. Professor Steidle commented on the balance of 
decision making; if the unit faculty votes a program out, shouldn't this be the primary move? But then 
how do you incorporate the larger implications? Example of the English Department abandoning 
teaching of writing in conjunction with the semester conversions. Associate Provost Simon related that 
this particular issue was addressed with an ad hoc document on writing and went through academic 
governance review. This issue was settled by adoption of this policy. Professor Steidle also noted that 
an initial report on writing was rejected (UCC heavily criticized it), but the second report was well 
received. Associate Provost Simon also concluded that once an issue has gone through all proper 
reviews including academic governance, reemergence of the issue should not be a signal for a total new 
review and consultation. Chair Johnson, during this discussion repeatedly inquired as to at what point, 
stage, etc. academic governance should get involved. If for instance, units know best, is there any need 
for an academic governance consulting role at all; if academic governance has no real role, bylaws 
should be modified to reflect whatever the process is, e.g., unit decision, APP&R and Provost Office 
interaction, college level deci~ion, etc. 

Associate Provost Simon indicated that UCAP input on programmatic and policy questions is critical. At 
times large departments offering service courses sort of conceive the notion that they can only judge 
what is needed for writing, math, etc. This may well be, but when curriculum changes really affect 
interactions with other units, some University-level academic governance involvement is most 
appropriate. Further, as for example, in the case of Religious Studies, should UCAP be informed that 
initial discussions are underway even if there is yet no proposal? Should governance be informed of 
basic reasons for consideration of disbandment? The 1976 document is high sequential; is there a 
better model? For instance, (1) disbandment discussion is initiated, UCAP informed; the more 
interactive/across units (overarching) a program's impact is, governance (university-wide) 
input/consulting is needed. However, when (2) a program is only relevant within a unit, 
faculty/department has prerogative to initiate or to disband as well; governance involvement here may 
annoy faculty as an unwanted interference. 

Chair Johnson (UCAP): There are still two issues then; first, if the effect of disbandment is university 
wide then UCAP has a clear role, but second, there is continuing frustration within the committee 
members whether we are to inform, consult, or just react to impending decisions. UCAP would like to 
look at a proposal and ask whether certain issues were dealt with and then also put ideas on the table 
to be included for consideration by administrators before decisions are finalized (especially personnel 
decisions). Associate Provost Simon commented that this may be difficult; UCAP or governance can't 
really be expected to influence ultimate direction of a department. Currently, there are three bodies that 
consider disbandments: UCAP, ECAC, and UGC. Should the process be streamlined? Associate 
Provost Simon replied, we should not use the unusual case of the Religious Studies Department for 
disbandment to develop a sort of "Case Law" for the process of disbandment. Much of this type of 
activity in defining programs is within the domain of units/colleges and should then flow from this level 
to the university level. 

Chair then asked if it is the sense of UCAP that academic governance be at least informed before 
decisions are made especially when it involves personnel matters which affect the vitality of the unit 
(e.g., existence of unit to be an operational tenure home). Associate Provost Simon asked what was 
meant here by vitality since ·critical mass and vitality" go together. Chair Johnson replied that when for 
instance a coded major is brought forth for disbandment, but since in fact prior decisions to decrease 
staff really caused the decline--we have a "which is first (chicken or egg)" argument. Associate Provost 
Simon stated that some such decisions were made long ago, programs were in decline and eventually 
were to be phased out; question is was academic governance involved and when? Professor Matthews 
asked about the disbandment of Business Education: on what basis was the original decision made? 
This was based on budgetary targets (Simon). College chose to reduce function; in essence when 
faculty of certain programs decline and there is no imperative to rehire faculty, then finally it's over. 
Associate Provost $imon continued that it was up to the colleges to choose, it was up to the Dean to 
also consult within his/her college faculty. In the case of Business Education, there was early 



( 

consultation and initial action came from faculty and the college. Chair queried what happens when 
upon disbandment another unit inherits a faculty member. Most of such occurrences, the Associate 
Provost replied, are dealt with on a case by case basis and the receiving unit is to be consulted. The 
involvement level of governance is largely dependent on the overarching issues and multiple units, etc. 
In cases of overarching issues, academic governance is always involved in the process. She continued, 
UCAP's role is likely later in the process (because the process is linear and sequential) than UCAP might 
like. (Chair) UCAP should probably focus on situations where action will have widespread university
wide implications and it will be important for UCAP to get involved early. The Associate Provost left the 
UCAP meeting. Chair indicated this whole matter is getting complicated and appointed a subcommittee 
(Spees, Hackel, Johnson) to study this issue including areas the Associate Provost had pointed to, like 
the preamble, and also to look into bylaws, etc. Associate Provost Simon should probably get involved 
again later. 

Testing Requirements for Teacher Candidates: Dr. Cassandra Book, Associate Dean; College of 
Education, came by to inform UCAP about the new statewide competency testing of teachers and to 
alert UCAP on possible problems about domains and incursions by the State Department of Education 
on University prerogatives. Professor Book explained that all prospective teachers must take and pass a 
basic skills test and subject matter tests prior to student teaching (students enrolled to student teach by 
December 1991 will be exempt). Charge will be $50.00 basic skills test. While testing may be OK or 
desirable, the following issues/problems have arisen. 

1. NES (National Evaluation System) has prepared initial basic skills test which was given before proper 
validation (February 15, 1992). Tests appear poor, not up to quality. Subject matter tests to be 
given on April 25, 1992. 

2. State Department and Board of Education mayor appear to want to get involved in higher 
education; this could raise some autonomy, constitutional, as well as accreditation-type questions. 
Problem with all of this is that State-mandated tests are often set up for a minimum performance 
level, we expect more from our students. 

Committee members commented on issue (Nugent, Hackel, Steidle, Cloud, Seefeldt). How good is 
NES; -has COE been informing its students; what about policy implications on college admissions and a 
potential role of external validators; this testing problem appears to be getting worse, we need quality 
assessment of tests; can pressure be put on legislators to influence State Department of Education, 
State Board of Education in a positive way. This area needs continuing vigilance and strong leadership 
from universities and their faculties. Chair Johnson thanked Professor Book for her detailed report and 
discussion. 

Academic Specialist: Two issues about academic specialists from AC. First concern that specialist may 
replace faculty, and second, UCFA objects to participation of academic specialists in UCFA. The 
general view is that a faculty is someone appointed under rules of tenure, etc. This issue back on UCAP 
agenda April 9, 1992. 

ECAC will meet next week with Vice President Pierre to discuss research policy concerns. 

On motion committee adjourned at 12:07 p.m. 

Prepared by 

Werner G. Bergen 
Secretary, Winter 1992 

UCAP3.12 

Michigan State University 
RECEIVED 

APR 3 0 1992 

Secretary for 
Academic Governance 



( 

c 

/ 

~. 

Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POUCY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 9,1992 

Approved 5-21-92 

Carla Barnes, James Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Stanley Gully, J. David Johnson, Roy Matthews, 
Kevin McNamara, Patrick Nugent, Cheryl O'Brien, Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Associate Provost; Dean 
Charles Morrison; Professor Forger 

Werner Bergen, Gary Cloud, Richard Evans, Emanuel Hackel, Jeffrey Kramer, Rachel 
Schemmel, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Shawnee Vickery, James Vlahakis 

Chair Johnson noted that because of scheduling difficulties, the committee would need to maintain a flexible 
agenda. The motion to approve the agenda as a rough guideline was approved. Chair Johnson stated that 
a new second representative to Academic Council was needed because of scheduling conflicts for S. Gully. 
Also, S. Gully had requested sharing of duties for Recording Secretary in UCAP. Chair Johnson expressed 
the need to create a nominating committee, which has traditionally consisted of outgoing members. Kevin 
McNamara agreed to serve as the student representative for the nominating committee. Chair Johnson 
stated that on March 17th, the Executive Committee of Academic Council acted in place of the Full Council 
to approve an Interim Anti-Discrimination Board and approved an Anti-Discrimination Policy. He further 
stated that he was against these actions because the groups primarily affected by these changes had raised 
serious objections in regard to these policies. Academic Council will be looking more carefully at these 
changes during May, and these issues will be brought forward. On March 31 st, Vice-President for Research 
Professor Percy Pierre gave a presentation dealing with policies of data ownership. There is some concern 
as to the exact nature of the University's policies toward research and data ownership. There appears to 
be a policy of the University that any scholar of the University community has a right to publish, and 
anybody who participates in a research grant cannot be prevented from publishing by the principal 
investigator. During a meeting of the Executive Committee of Academic Council, it became clear that there 
were limitations to how this policy might apply, and that the definition of student-scholar was open to 
interpretation. Professor Pierre indicated that anyone in the University has access to data, and that no one 
actually owns the data except the University. These issues will be recurring in the future as they are issues 
of deep conflict. Those who disagree with the policy as it now stands should bring their concerns forward 
through the various governance bodies. Academic Council approved a resolution granting temporary, one
term only, approval to any course that had been submitted for Fall Term offering but which had not, as yet, 
been' approved by the UCC. This recognizes the press of UCC business and makes a good faith effort to 
accommodate students. There are still many unresolved issues related to course and program approval 
which will have to be dealt with, especially with regard to CORRAGE, CRUE, etc. Chair Johnson mentioned 
his understanding and appreciation of the efforts of UCC. Also, the IAH 201 course is being discussed in 
light of Professor Cohen's coming departure. Twenty-fIVe faculty members have come forward to help 
complete the development and implementation of the course. Students are taking an avid interest in this 
course's future. Finally, getting a slate together for the Steering Committee was difficult. Only six people 
volunteered for the Steering Committee, but because of restriction of membership to one per college, there 
were only three nominees for two positions. After further efforts to recruit other names, only one other name 
came forward for nomination. Chair Johnson expressed his concern for the future of academic governance. 

Assistant Provost Barbara Steidle followed on Chair Johnson's comments regarding the interim approval of 
courses. She stated that the actual percentage of the courses that received interim approval amounted to 
only 234 courses out of 5,758. Of these 234 courses, 74 were music courses for individual instruments; only 
19 were undergraduate courses, most of which had received some type of review; 60 or so dissertation and 
thesis courses. There were virtually no courses on the list which might be controversial. There is also a 
list of about 800 minor or insignificant changes that were approved. UCC will hope to finish up the basic 
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process soon; then it will move to completion of programs during spring term. 

Chair Johnson noted that the committee had a quorum. The meeting moved to the approval of the minutes 
of February 27, 1992. The minutes were approved with no changes. . 

Criteria and Procedures for Disbandment: Associate Provost Lou Anna Kimsey Simon arrived so the 
meeting moved to the discussion on the criteria and procedures for disbandment. In" the March 12th 
meeting at UCAP, a revision of a 1976 document on the criteria for disbandment was distributed and 
discussed. At that time, it was suggested by the Chair that UCAP propose revisions in Part III which was 
the procedures portion of that document. A subcommittee was formed for the review of those guidelines 
and to suggest and set guidelines for procedures to handle disbandment. The subcommittee met twice and 
the result of those discussions is Attachment A, which is a write up and review of Part III of the earlier 
document. Steven Spees chaired the subcommittee and outlined the Subcommittee's concerns. The 
subcommittee retained the use of the word disbandment rather than disinvestment because it felt that was 
a clearer statement of the purpose of the criteria and guidelines. S. Spees noted that clearer institutional 
guidelines are needed and cited section 2.4 of the Institutional Mission and Priorities as a case in point. He 
also mentioned that there were problems with some of the criteria used to make investment decisions (e.g. 
Sections 3.2-peer ranking and 3.3- contributions to interdisciplinary programs). Chair Johnson also used 
the student-faculty ratio (Section 4.4) as an example of unclear criteria. A program can have a low or high 
ratio, and the appropriate ratio is not defined nor clear. Associate Provost Simon referred to the language 
of disbandment and stated the relevant issues involve the broader range of investmentjdisinvestment ideas. 
She pointed out that the language would have to be changed throughout the document to refer to the 
negative if the topic of disbandment is the only one being referenced. Associate Provost Simon also stated 
that in reality, the concepts of investment and disinvestment were coupled and that words such as 
appropriateness were purposefully undefined in order to deal with both sides of the investment issue. 
Associate Provost Simon was unclear as to what kind of information UCAP was requesting. Chair Johnson 
noted that there were two underlying themes. The first was related to UCAP's involvement with regard to 
disbandment as outlined in the Bylaws. The second was related to the University's criteria for 
investment/disinvestment and its general direction with regard to program investment. Assistant Provost 
B. Steidle made the point that the concept of investment/disinvestment does not have to be an either/or 
decision. The two concepts are linked with regard to program change and UCAP's role relative to these 
changes. Associate Provost Simon stated that she thought the criteria for program investmentj 
disinvestment were important, but that it is the outcome of those decisions related to the criteria that may 
be of more interest to UCAP. She offered the idea that perhaps there could be some type of triggering 
mechanism so that when wider programmatic changes (i.e. something that appears on a student's 
transcript) were going to occur, UCAP could become involved in the process. Chair Johnson agreed and 
said that UCAP could not be involved in every single decision made with regard to program investment, and 
that the Guidelines for Disbandment document generated by the subcommittee tried to get at some of the 
critical triggering points for program change. Associate Provost Simon agreed to consider the points at 
which UCAP and other governance bodies might be notified of wider programmatic change. Chair Johnson 
also requested that information be forthcoming with regard to the concerns that UCAP had with regard to 
the criteria for investment/disinvestment, especially those related to the bottom line dollar issue (Section 6). 
Associate Provost Simon had to leave, but the discussion continued with the Guidelines for Disbandment 
generated by the Subcommittee. The discussion tended to focus on the idea that the university was 
engaging in downsizing and disbandment policies, without clearly outlining the underlying thinking, nor has 
academic governance been involved with some of these decisions early enough in the process. Assistant 
Provost Steidle pointed out that the committee seemed to be taking the stance that disbandment was always 
a negative event. She thought that there might occasions where it was a positive and necessary 
occurrence. She used the example of supporting a fieid of study (e.g. phrenology) even after it had become 
inert or had been proven useless as a discipline; it would be better to disband such fields. Other members 
restated their concern that often decisions regarding disinvestment were a knee jerk r.eaction to the 
economic conditions the various programs were faCing. Chair Johnson observed that when resources are 
scarce, there are some departments which would support disbandment of other programs in order to 
increase resource allocations to themselves and that it makes it very important to have counterbalancing 



forces to prevent such decisions from being made. Assistant Provost Steidle talked about the changing 
budget and budgetary prOjection as it related to the discussion. She mentioned that while some recovery 
was expected, current projections indicated that resources will continue to be tig~t. She further stated that 
these concerns were part of the larger issue of the investment/disinvestment efforts of the University. 

