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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

September 24, 1992 

Approved 10-8-92 

Present: Werner Bergen, Shawnee Vickery, J. David Johnson, Aaron Pallas, K. Jayaraman, 
Rachel Schemmel, Emanuel Hackel, Steven Spees, Carla Bames, Ellen Strommen, 
James Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Stanley Gully 

Absent: Roy T. Matthews, Norman Graham, Arlene Sierra 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees. 

1. Approval of Agenda 

2. Minutes of Meetings of May 21, 1992 and June 4, 1992 approved with corrections. 

3. Introduction of membership. 

4. Since no one volunteered to serve as secretary for the Committee, the duties will be rotated for 
each meeting. Those members who served as secretary last year will be exempt from the first 
rotation or added to the end of the list. 

5. Chairperson's Comments: 

a. Possible matters for Committee action this year include minority recruitment and 
retention, teaching evaluation and reward, improvement of teaching quality. 

b. Further consideration of CORRAGE and CRUE recommendations. Should UCAP take 
the initiative in assessing how these reports have affected and will affect the University? 

c. Five-year undergraduate academic programs may well come before UCAP again. 
Should the Committee address this as a policy matter in advance of the event? 

6. Assistant Provost's Comments: 

a. Dr. Steidle referred to recent changes at upper level administrative positions. The 
President intends to conserve resources to the maximum extent and has started this 
with a freeze on Executive Management positions. Such positions which are currently 
vacant and for which actual offers have not been made will remain that way. The 
President will consult broadly on these and other matters, and after due consultation, 
will act with dispatch. 

b. Dr. Steidle reported on the Multi-Dimensional Excellence Conference. Dr. Spees 
interjected that there was considerable skepticism at this meeting. Why are we doing 
this now? What is really going on at MSU and nationwide regarding teaching 
improvement and different modes of education? 
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c. Dr. Steidle then reiterated the importance of 

(1 ) dealing with minority recruitment and retention, 

(2) reviewing ASUS (Academic Standing of Undergraduate Students) to determine 
how well it is meeting its intended purposes, 

(3) reviewing the graduation honors--qualifying GPA. 

7. The following Committee members (among others) made comments on the listed topics: 

a. Gully: In teaching evaluation, what are we looking at? What are we evaluating? 

b. Strommen: How is the semester transition progressing; when may we expect a report 
on the assessment of student outcomes? 

c. Vickery: raised a question about the extent of faculty involvement in the presidential 
search. 

d. Bergen: Student demographics in the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources 
has markedly changed in recent years. Many more female undergraduates are now 
enrolling than had been the case. Will there be a comparable shift in the faculty, i.e., 
more female members? 

e. Schemmel: What happened to transfer students in the transition process? 
. 

f. Johnson: What's happening in the area of academic leadership? Can we expect more 
curricular disbandments? or disinvestments? subject to what approval mechanism? 

g. Eiland: We need additional discussion on the matter of academic support for high risk 
students. 

h. Dalley: Reminder that UCAP has ''watchdog'' role in the matter of curricular 
disinvestment. 

8. Next meeting is October 8,1992,10:15 a.m. 

9. Adjourned at 11:16 a.m. (GMT+4). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Emanuel Hackel 
Once, and now former Secretary pro tern 

UCAP9.24 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

October 8, 1992 

Approved 11-19-92 

Present: Werner Bergen, J. David Johnson, Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schemmel, Emanuel Hackel, 
Steven Spees, Carla Barnes, Ellen Strommen, James Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Corey 
Algu1re, Roy Matthews 

Absent: Shawnee Vickery, K. Jayaraman, Norman Graham, Arlene Sierra 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees 

1 . Approval of agenda 

2. Minutes of meeting of September 14, 1992 approved with correction. 

3. Dr. Johnson volunteered to switch secretarial duties with Dr. Vickery and take minutes of this 
meeting. 

4. Chairperson Comments: 

a. Academic Council approved a report of UCC and heard a presentation on the budget 
by Interim Provost Simon. 

b. Distributed draft of disbandment procedures approved by UCAP last spring (final 
version to follow) that have yet to be acted on by the Provost's Office. 

c. Introduced new member Corey Alguire. 

5. Assistant Provost's Comments: 

a. Discussed upcoming debate activities. 

6. Subcommittee: Structure and Establishment 

a. Chairperson Spees suggested we follow recent practice and form subcommittees as 
need arises. 

b. The committee agreed that a subcommittee should be formed to investigate Retention 
and Recruitment issues. The first order of business of this committee will be to 
examine the impact of the new ASUS (Academic Standing of Undergraduate Students) 
procedures. It should also investigate grade trends and suggest grade point averages 
needed for graduation with honors. Members Barnes, Bergen, and Alguire agreed to 
serve on this subcommittee. 

c. Later in the year, a subcommittee could focus on CRUEIAPERTF/CORRAGE follow up. 

d. Dr. Johnson suggested that the committee may want to examine the statistical reporting 
formats that are now being developed that directly relate to criteria speCified in the 
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disbandment procedures document which often become academic goals of units. 
Assistant Provost Steidle said she would investigate this matter further and report back 
to the committee. 

Transition Follow-up 

Dr. Bruce Miller reported (and the committee concurred) that the semester transition was going 
very well so far. Some complaints have been voiced: drop/add period too long, calendar 
problems, etc. There has been a pronounced shift to three-credit courses that has had 
budgetary implications and that also affects students' progress toward a four-year degree. One 
potential future problem relates to certification for graduation for students who have both 
semester and quarter credits. 