The meeting returned to the approval of the minutes of the March 12, 1992 meeting. The minutes were 
approved with minor modifications. Chair Johnson thanked Werner Bergen for his excellent performance 
in providing minutes to·UCAP. 

Proposed Five-Year Baccalaureate Program in LA: Associate Dean Charles Morrison introduced the 
proposed move to a fIVe-year baccalaureate program in Landscape Architecture (LA). He then turned the 
presentation over to Dr. Judy Olsen. She explained that one of the primary issues in deciding to move to 
a five year program was that of improving the quality of education for those students involved in the major. 
Also, the proposed changes would improve student-teacher ratios and reduce the overextension of faculty 
resources. In developing the proposal, cooperation between various related departments was pursued so 
that sharing of workload and resources could occur. It is not necessary for students to move to a fIVe-year 
program in order to complete coursework in LA for accreditation purposes; however, students' need for 
extra coursework in several related fields led to the proposed program. Dr. Olsen stated that the program 
changes would fill the gaps in applied knowledge students needed in order to perform effectively on the job 
and to make them more competitive in the field. Currently, graduating students do not have enough 
groundwork in ecology, soil sciences, and social sciences. The five-year program would eliminate this 
problem. Dr. Olsen noted that 75% of the students in the program now take fIVe years to complete the 
program because they opt to complete such additional courses. Also, with a five-year program, students 
will have internship options which will increase their competence and competitiveness in the field. With a 
four-year program, there is no real opportunity for cooperation and study in other fields and no clear 
internship options. Dr. Olsen stated that many other universities had already gone to a five-year program. 
Chair Johnson reaffirmed UCAP's stance in support of the University's maintaining four-year undergraduate 
programs. Assistant Provost Steidle noted that there were procedures for exceptions when there were 
particular compelling reasons (e.g. accreditation requirements). Dr. Olsen was asked if there was any 
information as to whether these extra courses and internships would actually make the students more 
competitive in the work environment. Dr. Olsen stated that employers look for work experience, maturity, 
and knowledge in certain areas. With the five year program, more students will be able to do internships, 
overseas studies, work with co-ops, etc. and this will make them more attractive to future employers. R. 
Matthews asked if there was any data as to where the students go to work and whether or not the job 
market was truly competitive. Dr. Olsen noted that there are 37 accredited universities each of which puts 
out between 10-40 students a year. Of these, approximately 15% go into government work, 10% into 
graduate study, and 75% into private practice. Dr. Olsen explained that she felt the extra coursework, 
internship opportunities, and broader background would make students more competitive in all of those 
areas. A concern was expressed with regard to the fact that if students were taking fIVe years to complete 
a four-year program, it might become common for students to take six years to complete a fIVe-year 
program. Dr. Olsen did not feel that would be a problem. Dr. Olsen asserted that students would get a 
stronger background in various related fields. After further discussion, Chair Johnson asked the committee 
if there was consensus in the need for a chance to review the proposal. The committee was in agreement 
so the decision to approve/disapprove the proposed program was tabled until the next meeting. 

Proposed Program Moratorium: BFA in Theatre: Associate Dean linda Stanford could not be present, so 
Professor Forger introduced the proposed program moratorium for the BFA in Theatre. The reasons for the 
moratorium were presented and discussed. First, there are no faculty members available to teach the 
program. Second, there is only one student left in the program because other incoming students have been 
advised to take a different curriculum. Third, there are no real performance opportunities and no resources 
available for maintenance or continuation of the program. There was a question as to whether there were 
other similar programs available in Michigan. It was stated that University of Michigan has a similar program. 
R. Matthews asked if faculty had discussed this proposal and whether there had been due notice. Dr. 
Forger said that it had been discussed and to the best of his knowledge, the faculty were supportive of the 



decision. but not particularly happy in seeing a program discontinue. He also felt that it was necessary and 
responsible to enact a moratorium on the program because it was impossible to provide a quality education 
in the major to prospective students. After further discussion. Chair Johnson reQuested that a member of 
the faculty from theatre be present at a UCAP meeting so that these issues could be further discussed. 
Chair Johnson then clarified that we were acting only on the moratorium and not on the program itself. 
Assistant Provost Steidle noted that the moratorium is a sign of intent to discontinue. The motion to accept 
the moratorium was tabled. 

No further discussion on the Academic Specialist issue was necessary. Chairperson Johnson polled the 
Committee to determine that UCFA. UCFT. and UCAP have all reached closure on the issue of the Academic 
Specialist. 

Meeting was adjourned. 

Submitted by 

Stanley Gully 
Secretary. Spring Term 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 23, 1992 

Approved 5-21-92 

Werner Bergen, Gary Cloud, Lonnie Eiland, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, J. David 
Johnson, Roy Matthews, Kevin McNamara, Patrick Nugent, Rachel Schemmel, Vern 
Seefeldt, Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; 

Carla Barnes, James Dalley, Richard Evans, Jeffrey Kramer, Cheryl O'Brien, Arlene 
Sierra, Shawnee Vickery, James Vlahakis 

Chair Johnson opened the meeting and noted quorum was not present He proceeded with his 
comments. Three nominations from UCAP by April 24th for a special assessment policy and practice 
advisory committee were needed. The committee will review proposals on policy and practice in 
antiCipation of an assessment program to be implemented before the NCA accreditation. This will take 
into account commitments related to CRUE, CORRAGE, and other similar in-house initiatives. Chair 
Johnson mentioned that he did not know how likely it was for any person nominated to be elected. The 
next item that was addressed was the Nomination Subcommittee headed by Vern Seefeldt. V. Seefeldt 
and K McNamara have volunteered to serve on the Nomination Subcommittee and nominations were 
being taken. One of the offices available for next year is Chairperson. Chair Johnson stated the 
importance of the responsibilities associated with that position for UCAP. He noted that the Chairperson 
sets the agenda with the Vice-Chairperson and the Secretary at agenda meetings; and that the 
Chairperson is a member of the Executive Committee of Academic Council, Faculty Council, and 
Academic Council. This adds approximately one committee meeting a week to one's schedule, in 
addition to regular presentations that need to be made in order to actively voice UCAP's position to the 
administration, media, other committees, etc. It was mentioned that these experiences lead to a greater 
understanding of university policies, operations, and interrelationships. Unfortunately, Chair Johnson 
stated that he would not be able to continue as chair next year because of his departmental 
responsibilities. Another office which is open is the Vice-Chairperson who can serve in place of the 
Chairperson whenever necessary, and who provides additional support and direction to the committee. 
Chair Johnson thanked Rachel Schemmel for her valuable assistance and work during the performance 
of her office responsibilities. The Secretary and Representative to Academic Council positions are also 
open. Chair Johnson mentioned that S. Gully had a class schedule which conflicted with his ability to 
complete this term as Representative to Academic Council. Steven Spees agreed to finish the term. 
Finally, Chair Johnson also noted that S. Gully had expressed concern that he would not be able to 
function as Secretary at all of the UCAP meetings and he asked for a volunteer to serve as an alternate. 
Chair Johnson thanked W. Bergen for his efforts during Winter term. 

Assistant Provost Barbara Steidle mentioned that SIS will be running a test of the system prior to the 
opening of the Computer and Telephone Enrollment. Also, there was discussion on how the new 
computer system was going to affect the enrollment process. She noted that there may be some 
nostalgic benefits to the old system because there was flexibility in the face to face interaction. Because 
of some of the changes, a whole new communications network is being developed to deal with the new 
procedures. The State News has been running a series of ads to improve the dissemination of 
information related to the new system. 

The Subcommittee on the Disbandment and Criteria for Procedures has been engaged in an effort to 
reverse the criteria for investment and disinvestment and the University's policies with regard to those 
related issues. The Subcommittee reviewed a procedural guidelines for discontinuation document, 
which was to deal with most of the concerns that the full committee of UCAP had expressed with regard 



to notification of academic governance bodies in a timely fashion when considering issues of 
disbandment. Chair Johnson noted that it might be appropriate to directly consider changes in the 
Bylaws with regard to UCAP's involvement in investment/disinvestment procedures. Chair Johnson 
noted that there has been some confusion with regard to the discontinuation document because the 
Committee is dealing with two separate issues: 1) The role of UCAP as defined in the Bylaws 2) More 
general issues regarding planning and investment/disinvestment decisions. He mentioned that with the 
document. we are now in a position to more clearly delineate UCAP's responsibilities in regard to 
investment/disinvestment procedures as outlined in the Bylaws, and that perhaps that should be the 
focus of the committee's concern. Chair Johnson asked if the committee was in accord with the more 
narrow focus on UCAP's role as defined in the Bylaws and noted no disagreement from the body. He 
asked that the Subcommittee come up with a draft of a document, by the next UCAP meeting, to deal 
with the more specific issues noted above. 

The committee also discussed whether the specific wording in the Procedural Guidelines for 
Discontinuation took too strong a stance against discontinuation and thereby discouraged the natural 
process of academic change. The counter argument in favor of the wording was that the wording is 
designed to reduce the tendency to discontinue based upon a short term situation without looking at the 
future effects of such a decision. There was discussion as to whether discontinuation could be a good 
and natural part of academic change or if it tended to be a reaction to short term cues in the economic 
and academic environment. After some discussion, R. Schemmel suggested that the wording be 
changed on page one to, "At all levels [unless the area is no longer germane] alternatives to 
discontinuation ... should be actively considered". This suggestion was referred to the Subcommittee for 
enactment. The Subcommittee was to meet after the UCAP meeting to discuss wording and changes of 
the various documents so that a near final draft would be ready for presentation to academic 
governance. 

Proposed Five-Year Baccalaureate Program in Landscape Architecture: The meeting next turned to the 
issue of a proposed five-year Baccalaureate Program in Landscape Architecture. This proposed change 
had been presented to UCAP in the previous meeting. but the members of the committee did not feel 
enough information had been provided in order to make a decision with regard to the program. Dr. 
Judy M. Olsen had since provided various documents to support the transition from a four year program 
to a five year program. The crux of the issue was whether or not the evidence and support for transition 
to a five year program was enough to override the 120 credit maximum. The arguments for override can 
be made on the grounds of external requirements, either for accreditation or certification, or to meet 
standards for entry into a profession. Dr. Olsen stated that she had contacted five firms in the area via 
telephone to get a feel for their perspectives on the additional experience the students would get from a 
five year program. The people in those firms felt that students did not have enough experience in the 
field when graduating, and that the additional courses received during the course of the longer program 
would increase their competence in the field. Also. Dr. Olsen talked with several of the graduate 
students in the program and asked them about their feelings with regard to a five year program. The 
students felt that it generally takes five years to complete the program anyway, and that the additional 
work experience through internships, and course work would make them more competitive in the field. 
The key issues outlined in the document sent by Dr. Olsen, and discussed at the meeting were as 
follows: 

- A fIVe year program increases background knowledge, enhances likelihood of pursuit of 
graduate education, and leads to improved abilities when working in the field 
- Semester transition has provided an opportunity to deal with the future needs of students 
- Most other Landscape Architecture (LA) programs are moving to a fIVe year program 
- Integration of modem information technology is possible 
- There is an increased ability to offer specialized upper-level electives 
- The integrated 5 year program will deal with problem of high student-teacher ratios, and it can 
lead to increased cooperation among various departments 
- Students support the transition 
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Also, Dr. Olsen pointed out that even without increase to a five year program, students have to take 132 
units (as opposed to the 120 units defined in the ROC guidelines) to get the benefit of an environmental 
cognate. This means that students have to be enrolled in the program beyond four years in order to 
meet accreditation needs. The move to a five year program would only need tne addition of 18 units 
(150 total) to make it a fIVe year program. Also, the implementation of a fIVe year program would 
provide opportunities for internships for the students which would enhance their skills and make them 
more competitive in the market. The concerns that members of UCAP expressed were as follows: 

- If students are having a hard time meeting the four year requirements and are subsequently 
becoming fIVe year students, nothing prevents students from having a hard time meeting the five 
year requirements and becoming six, or seven year students 
- Other departments are faced with many of the same problems outlined (e.g. enrollment, 
student/teacher ratios, accreditation) but they are not asking to become five year programs 
- The university is maintaining a strong stance that we are a four year undergraduate program 
university 
- A move to a five year program does not guarantee that the increased skills and knowledge are 
necessary for entry into the field (i.e. how competitive is the job market?) 
- A move to a fIVe year program should not be made only on the basis of what other 
universities are doing and/or on the basis of enrollment problems 

Dr. Olsen stated that she did not have a vested interest in creating a fIVe year program, other than to 
improve the quality of education provided to the students. She said that she was a convert to the idea 
after exhibiting initial skepticism. After some discussion, it became clear than further discussion was 
needed with regard to this issue, and it was moved that the final decision be tabled for the next UCAP 
meeting. 

The last item on the agenda was the program moratorium for the BFA in Theatre. Roy Matthews had 
talked with Professor Baldwin in regard to Dr. Forger's appearance at UCAP. There has been some 
question as to why theatre wasn't represented at UCAP during the discussion of the moratorium. R. 
Matthews was informed that the problem with the program was that there are no faculty who can 
support this program, no space nor resources for the program, and other budgetary problems. At one 
point, the program had hoped to be tied in with the Blue Lake program, but that program was not of 
high enough quality to support a university level program. Also, students and faculty had been informed 
in regard to the moratorium. The discussion was tabled so that a representative could appear before 
UCAP. Asst. Provost B. Steidle indicated that she would ask the college to send someone from the 
Department of Theatre to be present at the next UCAP meeting. 

Chair Johnson made some closing comments reaffirming his opening remarks. R. Matthews asked 
about the time for meetings at UCAP for next year, as some people already know their schedules. Also, 
there was mention of some organizational issues for next year for the CIERT committee. 

Meeting was adjourned. 