8. Report on Transfer Students and Transition: 

Assistant Provost Steidle reported that the general principle governing transfer students is that 
they should be treated similarly to their respective MSU cohort. The University is being flexible 
in accepting comparable integrated studies course work, but some problems are developing 
with individual programs that have significantly changed their program requirements (e.g., 
added a foreign language requirement). Dr. Steidle reported that the number of transfers is up 
Slightly and that we are meeting the spirit of APERTF. 

9. Round Table 

a. Dr. Johnson reported that he had made a presentation to CIERT on UCAP's teaching 
survey. 

The meeting adjourned at 11 :55 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J. David Johnson 
Once, and now former Secretary Pro Tern 

UCAP10.8 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
November 5, 1992 

Approved 11 -19-92 

Present: Rachel Schemmel, Aaron Pallas, Emanuel Hackel, Werner Bergen, J. David Johnson, 
Alan Reiter, Lonnie Eiland, Steven Spees, Carla Barnes, Roy Matthews 

Absent: 

Others: 

Shawnee Vickery, K. Jayaraman, Richard Evans, Arlene Sierra, Ellen Strommen, 
James Dalley, Corey Alguire, Heidi Zimmer, Stanley Gully 

Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees. 

1. Dr. Pallas agreed to take minutes of this meeting in exchange for unspecified future 
considerations. 

2. Chairperson Comments 

3. 

4. 

a. Announced program on Task Force Report on Gay/Lesbian Issues to be held on 
November 12, 1992. 

b. Introduced new member Alan Reiter. 

c. Noted forthcoming agenda itern asking Committee advice on interpretation of policy on 
integrative studies. 

Assistant Provost's Comments 

a. Reminded Committee of the University's continuing budget problem. The extent of the 
problem is unknown until hard evidence becomes available on the condition of the 
state's budget and how the state's deficit will be made up. 

b. The GOPHER demonstration on the agenda has been postponed. GOPHER is a 
computer network mechanism that provides access to computers in other universities. 
GOPHER can be used as a research tool, and locally it can be used for posting 
campus information, such as timely updates to the Schedule of Courses, or an on-line 
version of the University's academic catalogues. 

Academic Semester Calendar 

The Assistant Provost circulated proposed changes in the 1993-94 academic calendar, which 
have been discussed with the Council of Deans and the Undergraduate Assistant/Associate 
Deans. They will also be forwarded to UGC and the Student Assembly for comment. There is 
strong sentiment from the faculty to return to two-hour final examinations, which would enable 
the University to schedule a five-day sequence for final exams, rather than the six-day 
sequence currently in place. The proposed changes call for pushing the two-day central site 
period back to 8/26-8/27 in Fall 1993, beginning classes on 8/30, ending classes on 12110, with 
final examinations scheduled from 12113-12/17 and commencement 12111. There are two 
options under consideration for Spring 1994. Option A has the one-day central site period on 
1/11, with classes beginning 1/12 and ending 4/28, followed by one reading day, and final 
examinations scheduled from 5/2-5/6 and commencement on 517. Option B pushes this 
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schedule back one week, so that central site would occur on 1/4/94 and commencement on 
4/30. One possible advantage of Option B is that it would permit an earlier start to the Fall 
1994 semester, if that were desired by the University community. 

Round Table 

Dr. Johnson suggested that Dr. Marti Hesse, Assistant Director for Long Range Planning in the 
Office of Planning and Budgets, might make a presentation to the Committee regarding the 
data being gathered to support planning. 

6. Assessment Report 

Dr. Schemmel and Assistant Provost Steidle discussed the activities of the University 
Assessment Policy and Practice Advisory Committee, which is charged with developing policies 
on student assessment to enable the University to assess the impacts of the curricular changes 
and to comply with the North Central Association's requirements for the implementation of 
assessment processes and the evaluation of student performance. This committee's charge is 
to develop a framework for assessment, policies on the reporting of assessment information, 
the level of assessment, etc. MSU will be considered for re-accreditation in 1996, at which time 
it is expected that assessment processes will be in place throughout the University, and some 
data on student performance will be in hand. The evaluation of student performance is likely to 
extend well beyond the results from large-scale standardized tests, and will not be centralized 
in the central administration of the University. The Assistant Provost emphasized that the goal 
of assessment is instructional improvement, not summative evaluation of programs. The 
discussion acknowledged the cost and complexity of assessment processes. 

The meeting adjourned at 11 :25 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Aaron M. Pallas 

UCAP11.5 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
November 19, 1992 

Approved 12-3-92 

Present: Carla L. Barnes, Werner G. Bergen, James B. Dalley, Dixie Durr, Lonnie Eiland, J. 
David Johnson, Amy Larson, Aaron Pallas, Alan Reiter, Rachel Schemmel, Steven 
Spees, Ellen Strommen 

Absent: 

Others: 

Corey Alguire, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, Emanuel Hackel, K. Jayaraman, Arlene 
Sierra, Shawnee Vickery, Heidi Zimmer 

Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost; Edward Ingraham, Director, and members of 
the Advisory Council of Lyman Briggs School; Frank Hoppensteadt, Dean, College of 
Natural Science 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees. 

1 . Agenda approved. 

2. Minutes of October 10, 1992 approved. 
Minutes of November 5, 1992 approved. 

3. Chairperson Comments 

a. Introduced new members: Professor Dixie Durr, College of Arts and Letters (completing 
Professor Roy Matthews' term) and Ms. Amy Larson, undergraduate student representative, 
College of Arts and Letters. 

b. Executive Committee of Academic Council (ECAC) meeting: 

1. Discussion of the task force report on Lesbian and Gay Issues. Specific issues will be 
assigned for Academic Governance consideration. Several UCAP members attended the 
11 /12/92 conference. 

2. Procedures were determined to select two faculty for the Presidential Search Committee. 
Nomination forms will be distributed to all faculty. Completed forms are to be returned to 
Secretary for Academic Governance by 12104/92. ECAC will select six members and 
forward the names to the Board of Trustees, who will select two members. Diversity of 
committee members is assured. Members of the Search Committee will include one Dean, 
two regular faculty, one operations staff, one undergraduate student, one graduate student, 
one alumnus, and either four or eight Board members. 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments 

a. Enrollment - 31,000 plus students have enrolled for Spring Semester 1993, compared to 38,700 
students who were enrolled Winter Term 1992. 

b. Class availability is good. College of Business reduced entrance requirements; admission to 
the College is going smoothly. 

c. Professor Johnson suggested that the impact of semester transition in specific units be 
explored. Students may be taking the same number of courses, not credits. It was pointed out 
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that the Assistant Deans are the gatekeepers. 

d. Accreditation reviews in the Colleges of Engineering and Human Medicine were positive. The 
Integrative Studies Program was complemented as a major achievement in undergraduate 
education by the Engineering accreditation panel. 

5. Proposed Calendar Amendments 

A calendar revision for AY 1993-94 was discussed. There was general support for the changes. 
Two options for spring term 1994 were presented. Neither option elicited a committee preference. 

6. Integrative Studies Policy: Lyman Briggs 

Professor Ingraham requested UCAP to reaffirm Lyman Briggs School's continuing exemption 
under the General Education policy from strict·adherence to the Integrative Studies policy, as long 
as its proposals reflect the principles of verticality, coherence,and integrations espoused by CRUE 
and the guidelines contained in the Integrative Studies Policy. 

Reason for request: During the process of transition to semesters Lyman Briggs School (LBC) 
redesigned its curriculum and proposed that their students could fulfill the Integrative Studies 
requirement in Arts and Humanities by taking IAH 201 followed by anyone of four 300-level 
Science and Technology Studies courses in LBS. The proposal was approved by the Curriculum 
Committees of the College of Natural Science and College of Arts and Letters. The proposal was 
not submitted to the University Curriculum Committee for review because the Office of the Provost 
held that the Policy on Integrative Studies does not allow for alternatives in fulfilling the Integrative 
Studies requirements within the residential programs' curricula other than those courses that were 
exempt in the term system. Professor Ingraham believes that the interpretation of exemptions 
made in various University documents should be viewed in a broader sense. 

Historical background: In 1969 the faculty of Lyman Briggs College (LBC) were authorized to 
design general education programs for their students that did not utilize courses offered by 
University College. Students in LBC fulfilled their humanities and social science requirements 
through University College and their natural science and writing requirements through LBC. 

At the time the University College was disbanded, the new general education policy (from 11/19/79 
memo to Academic Council from University Committee on Academic Policy re General Education 
Policy and catalogue statement on General Education Examinations) stated: 

"5.2 The College of Arts and Letters shall have sole responsibility for General Education 
courses in the area of Arts and Humanities. The College of Natural Science shall have sole 
responsibility for General Education courses in the area of Biological, Physical, and 
Mathematical Sciences. The College of Social Science shall have sole responsibility for 
General Education courses in the area of Social and Behavioral Sciences. The College of Arts 
and Letters shall have sole responsibility for General Education courses in written 
communication within the area of Written and Oral Communication.* 

"Exceptions to this paragraph currently in effect for Lyman Briggs College ... shall be continued." 

The 1988 CRUE report "acknowledges that James Madison College and Lyman Briggs School 
have been pennitted to establish alternative general education sequences to meet the special 
needs of the students enrolled in their four-year residentially based programs. CRUE expects the 
faculty associated with these programs will review their curricula to ensure that their programs meet 
the intent of the proposed graduation requirements." 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

December 3, 1992 

Approved 1-28-93 

Present: Werner G. Bergen, Emanuel Hackel, Aaron Pallas, Dixie Durr, Carla L. Barnes, Rachel 
Schemmel, Steve Spees, J. B. Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Alan Reiter, Shawnee Vickery, 
Amy Larsen, Ellen Strommen 

Absent: J. David Johnson, Corey Alguire, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, K. Jayaraman, Arlene 
Sierra, Heidi Zimmer 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Provost's Office; Edward Ingraham, Director, Lyman Briggs School; 
Rich Wiggins, Computer Lab 

Meeting called to order by Chairman Spees at 10.25. 

1 . Agenda for the meeting was approved. 

2. Minutes of November 19, 1992 meeting approved, with the following amendments: a) Hackel's 
first name is spelled Emanuel; b) During the November 19 round table a discussion of policy 
regarding sexual harassment was proposed. 