Prepared by 

Stanley Gully 
Secretary, Spring Term 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

May 7,1992 

Approved 5-21-92 

Cheryl O'Brien, Emanuel Hackel, W. G. Bergen, Shawnee K. Vickery, Vern 
Seefeldt, Steven Spees, Lonnie C. Eiland, J. David Johnson, Rachel 
Schemmel, Patrick D. Nugent, Gary Cloud, Roy Matthews, Ellen Strommen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Judith Olson, Geography, for Landscape 
Architecture; Char1es Morrison, Associate Dean (Social Science); John Baldwin, 
Department of Theater 

Arlene Sierra, Carla Barnes, Richard Evans, J. B. Dalley 

Chair J. David Johnson called the meeting to order at 10:20. In response to a request from Johnson 
for a third name to be submitted to the Provost for the Committee on Assessment Policy which will be 
formed in the near future, E. Strommen expressed willingness to have her name submitted. Other 
volunteers are E. Hackel and R. Schemmel. 

Minutes of prior meeting will be presented for approval at a later date. 

Chairperson's Comments: UCAP membership will remain fairly stable from this academic year to the 
next, so the main issue for transition to the new committee is election of new officers for next year. 
Johnson, in view of new obligations, is not available as Chair for next year, nor is Schemmel available 
as vice chair though she may be willing to serve in some subcommittee capacity. Volunteers for the 
offices of Chair, Vice-chair and Secretary are solicited. Anyone willing to serve as Secretary would do 
so with the gratitude of their colleagues. Volunteers are also needed for the second position on 
Academic Council. Hackel has volunteered for MEAC. 

The recent meeting of Academic Council dealt primarily with the interim Anti-Discrimination Judicial 
Board Policy and Procedures. Apparently several issues which are major policy issues were put into 
the wording without letting the Executive Committee of Academic Council know. Concerns were 
expressed by several members and in particular were expressed by some members of the Gay-Lesbian 
Task Force. Hackel asked why the policy was changed in the first place. Johnson replied that a 
recent court judgment in regard to a case processed by the ADJB triggered the current emphasis, 
although work on updating the document was already in process. Steidle pointed out that it was not 
the revision per se which followed the recent court case; that revision had been ongoing for at least two 
years before that case. What happened in response to the court case was the move to make the 
document-in-progress the official interim policy so that other cases might proceed through ADJB without 
being tainted. 

Assistant Provost Steidle's Comments: Continuing the above theme, the referral of the interim judicial 
policy back to committee also reflects some differences between the chairs of the task force and other 
members of the group. For a number of reasons, it will probably be about a year before the document 
comes back to Academic Council. 

After going through many education courses, review of the curriculum for the College of Education has 
finally been completed; the full curriculum will be before the UCC at its next meeting. Many of the 
chinks have been filled in though coordination between the College of Education and other units will be 
ongoing, hopefully with some grant support for these activities. 

Steidle drew the Committee's attention to copies of a memo to Provost Scott from Dean John W. Eadie 
of the College of Arts and Letters. Implementation of recently approved foreign language graduation 
requirement will be postponed. There are two facets to this postponement: (a) postponing all 
implementation of the University requirement until Fall of 1994; and (b) applying a two-year rather than 
a three-year equivalency standard at that time. This postponement reflects practical issues and the 
changed budgetary picture. High schools have not been adding third-year instruction to their programs; 
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in fact, in the face of budget problems, third-year programs are often being cut. Given the current 
financial crunch, the University is not prepared for the large number of students who would need to 
complete the requirement. It's very clear that this is a postponement, not an elimination of the policy. 
Hackel asked about high school students who go into a third year. Steidle pointed out that this would 
be no problem; it's an issue of competency level, not number of years per se. Hackel: Would pushing 
the issue spur high schools? Steidle: Probably not, given budgetary situations in high schools as well 
as here at MSU. This initial postponement helps us as well as the high schools. Also, we may face 
problems in finding sufficient number of qualified instructors, especially in Spanish; Ohio has had this 
problem. Johnson pointed to long agenda and short time and asked if this item should be put on the 
agenda for the next meeting, for further discussion. Steidle pointed out that introduction of the 
document was intended as an information item so there is probably no need for further UCAP input. 
Cloud expressed the gratitude of the Committee for being kept informed. 

Disbandment of Academic Programs: Criteria and Procedures: Johnson presented the report from the 
Subcommittee on Disbandment--Criteria and Procedures (other members were Hackel and Spees). 
The sense from the previous UCAP meeting was that the document should focus narrowly on 
disbandment, not the larger issue of investment and disinvestment. The document was changed 
accordingly and now more closely resembles the document of 1976. Also, some of the criteria which 
had dealt with the investment issue h,ave been removed. Especially affected were 6.6 and 6.7, and 
some of the procedures. Cloud raised some questions about wording. First he questioned whether 
reference should be to a liberal arts education (present wording) or a liberal education (as in 2.2). 
Bergen seconded this concern for veterinary medicine. After brief discussion, the consensus was that 
the word "arts" be removed. Cloud also asked, regarding 3.2, who constituted the "peers" referred to in 
"peer ranking"? The answer was, other similar departments. The Provost's Office has systematic sets, 
both for the Big 10 and for comparable land grant! AAU colleges, which are used as basis for 
comparison. Cloud's suggestion that the definition of "peer" in this context should be clarified was 
taken as a friendly amendment. 

Hackel moved acceptance of the document; seconded, passed. 

Proposed Five-Year Baccalaureate Program in Landscape Architecture: Johnson turned next to the 
conclusion of the discussion of the proposed five-year baccalaureate program in Landscape 
Architecture, consideration of which has continued over the past several meetings. A number of 
representatives of the LA program, both faculty and students, were present. J. Olson spoke for them. 
Committee discussion was opened by Bergen who commented that generally he's OK on the LA 
program, but he had concerns over whether this now opens the door to many other units to make 
similar changes. Hackel suggested that perhaps we need to have a general discussion of the feasibility 
of 5-year programs, or the necessity for them. Steidle commented that many departments had 
submitted plans for programs somewhat in excess of 120 credits, but that these plans haven't come to 
UCAP because the credits have been pared down through consultation. Schemmel questioned the 
implications of reducing the LA program from 40 to 20 students. Steidle responded that that particular 
issue is not before UCAP and would be appropriately considered elsewhere. Vickery asked about the 
implications of the changes for resources, especially in view of the very limited resource situation now 
in effect. Olson pointed out in response that if the LA program were left at 4 years, all of the courses 
listed for the program would still need to be there. Vickery then asked if the enrollment reduction is in 
keeping with the land grant mission. Olson responded that this proposal would take place in 
conjunction with an increase in enrollment in horticulture. Students would still be served even though 
the LA major itself would be available to only 20 students .. Further, keeping resource demands at a 
minimum was a major consideration in the development of the proposal. 