3. Comments from the Chair: Spees reported that Faculty Council will send a letter to the Board of 
Trustees calling for a greater role for faculty in the upcoming search for a new president. 
There was also further discussion at Faculty Council regarding additional University-provided 
rewards for teaching, but no resolution. This is to replace the Excellence in Teaching award 
that had been supported by the State of Michigan; this support is no longer available. Should 
support be sought elsewhere? There are arguments on both sides. As for CIERT, Roy 
Matthews will continue on this committee although he has been replaced on UCAP by D. Durr. 

4. Comments from the Assistant Provost: Steidle commented that enrollment is proceeding nicely; 

5. 

even graduate students, notorious for postponing enrollment, are getting into the system. At 
this point about 92% of undergrads, 60% of graduates, and 80% of graduate professionals are 
in the system. However: There is a decline overall in the number of enrolled credits per 
student, now at 12.3 for Spring Semester compared to 13.4 for Fall Semester. There should be 
more, not fewer, given the transition from three terms to two terms; there are some interesting 
variations, with the decline not being uniform throughout the system. There are a fair number 
of seats in highly sought-after areas. As for the calendar changes discussed at prior meetings, 
proposed changes are now going through the other units, then will be presented to the Board; 
once this is accomplished, a 5-10 year calendar will be prepared. Late bus transportation is 
being arranged to accommodate those students in the present system who have late common 
finals, from 8:45-11 :45. In regard to proposed changes, Vickery asked what of students who 
want a full three-hour final? Steidle pointed out that the faculty member has the option of 
defining the actual final. The obligation of the faculty member is to be available during the 
period of time specified in the Schedule of Courses. 

Integrative Studies Policy: Lyman Briggs (Continued) For purposes of this discussion Spees 
stepped down from the" Chair and turned the meeting over go J. B. Dalley, Vice Chairperson. A 
brief resume of discussion from the Nov. 19 meeting was presented. (See minutes of that 
meeting.) Dalley asked for a motion regarding continuation of the policy. Spees moved, for the 
record, that the policy of allowing Lyman Briggs School to establish alternative sequences to the 
general University requirements be continued in all areas, Natural SCience, Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, Arts and Humanities. and Writing. (The major issue is whether such a policy would in 
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fact be a simple continuation of existing policy, as Lyman Briggs representatives contend, or 
whether the new Integrative Studies programs are truly University-wide and establishment of 
proposed Arts and Humanities courses would represent a departure from present policy, as the 
Provost's Office contends.) 

Among points raised in the discussion: 

a) Would allowing Lyman Briggs this exemption set up a precedent so that other programs 
would also apply for exemptions from Integrative Studies? Spees responded that, rather, it 
seemed a logical extension of an exemption which Lyman Briggs believed to be already in 
place. The proposed courses integrate what has been being done all along. 

b) What options to students? Students can satisfy the general University requirements with 
either the Lyman Briggs courses or the University courses. However, Steidle noted that 
this was not typical of how the residential program exemptions have been practiced before. 

c) Could non-majors take the LB courses? Yes. 

d) Why would quality suffer if the exemption were not made? And if such courses have been 
in the curriculum happening all along without an exemption under the old program, why is 
it needed in the new program? Spees: It's not a quality issue; rather, it's a matter of 
these courses as part of our integrated program. 

e) What are the implications for resources, especially in these times when they are so 
strained? Spees: It would involve only the same number of faculty who have been 
teaching science/technology studies since the beginning. 

f) If UCAP affirms what Lyman Briggs calls a continuing exemption, who judges whether 
proposed courses meet the integrative studies criteria? Spees: UCC. Steidle: That 
would be done as part of approval of the program. However there is no mechanism for 
evaluating whether such a course meets integrative studies criteria as no alternatives were 
provided for outside of the natural sciences. 

g) Isn't this a change that goes beyond existing practice? And, further, wasn't the intent of 
integrative studies as discussed in CRUE that such courses be truly University courses, 
with no exemptions? 

Ingraham was invited to the table. He commented that the policy as written says nothing 
about Madison or Briggs; further, the already standing exemptions are for these units. 

h) Students have participated in discussion of these courses. From a student perspective, 
having an option is a plus. 

i) What does the existence of residential colleges mean if they can't establish their own 
programs? Steidle: But doesn't that apply to every major? 

j) Marketability of Briggs grads compared to other similar majors in the University? Spees: 
One advantage of being in Briggs is breadth of training. No problem in either getting jobs 
or getting into professional schools. Isn't this just seH-selection of students into Briggs? 
Spees, supported by Steidle: No, the range of entrants is about the same as that of the 
University at large. Number of students has been steadily rising, now about 1040 
students; current entering class is largest on record. 
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Ingraham: This upper-level part of the program is integral to it--one of the two or three 
essential features of the Briggs programs. Q: Why not have the proposed courses in 
addition to University requirements? Ingraham: That could happen--but it would reduce 
the flexibility in the program considerably. 

Does the standing motion call for a general exemption to the policy for Lyman Briggs or a 
specific exemption for this particular course proposal? Spees: For the general philosophic 
principle; Briggs could come back with Social Science proposals as well. 

The original motion was called; de{eated by vote. 

Hackel proposed an alternate motion: That Lyman Briggs may request from the University 
Committee on the Curriculum an exemption for this particular course from University Integrative 
Studies Policy in the area of Arts and Humanities, so long as it is understood that this is a one
of-a-kind, one-time exemption which establishes no precedent for other similar requests from any 
unit. The rationale provided held that UCC, and not UCAP, makes determinations on particular 
courses. UCAP considers the policy questions. 