Eiland asked whether any other programs graduated as few as 20 students as a matter of policy. 
Schemmel responded that one program in her department began such a limit in 1976, but that the 
program was then dropped in 1983 as too expensive. Schemmel then asked rhetOrically whether 
departments in Agriculture will be coming forth with five-year proposals similar to the one from 
Landscape Architecture. Bergen responded that if programs are to include professional training, then 
yes, more such proposals are likely to be forthcoming. Hackel raised the question of whether a five
year program approved now might be used as a lever to request more resources at some later date. 
Vickery added that she shared this concern and would not be prepared to vote without resource 
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information. Steidle commented that it would be very difficult to provide conclusive information. The 
plan has certainly been developed to minimize impact--but there is no way to get realistic dollar figures. 
Olson pointed out that if they stuck to the present four-year program, it would require additional 
resources. Spees commented that resources are a part of UCAP's purview, given the charge of the 
committee. Johnson countered that in general this is true, but in the relevant R3 documents, it is not 
true. Perhaps this should be an agenda item for general discussion in the future. Cloud moved 
acceptance of the LA proposal; Seefeldt seconded. Approve(j with one abstention. 

Program Moratorium: BFA in Theatre: John Baldwin was present to represent the perspective of the 
Department of Theatre on the final agenda item, the question of a program moratorium on the BFA in 
Theatre, which is a performance degree in musical theatre. (The perspective of the Music Department 
was presented at a prior meeting.) Baldwin pointed out that there were several problems for this major 
but in particular there was a lack of adequate performance experience; in the absence of performance 
experience, meaningful training cannot be provided. Schemmel asked whether students outside of the 
Theatre Department take the courses for this major. In response Baldwin pointed out that this is not a 
question of removing all theatre courses and theatre majors, but rather a matter only of the BFA which 
is a performance ,degree in musical theatre. Most theatre courses, and certainly those introductory 
level courses which non-majors are likely to take, remain intact, and students will still be able to study 
drama. Matthews moved that the moratorium be approved, Schemmel seconded. Passed. 

Disbandment Criteria Revisited: Returning to the issue of disbandment criteria and procedures, 
Johnson informed the committee that L. Simon, who was to meet with UCAP regarding this issue, was 
detained at another meeting. 

Medical Scholars Program: Spees raised questions about a program for which he had run into 
recruitment pUblicity, through which students are admitted as freshmen in medicine with assurance of 
admittance to medical school if they satisfy the requirements of the program. He distributed copies of 
flyers describing the program. Steidle commented that this is more like a scholarship overlap program, 
similar to a program in Vet Medicine which has been quite successful in attracting very good students 
to the University. It does not affect the regular admissions procedure. Further, it is definitely not any 
kind of speeded-up medical education similar to the U of M's Inteflex clinical medical degree program, 
in which students complete undergraduate and medical training in six years. Hackel, speaking for 
himself and not for the medical school, commented that the program was a move toward bringing 
students into medical school from a greater diversity of backgrounds. There is no way of saying how 
many Medical Scholars will actually wind up in MSU's College of Medicine; other medical schools; or in 
other fields entirely. They are not constrained to come here. And if they in fact meet the conditions of 
the program they have met the requirements for admission to CHM. Steidle commented that the Office 
of Admissions and Scholarships worked with the CHM on this. This is by and large a VERY low risk 
group of students. Nugent asked how many students are affected. Steidle responded that an initial 
pool of probably about 120 students was reduced to about 65 final participants. From this pool, about 
a half-dozen were selected. Cloud objected to the "hype" of the first paragraphs of the flyer, pOinting 
out that this was an invitation to compete, not any guarantee. Steidle responded that "hype" is 
characteristic of a lot of recruitment materials. Hackel said he would take the question up with the 
CHM before UCAP's next meeting. Steidle pointed out that CHM did not want some kind of Inteflex 
program; rather, the aim was to broaden the range of backgrounds of students coming in to medicine, 
not to generate greater pressure on students with yet another competition.· As for questions of 
govemance review, it wasn't reviewed because there appeared to be no relevance of review; the 
Medical Scholars Program doesn't affect the admissions or program in any way. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen Strommen, Acting Secretary 
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Present: 

Others: 

Absent: 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

May 21, 1992 

Approved 9-24-92 

Carla Barnes, Gary Cloud, Lonnie Eiland, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, J. David 
Johnson, Roy Matthews, Patrick Nugent, Cheryl O'Brien, Vern Seefeldt, Steven Spees, 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; 

Werner Bergen, James Dalley, Richard Evans, Jeffrey Kramer, Kevin McNamara, Rachel 
Schemmel, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, Shawnee Vickery, James Vlahakis 

Chair Johnson opened the meeting at 10:27. Minutes of April 9, 1992 approved with minor changes. 
Minutes of April 23, 1992 approved with minor changes. Finally, minutes of May 7, 1992 approved with 
minor changes. Chair Johnson thanked S. Gully and E. Strommen for being willing to take the minutes of 
the meetings. It was noted that little was occurring in academic governance, with the exception of regular 
meetings. The first organizational meeting of CIERT took place. R. Matthews and Chair Johnson 
presented and explained the history leading to the development of and the findings of the survey which was 
conducted on teaching. There was no update on disbandment procedures. 

B. Steidle noted the resignation of President DiBiaggio. Student enrollment by computer was under way 
and several problems had been noted. Not all students used their appointment times and some students 
seemed to be out of the information loop. B. Steidle discussed the importance of getting information on 
semester transition to students out of the information loop, but she noted that MSU had done as much as 
possible to keep all people informed. Considerations of using letters to parents, ads in newspapers and 
television, and other media avenues in order to reach these students were discussed. 

The Nominating Committee reported that all positions had nominees with the exception of the secretary 
position. E. Hackel opined that the administration should be able to find money to cover secretarial costs 
to support the so-called important committees. 

Chair Johnson noted that the last meeting of the academic year for UCAP and its current committee 
members was scheduled in two weeks. The only agenda item for the old committee was a report on 
activities during the year, and no agenda items were planned for the new incoming committee members. 

The University Curriculum Committee-C was planning to work two weeks this summer in order to complete 
work or courses in Arts and Letters, Business, Education, and Communication Arts & Sciences. B. Steidle 
also noted that most of the work for Graduate Programs deals with the translation of programs rather than 
significant program revision. 