Discussion concerned the specific circumstances of Lyman Briggs School. 

Motion passed. 

6. Steidle pointed out that there is need for discussion of the issue of policy regarding supervision 
or grading of academic work by family members or others in close relationship to the student. 
Perhaps this issue might be examined by a subcommittee of UGC and UCAP. Hackel and 
Strommen volunteered. 

7. Rich Wiggins of the Computer Center made a brief presentation of GOPHER and some of its 
applications. 

8. Meeting was adjourned. 

Submitted by Ellen Strommen 

UCAP12.3 Michigan State University 
RECEIVED 

FEB I 69n 

Secretary for 
Academic Governance 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 28, 1993 

Approved 2-11-93 

Present: J.B. Dalley, Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen, Dixie Durr, K. Jayaraman, Emanuel 
Hackel, Werner G. Bergen, Heidi Zimmer, Alan Reiter, J. David Johnson, Rachel 
Schemmel, Lonnie C. Eiland 

Absent: 

Others: 

Carla Barnes, Amy Larsen, Aaron Pallas, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, Arlene Sierra, 
Shawnee Vickery 

Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost; Ed Ingraham, Director, Lyman Briggs School; 
Frank Hoppensteadt, Dean, College of Natural Science; William Turner, Director, 
Admissions and Scholarships; Michael Rubner, Faculty Grievance Official; Joy Curtis, 
Ombudsman 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees at 10:22 a.m. 

1. Agenda for the meeting was approved. 

2. Minutes of December 2, 1992 were approved without corrections. 

3. 

4. 

Comments from the Chair: The Chairperson welcomed Heidi Zimmer, a senior in James 
Madison College, to the Committee and noted that she had a class conflict last semester. The 
Committee was also informed that Corey Alguire, another student, has resigned from UCAP this 
semester because of a class conflict. Professor Spees announced that a replacement for 
Corey will be named in the near future. Alan Reiter volunteered to replace Corey on the ASUS 
subcommittee. Professor Spees also provided the Committee with an update from Academic 
Council and the Executive Committee of Academic Council. In this update, Professor Spees 
reflected upon the budget picture as was discussed in the forums and emphasized that tenure 
would be preserved, in his opinion, in future budgetary deliberations. The President and the 
Provost, according to Professor Spees, are formulating plans which involve talking with a 
number of groups including the Board of Trustees in early February. Additional 
communications with the faculty and University community will occur at some point regarding 
suggestions and input. The Anti-Discrimination Policy appeared on the Academic Council 
agenda as an information item and the report of the Gay-Lesbian Task Force was reviewed by 
a Subcommittee of the Executive Committee prior to being sent to selected Academic 
Governance committees. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: Assistant Provost Steidle commented further on the 
budget planning package by underscoring the fact that the budgetary projection package that 
Professor Spees referred to is being discussed throughout the University. She also provided 
the Committee with an update on enrollment for Spring Semester. This update informed the 
Committee that enrollment figures are about where the University projected them to be. 
Assistant Provost Steidle also informed the Committee that a record number of students 
graduated at the end of Fall Semester and that the Spring Semester student credit load was 
down when compared with previous years, but better than projected after the Fall term drop. 
Prior to the ASSistant Provost's final comment, there was some discussion and concern about 
an individual case where the final exam conflicted with commencement. Finally, the Assistant 
Provost informed the Committee that she had received a letter from Bruce Miller apprising her 
of the opportunity for individuals on committees like UCAP to make presentations or send 
letters regarding the characteristics desirable for the next president to the Presidential Search 
Committee. 
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Enrollment Limitation Proposal--Lyman Briggs School: Professor Ingraham and Dean 
Hoppensteadt from Lyman Briggs SC,hool and the College of Natural Science appeared before 
the Committee to address the need for the Lyman Briggs enrollment limitation proposal. The 
rationale for this request was based upon growing enrollment pressures and stable resources 
available to the unit. Professor Ingraham emphasized that enrollment pressure had reached a 
critical point and an enrollment management plan was needed in order for Lyman Briggs to 
maintain the quality programs that the School has offered through the years. He projected 
between 1,000 and 1,100 as the number of students that Lyman Briggs should focus upon in 
enrollment projections. The Freshman class needs to be limited because of general resources, 
including the small writing classes. There was some concern from the Committee about 
attrition rates, reallocation of resources, and career goals of Lyman Briggs students upon 
graduation with regards to the School's request for limited enrollment. Further concerns 
centered around the justification and rationale for the Lyman Briggs Program, and the mission 
of these programs as related to resource allocations, and whether this is a pattern that needs 
further attention in the University at large. Professor Ingraham addressed the issue of resource 
allocation within Lyman Briggs by emphasizing the fact that the predominant enrollments are in 
the first two years of the program. He also made clear that students who graduate from Lyman 
Briggs take the preponderance of their junior and senior courses outside the School because 
they have declared a Coordinate Major or a Field of Concentration in an area of the College of 
Natural Science, and they fulfill the same requirements as the majors in those areas. Finally, 
Professor Ingraham concluded by commenting to the Committee that there would be much 
more of Lyman Briggs resources devoted to the students' first two years than the last two years 
even if there were equal distribution of students across the four classes. He noted in the last 
two years, the only courses in Lyman Briggs that the students take are the Senior Seminar. A 
motion was made for the University Committee on Academic Policy to endorse the Enrollment 
Management Plan proposed by the Lyman Briggs School. Motion passed. 

Changes in the Restrictions for Admission to Merchandising Management Major as a Junior: 
This is an information item. The document for this agenda item was attached to the agenda. 

7. Undergraduate Academic Programs over 120 Credits - Music: Following a brief discussion on 
this issue, Professor Johnson reminded the Committee that this material is too voluminous for 
immediate discussion; since this is a serious issue, more time is needed to pursue it. He 
moved to postpone consideration of this issue until the next meeting. Motion passed. 

8. Sexual Harassment: Professor Joy Curtis, Ombudsman; Professor Michael Rubner, Faculty 
Grievance Official. Professor Joy Curtis reported that she has seen about a dozen sexual 
harassment cases this academic year, and that the numbers of cases are similar to those of 
last year. She told each student about special counseling services that are available, the 
Interim Anti-Discriminatory Policy, and ways to lodge a complaint. Immediately after the Anita 
Hill hearings about half of the sexual harassment problems that she saw related to old cases, 
some having occurred 5 and 6 years ago. This year, she has seen only 3 persons who were 
still trying to resolve academic and personal problems stemming from old sexual harassment or 
sexual assault cases. Of the dozen sexual harassment cases this year about half a dozen 
involve teaching staff. Those cases, which involved both graduate and undergraduate students, 
were either cases of gender harassment or were cases where the harassment included some 
form of seductive behavior--such as asking for unwanted dates. She reported that students 
generally are reluctant to make complaints. Few undergraduate students make complaints to 
unit administrators. In two cases the incident or situation had occurred the term before and the 
undergraduate student waited until the class was over and grades had been assigned. In each 
case the student had no plans to take another course in the department. By waiting until the 
term ended, both of these students failed to meet the 30-day filing period required in the Interim 
Anti-Discrimination Policy. In a third case involving an undergraduate, the student dropped a 
course in which she believed she was being harassed before she told anyone about the 
situation. In this "particular case, the student asked for confidentiality but agreed that the 
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chairperson could speak about stopping gender harassment with all teachers involved in a 
particular course. The student was afraid that if the teacher were singled out, he would know 
that it was she who had complained. The Committee was further informed that graduate 
students do not seem to have the same degree of freedom to make complaints as the 
undergraduates who may never have to take a course in the same department again. 
Recently, two graduate students, both who said that they were being harassed by unwanted 
attention, were so worried about their status in their respective departments that they did not 
want to make any kind of a complaint. Professor Curtis said that the persons she has been in 
the past year seem to be relieved to know that systems are in place to deal with sexual 
harassment. She states that what she has seen most frequently are: (1) students waiting, 
sometimes months, to report sexual harassment, (2) students wanting the harassment to stop 
but not wanting their own careers or reputations to be hurt or blamed because they complained, 
and (3) students wanting the harassment stopped without hurting the person who is doing the 
harassing. 

Faculty Grievance Official Rubner noted that the number of sexual harassment complaints 
received by the Grievance Office has increased from three in 1989-90, to seven in 1990-91, to 
nine in 1991-92. All of these fell into the category of hostile work environment. It is difficult to 
determine whether these numbers reflect an increase in the actual number of sexual 
harassment inCidents on campus or a greater willingness to report such alleged occurrences. 
The Faculty Grievance Official identified a wide variety of sexual harassment complaints made 
by female faculty against male administrators, including: failing to appoint females to ad hoc 
committees at the department and college levels; failing to ensure representation for female 
faculty on peer review committees for tenure and promotion; questioning the objectivity of 
female faculty engaged in gender-related research; failing to respond to complaints of sexual 
harassment; engaging in behavior that either demeans females or that is insensitive to 
concerns raised by females; and applying differential standards in tenure/promotion actions 
involving female faculty, especially in units where females are in a very distinct minority. 
Faculty Grievance Official Rubner concluded by noting that his office deals with only a fraction 
of sexual harassment allegations; other complaints are handled by the Ombudsman and the 
AOJB. He also observed that both faculty and administrators find it very difficult to discuss 
allegations of sexual harassment, and that victims contact his office primarily in order to air their 
complaints, without seeking further formal action. It is very difficult to eradicate sexual 
harassment because the behavior giving rise to it is very subtle. 

The meeting was adjourned. 
State University 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 11, 1993 

Approved 2-25-93 

Present: Werner G. Bergen, Emanuel Hackel, Heidi Zimmer, Alan Reiter, J. David Johnson, 
Lonnie C. Eiland, J. B. Dalley, Steven Spees, Rachel Schemmel, K. Jayaraman, Carla 
Barnes, Dixie Durr 

Absent: 

Others: 

Ellen Strommen, Amy Larsen, Aaron Pallas, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, Arlene 
Sierra, Shawnee Vickery 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Philip Korth, Associate Dean Undergraduate 
Studies, College of Arts and Letters 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Agenda for the meeting was approved following recommended changes in the order of the 
items. 