E. Hackel voiced his concem over the issues present with regard to MSU's stance as a four-year program. 
Chair Johnson stated that we should follow up on G. Cloud's comment that we should look at the larger 
policy issues regarding Michigan State's position as a four-year institution. Chair Johnson noted that 
previous disbandment guidelines [which have since been changed] had criteria that included the generation 
of professionals who are competitive in a field. This type of focus almost forces a five-year approach for 
programs like Landscape Architecture and other professional programs. E. Hackel was concerned that 
there was no room for electives and everything is prescribed or required in a five-year program. He felt 
that perhaps it is time for a loosening of perspectives with regard to a five-year position. E. Hackel was 
also concerned with the idea that five-year programs can lead to elitist populations, or a "closed shop" in 
some professions. He felt these are concerns that should be considered when evaluating a five-year 
program and MSU's stance on five-year programs. B. Steidle noted that the Landscape Architecture 
program was not accreditation driven, and that there were other influencing factors affecting its position as 
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a five-year program. Also, B. Steidle voiced some facts and figures which are relevant when discussing 
policy issues in regard to five-year programs. It is a fact that most students don't get out in less than 4.5 
years. The current graduation rate in four years is no greater than 38%. The five-year rate is higher in 
general; the six-year rate is 69%. If we talk about a shift toward five-year programs, we can assume on 
the basis of the above data that it is possible that a five-year program will become a 5.5 or six-year 
program. We don't know how longer program requirements will impact students. For example, new 
programs will be tight in credit counts and highly sequenced. This can impact students in as yet unknown 
ways. Financially, it can really hurt a student's ability to complete school. Scholastically, if a student 
misses one course in a sequence, it can set them back a year. We have to be careful when constructing 
and evaluating these five-year programs to consider the long-term impact on students. B. Steidle also 
echoed S. Vickery's and G. Cloud's point that we must consider to what point we should take care of the 
specialized training wor1< for businesses. In a way, we may be hoisting the cost of specialized training 
away from businesses and onto students. What exactly does a five-year program do? There are many 
situations in which there are no clear benefits to a five-year program. B. Steidle stated that she felt there 
are exceptions, but they roost be carefully considered and all options presented before following a five-year 
option. Chair Johnson echoed B. Steidle's thoughts and concerns with a reference to Chronicle of Higher 
Education articles in which "privatizing universities" and forcing costs onto students is an increasing 
problem. Also, Chair Johnson stated that we should consider the ultimate consequences for students 
whenever we review the decisions we have made and whenever we are making new ones. V. Seefeldt 
asked if a five-year program will change schools and if so in what way. E. Hackel brought up the point that 
alternate year courses may become a severe problem for some of these programs. He had hoped that 
a five-year program would allow more electives, but the question of whether that would or could occur was 
unclear. G. Cloud stated that he thought it odd that we call ourselves four-year schools but that we are 
not. B. Steidle replied that we do not say four years, but that the focus is on maintaining graduation 
requirements at 120 units. Chair Johnson noted that one of the purposes of block tuition was to encourage 
four-year completion. V. Seefeldt asked about what prevents four-year graduations. B. Steidle answered 
that it wasdue to 1) limited enrollment programs (like Business) in which you start slowly to enhance 
chance of admission into the program, 2) work responsibilities--most students work more hours in the 80's 
than in the 70's, 3) nature of employment differences (e.g. students can't study at certain kinds of jobs), 
4) some students need greater focus, 5) students have adjustment problems, 6) competitive programs in 
which students have to take more courses. G. Cloud noted that we may be functioning on credit 
requirements but there is pressure from parents or funding agencies to complete in four years. He cited 
an example of an African American woman who was in a great bind because of conflicting requirements. 
B. Steidle replied that pressure often comes from a misunderstanding of the program and its requirements. 
C. O'Brien replied that some of the four-year graduates may do so because of advanced placement credits. 
Chair Johnson stated that these issues should be revisited next year. 

Medical Scholars Recruitment: E. Hackel conferred with the Dean in regard to the Medical Scholars 
recruitment program. It is "no big deal" as stated by the dean. Answers to questions raised in previous 
discussions: 1) it is a prescreening device for admissions, 2) uses general excellence criteria, 3) chooses 
50 students for interviews from their GPA and test scores, 4) admits 10 and has 10 alternates, 5) entails 
mentoring by the CHM faculty--does not interfere with academic advising, 6) students are admissible to 
Honors College. The help the students get beyond mentoring: None. P. Nugent voiced concern over how 
the program was represented (or potentially misunderstood by students). G. Cloud made the point that the 
program should not be framed as a guarantee but more as a competitive program, espeCially in the first 
paragraph. R. Matthews suggested the phrase "those who have chosen and fulfilled" should be included. 

Roundtable: E. Hackel again noted the need for a university funded secretary. S. Spees mentioned the 
problem that the graduate tuition waiver is costing the College of Natural Science more than what is taken 
from the grants themselves. Chair Johnson noted that a number of units are becoming concerned about 
this. If people are having problems, send communication to UCAE. G. Cloud noted the need for more 
focus on the problems of minority recruitment and retention. B. Steidle stated that the administration is 
trying to bring together the support services available across campus so that less replication occurs and 
more efficient use of resources occurs. Also, more dialogue is needed between colleges regarding 



problems, resources, and solutions. L. Eiland noted that not enough faculty are involved or concerned 
about recruitment and retention. R. Matthews mentioned that it is difficult to identify, monitor, or mentor 
programs and people in programs. L. Eiland said that we should try cooperative and collaborative 
approaches between colleges and departments. G. Cloud hoped that UCAP would focus on 1) future 
discussion of minority issues; 2) engagement in effective action, not just talk; 3) talk with students and find 
the problems like a) family/social problems, b) money and rewards, c) continuing cutbacks in the counseling 
center. Chair Johnson brought up the fact that when dealing with issues in general, we have to figure out 
how we want to structure ourselves in the future. Do we want an imposed versus choice structure for 
participation in subcommittees? He supported the idea of choice over imposed structures because a lot 
of work got done. It seems that we move issues along that are of intrinsic interest to the members. Chair 
Johnson mentioned a difference in philosophy regarding academic governance between UCAP and the 
Provost. Chair Johnson noted the need for academic governance to assume a proactive stance. He stated 
that it seems the Provost sees UCAP in a reactive role, but Chair Johnson thought we should maintain a 
proactive role. If we feel issues are important, we can work on developing positions with regard to those 
issues and bring them forth (e.g. diversity and minority issues). In closing, Chair Johnson hoped that we 
would continue to function as a proactive body. Finally, R. Matthews voiced recognition for P. Nugent for 
his acceptance as a Phi Beta Kappa; 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Stanley M. Gully 
Secretary, Spring Term 

UCAP5.21 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITIEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

June 4,1992 

1992-1993 Committee 

Approved 9-24-92 

New Membership: Carla Barnes, Werner Bergen, James Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Norman 
Graham, Emanuel Hackel, Krishnamurthy Jayaraman, J. David Johnson, 
Roy Matthews, Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schemmel, Arlene Sierra, Steven 
Spees, Ellen Strommen, Shawnee Vickery. 

Student Members: Unknown 

Present: No Roll Call. Carla Barnes, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, J. David Johnson, Roy 
Matthews, Patrick Nugent, Cheryl O'Brien, Rachel Schemmel, Steven Spees, Ellen 
Strommen 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; 

S. Spees opened the meeting with the approval of the agenda. The agenda was approved with no 
changes. Nominations for elections were opened. S. Vickery was nominated by the previous Nominating 
Committee for the position of Secretary based on the assumption that she might be willing to take the 
position. J. D. Johnson noted that S. Vickery was free to relinquish the position should she desire to do 
so. Nominations were closed and the following officers were voted into office: 

Chairperson: 
Vice Chairperson: 
Secretary-Fall Term: 
Secretary - Spring Term: 
Second Representative to Academic 

Council: 
Representative to the Military 
Education Advisory Committee: 

Steven Spees 
James Dalley 
Shawnee Vickery (declined) 
Unknown 

Rachel Schemmel 

Emanuel Hackel 

Chair Spees stated that he looked forward to his involvement with UCAP. He echoed the previous 
concerns and directions which UCAP might pursue in the coming year and thanked everyone for their 
desire and involvement in the Committee. Since there were no issues on the agenda, Chair Spees opened 
the floor to discussion. No other issues were forthcoming. Chair Spees entertained a move to adjourn. 
Meeting adjourned at 12:15. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Stanley M. Gully 
Secretary, Spring Term 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 
Minutes of the Meeting 

June 4,1992 

Approved 9-24-92 

Carla Barnes, Gary Cloud, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, J. David Johnson, Roy 
Matthews, Patrick Nugent, Cheryl O'Brien, Rachel Schemmel, Steven Spees, Ellen 
Strommen 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; 

Werner Bergen, James Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Richard Evans, Jeffrey Kramer, Kevin 
McNamara, Vern Seefeldt, Arlene Sierra, Shawnee Vickery, James Vlahakis 

The agenda of June 4,1992 was amended and approved. Minutes of May 21,1992 were not available. 