2. Minutes of January 28, 1993 were approved with commendation. 

3. Undergraduate Academic Programs Over 120 Credits: Music: Before Philip Korth, Associate 
Dean of Undergraduate Studies, College of Arts and Letters, addressed the Committee, 
Assistant Provost Barbara Steidle noted minor revisions in three of the five programs under 
consideration. The revised copy was attached to the agenda. She commended the School of 
Music and the College of Arts and Letters for working closely with the Provost's Office to 
establish sets of credit requirements which satisfied the faculty's concern for legitimate 
academic needs specific to accredited programs as well as concern for not over-extending the 
time it would take for a student to complete a program. According to Dr. Korth, the programs at 
issue are offered in other parts of the country and in all cases exceed 120 credits. Thus, the 
proposals submitted by the School of Music were viewed as being consistent with what is 
currently required elsewhere. 

In the discussion, Professor Johnson presented the historical position of UCAP specific to the 
120 credit limitation. In particular, the need to confine the undergraduate experience to a four
year time span was noted. To date, only one program, in Landscape Architecture, has been 
granted permission by UCAP to exceed the 120 credit limit. In addition, UCAP had endorsed 
the move to the five-year teacher certification option. Specific to the School of Music requests, 
Johnson expressed concern at the proliferation of two-credit classes being offered and the 
consequences of this for a faculty member's load as well as the normal pattern of course 
scheduling by students. He questioned whether the number of required courses could be 
completed within a reasonable time frame. In response, B. Steidle noted the pattern for studio 
courses in the Arts is quite different from two-credit courses in other disciplines. For example, 
many of the two-credit classes in music involve highly individualized instruction as well as 
private practice resulting in performance groups. The practice of students in the School of 
Music to carry between 17-20 credits per term was also recognized. She complimented the 
School of Music for its careful and consistent advising practices. When asked to identify 
programs on campus exceeding 120 credits, she reported that Engineering programs are within 
a 126-128 credit range, having been proportionately reduced from the term equivalency of 188-
192 credits. The only other program reflecting more than 120 credits is the Landscape 
Architecture program. She noted that other programs may offer additional options and thus 
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could go over 120 credits; however, these are indeed optional for students. She identified 
Teacher Education as a different kind of hybrid wherein an undergraduate will study a discipline 
within a four-year time frame and receive teacher certification during a fifth year of study. 

B. Steidle assured the Committee the School of Music has attempted to represent its program 
requirements with clarity and greater specificity for students. 

According to Dr. Korth, the issue of accreditation is influential in the 132-134 credit requirement 
in the Music Therapy program. The accrediting agency for Music Therapy requires 
competencies in a prescribed number of areas. 

A motion was made to consider the Music Therapy program as a separate item. Motion was 
passed. 

Motion was made to accept the Music Therapy program. Motion was approved. 

Motion was made to approve Instrumental Music Education, Stringed Instrument Music 
Education, Vocal-General Music Education, and Music Performance. 

B. Steidle drew attention to the three programs related to teacher education. Through an 
arrangement with the Teacher Education program, some of the courses within the music 
curricula also satisfy teacher education requirements; hence, the certification program occurs in 
a shorter period of time and with fewer credits. For example, Music introduces teaching 
experiences to its students early in the programs through either on-campus or off-campus 
experiences. Thus, students will be required to participate in one semester of student teaching 
rather than two. Students will now become certified for K-12 as opposed to past practices of 
becoming certified at either the elementary or secondary level. The need for specificity in 
catalogue copy was reiterated. 

Motion was approved. 

B. Steidle assured the Committee her office does act as a filter to minimize the number of 
programs that seek to increase their credit load. 

Comments from the Chair: Chairperson Spees suggested the possibility of inviting the Provost 
to meet with UCAP to discuss the budget. When the Provost met with the Executive 
Committee, she suggested the need to reduce administration by combining and consolidating 
some units. While colleges are not being targeted, deans are being asked to look at their units 
(Centers, Departments, and Schools) and discuss with them the possibility of combining units. 
S. Spees thinks at some future stage we may begin to hear of mergers and even the 
disbandment of units below college levels. He noted the administration is making an effort to 
talk to aU sections of the University community about fringe benefits. The question being asked 
is whether faculty will be asked to pay for some of their fringe benefits and, if so, will any 
potential raises be taken up to pay for this loss. He indicated that raises for the faculty are 
under consideration. While it appears there will be no withdrawal of funds from the State this 
year, some reductions will probably be necessary next year. There may be a modest increase 
in tuition of around 6% and a 3-4% overall budget reduction. W. G. Bergen noted the Provost 
spoke to his unit and referred to the need for faculty to set standards and begin to police 
themselves. He asked if a post-tenure review is being considered. He noted the Provost was 
strong in her support of tenure. According to B. Steidle, the Provost's Office has generally 
supported the concept of a post-tenure review although it has not mandated it. B. Steidle 
thought the Provost's remark was directed toward the issue of quality. She drew attention to 
other institutions throughout the country which are undergoing reductions and reorganization. 
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Members of UCAP reported hearing various percentages relative to expected reductions. For 
example. 4~8-12% were reported as well as 3-6-9%. Professor Johnson suggested that budget 
cuts have drastic implications for maintaining quality and need to be talked about. He thought 
the solution to simply merge units is potentially problematic since the merged units will need 
new by-laws. new procedures to address merit. promotion and review considerations. to review 
and revise curricula. as well as to try to merge disparate interests and different cultures. 
Johnson viewed these changes as cost-producing. B. Steidle informed the Committee that 
APP&R documents will be coming out in the next week or two. and it is the responsibility of 
each unit to be familiar with the contents because planning must occur at the unit/department 
level. She also noted that the Provost is intent on sharing information regarding the budget and 
is willing to visit colleges at their request. B. Steidle urged the faculty to make suggestions via 
the Budget Bulletin Board which can be accessed through EMC2

• 

Professor Johnson observed there seems to be input at the unit level but not the central level. 
i.e .• academic governance is circumvented. It is his understanding UCFA is not being kept 
informed and is not being asked for input. Professor Bergen commented that there is not 
enough time to do really good thinking in addition to all the other responsibilities that are 
expected of faculty. 