Chair Johnson mentioned that there were no merit awards for faculty. UCFA recommended that money 
should be provided (one to two million dollars) for meritorious faculty to get and upgrade eqUipment. Chair 
Johnson suggested that more faculty involvement in the selection of an interim president would be 
appropriate. UCAP and other academic governance bodies have not been involved in the process of 
selection, nor have faculty members. There was no response to a memo expressing interest in having 
faculty input into the process. He expressed concern that this was another example of the perspective that 
academic governance bodies should playa reactive role in governance. Equivalent rules of search for 
program chairs do not apply to the search for a President. This is based on the Taylor document. This 
means that the Board of Trustees does not have to include faculty and academic governance bodies in the 
selection process; Chair Johnson expressed dismay over this situation. 

Chair Johnson recalled that a number of years ago, UCAP had passed an official definition of a program, 
but academic governance was again struggling to find a definition. UCAG had developed a tentative 
definition. Chair Johnson also mentioned the concerns of graduate students with regard to inconsistent 
definitions of graduate student work loads. Some students are having to do inordinate amounts of work 
compared to others who are being paid at the same rate. 

B. Steidle noted the existence of a 200 to 600 million dollar state deficit. It seems that there are two 
budgets: 1) the budget prior to election, 2) the "Easter" budget. This "new" deficit could have ramifications 
for state funding at Michigan State. B. Steidle also mentioned that the lack of consultation on selection of 
an interim president is not atypical of past selection procedures. The Board of Trustees must act quickly 
and they are not required to consult with faculty or academic governance. It is important that the Board 
get someone in place quickly so they make their decision without lengthy consultation. There have been 
problems with attracting Presidents and the average length of tenure for Big 10 Presidents has been 
around 3 1/2 years. 

Eli Broad College of Business Changes in Requirements: B. Steidle opened discussion on the Eli Broad 
College of Business' proposed changes in requirements. The College had enacted a limited enrollment 
plan due to the large number of incoming students. As a result of this plan, business enrollments have 
dropped over the past three years and there is a decline in the number of students. The College has fallen 
below the maximum number of student credit hours which it can teach under accreditation guidelines and 
the College agreement with the Provost's Office is that it will teach at maximum capacity. The College 
would like to "reset the clock." Variations in the accepted GPA for admission maintain enrollment levels 
by allowing for differences in student demand for majors. For example, accounting is still full but other 
programs would like to drop GPA requirements back down to 2.5 from 2.75. Accounting would remain at 
2.75. Jim Rainey will put an informational item in the newspaper and frame it as an "experimental change." 
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The change is not designed to affect overall admission requirements and it is not at odds with University 
policy. These changes would make the college responsive to student needs and also it would make 
courses available to outside students wanting to take business classes. This change in requirements would 
be for undergraduates only and it would not affect the Eli Broad MBA program. Also the Troy program 
remains unchanged. It was noted that the College had been as high as 8,000 and among the top five in 
the country in enrollment. 

Future Directions for UCAP: Chair Johnson opened the floor for discussion on the future directions and 
roles that UCAP might take. S. Spees stressed the need to pursue disbandment issues and the need for 
information regarding those issues. He also noted the need to understand the major components and 
principles of the University. For example the R3 principle surfaces as a governing principle but it seems 
to change from time to time. The vision statement isn't clear enough and it doesn't involve collaboration 
with academic governance bodies enough. 

E. Hackel restated the issue of five-year programs and generalized University policy with regard to those 
programs. E. Strommen voiced concern of the considerations under which such programs are made and 
whether or not "we are seeing the big picture." Chair Johnson noted that the College of Education's five
year program is now officially recognized. E. Hackel noted that four-year programs become five-year 
programs and wondered whether five-year programs would become six-year programs. B. Steidle stated 
that most academic programs function with a 120 credit limit, but that under some circumstances that is 
alterable. UCAP has supported that position in the past. Programs stay within the 120 credit limit unless 
there are compelling reasons to allow for a departure, such as the Education and Landscape Architecture 
programs. 

G. Cloud mentioned the problems with conflict of interest with regard to intellectual property. With the 
University entangled in funding consortia, etc. conflicts of interests are likely to occur. Chair Johnson noted 
that UCAP is charged with a review of these issues. 

S. Spees expressed desire for attention to minority recruitment and retention issues. 

E. Hackel mentioned the idea of a flat rate tuition. 

P. Nugent noted the problems of student governance. There is a sense among students that ASMSU 
leaders do not speak for the masses. 

Chair Johnson reviewed the works of UCAP, its subcommittees, and its members throughout the year. 
UCAP reviewed and discussed: 

Proposed changes in the College of Education program 
The Academic Specialist position 
The Committee on Committees (Developed a charge for CIERT) 
The CORRAGE document 
The Five-Year Baccalaureate Program in Landscape Architecture 
Five-Year Undergraduate Programs in General 
Lesbians and Gay Men in the Military 
The Medical Scholars Program 
Policy Issues Related to Disbandment 
The Religious Studies Moratoria 
The Request to Discontinue the Agricultural Technology and Systems Management Program and 

a Moratorium on Students 
Request to Discontinue the Metropolitan Studies Program 
Request to Discontinue the Travel and Tourism Program 
Semester Transition 
SpARC 



Technological Innovation in Instruction 
Testing Requirements for Teacher Candidates 
The Theatre BFA Moratoria 
UCFAlUCAP Joint Committee on Faculty Awards 

Chair Johnson reviewed the accomplishments of UCAP's various subcommittees and their members. The 
work on teaching issues and committee development was mentioned as were the other major undertakings 
attempted by. the UCFA committee, the committee on Disbandments and Moratoria, and the 
CORRAGEIAPERTF/CRUE committee. Recognition of individual members included the following: 

R. Schemmel served as Vice Chairperson; J. Dalley, W. Bergen, and S. Gully served as Secretary. S. 
Gully and S. Spees served as Academic Council Representative. E. Hackel served as the Liaison to 
MEAC. R. Matthews served as the CIERT representative, and S. Spees served as the SpARC 
representative. Finally, G. Cloud served on the UCFAlUCAP Joint Committee on Teaching Awards. 

Chair Johnson specifically noted the contributions of every member in UCAP and thanked them accordingly. 
G. Cloud stated that he has liked and has been rewarded by serving on UCAP. The members of the 
committee thanked Chair Johnson and B. Steidle for their exemplary leadership over the course of the year. 

The final issue brought forth was related to the disparity between the academic governance calendar of 
elections and student governance calendars. Since student representatives are not elected until 
September, but academic governance requires a list of representatives in June, it was moved to deputize 
the current student representatives to act as representatives until next year. This motion was passed. 

Chair Johnson recognized the new members of the 1992-93 UCAP committee. The last 1991-92 UCAP 
committee meeting adjourned at 11 :45. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Stanley M. Gully 
Secretary, Spring Term 
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