Chairperson Spees reported the Executive Committee of Academic Council discussed two
credit courses. Since students are taking fewer courses. it is thought the lack of two-credit 
courses may be a contributing factor. Students appear to be taking 12 credits. Dr. Spees 
thought perhaps UCAP needed to look at the mix of courses being offered. B. Steidle 
commented she is often told by students that there is not a substantial difference between two
and three-credit courses or between three- and four-credit courses. She asked the student 
representatives for their observations. Heidi Zimmer stated she puts as much work into a 
three-credit course as a four-credit one. Heidi suggested things may change in terms of 
enrollment credits after those who are familiar with the quarter system have graduated. 
According to B. Steidle. the credit count is higher for freshmen than upperclassmen who may 
be using the extra time to enroll in outside courses to prepare them for qualifying examinations. 
participating in volunteer programs. and possibly becoming more financially pressed as they 
reach the ends of their academic careers. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: B. Steidle alerted the Committee to a recent 
advertisement mailed to parents of enrolled students which promised substantial scholarship 
monies to students. Basically. the company placing the advertisement solicits a $159.00 fee 
and provides a list of scholarship sources to prospective students who may be "potentially 
eligible" to receive the awards. While the University cannot stop companies or organizations 
from using the student directory. it does refuse all requests from groups who wish to purchase 
disks with the names and addresses of students. She noted people are becoming much more 
aggressive in this market place. 

In reporting the enrollment for Spring semester. B. Steidle noted the difficulty in comparing 
Spring semester of this year as it related to a combination of Winter and Spring quarters of last 
year. The actual enrollment is lower but fairly close to the prOjection of students and of student 
credit hours. While there was a larger number of transfer students admitted. the graduate 
student numbers did not increase as much as they could have. The number of seniors in the 
system this year is quite different from last year by about 1100 people. However. there is a 
difference of 530 students between the Fall of 1992 and the Fall term of 1988 and 592 
graduates in the Fall of 1992. thus accounting for the change. Social Science continues to be 
the largest college in the University in terms of student enrollment. 

Dr. Steidle spoke briefly about academic actions which involve the recesses and dismissals of 
students. The number of recesses and dismissals decreased slightly after Fall term. The 
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semester system may give students more time to succeed in the system. Probation figures are 
somewhat higher than last year, thus students may be doing marginally enough better to save 
themselves from more precipitous academic action. It may also be the case that Assistant 
Deans and departments who are reviewing students feel the semester system is a big 
investment and therefore may not be as quick to dismiss students. Retention seems to be 
better for whatever reason and that seems to be true across both majority and minority student 
groups. 

Presidential Search: According to S. Spees, a consultant to the Presidential Search 
Committee, Janet Greenwood, met with the Executive Committee of Academic Council. The 
Presidential Search Committee is seeking faculty input. The Committee is planning to have a 
statement of qualifications prepared by February 18, 199.3. To date, there are very few letters 
from the faculty. Everyone was encouraged to support input since there may be no recourse 
later. In the discussion, it was suggested that the silence of the faculty is indicative of their 
perception that they have no control over the process. Professor Johnson shared responses 
from Chairs who thought potential candidates should have experience in the position, the ability 
to build consensus and establish clear priorities, and involve people and get them to participate. 
The Chairs could not agree on whether or not academic credentials were necessary. S. Spees 
added the need to maintain academic excellence. The role of the interim President in dealing 
with issues which directly impact the future of this University was viewed as critical. 

Class Attendance: Practice and Policies: B. Steidle encouraged a discussion of class 
attendance. It appears faculty in disparate areas are concerned with a pattern of falling 
attendance. In tum, this seems to be matched by a decline in terms of their grading (e.g., the 
reported mean score in one class was 2.1). She asked the Committee if we are moving into a 
situation where we will need to consider any change in policies on attendance. Considerable 
discussion ensued including the suggestion that attendance should be built into a syllabus. The 
question was asked why students who could pass the examination and answer all of the 
questions should be penalized for not attending classes. The preparation and selling of class 
notes and packets was discussed in terms of who prepares them and under what 
circumstances. It seems to be the case the prepared notes are not always being done by the 
professors. B. Steidle noted there is a standing UCAP policy that precludes someone who is 
not enrolled in a class from attending and taking notes. 

8. Round Table: Professor Hackel expressed concern over the ability of the University to recruit 
graduate students and faculty in the sciences in light of the current situation in which a faculty 
members and the University are in litigation over the rights of ownership relative to collected 
data. Several individuals expressed their dismay at the handling of the situation. 

Relative to the discussion on budget, Professor Hackel also asked, "Does anyone ever 
seriously say, 'how about doing it this year without raising tuition?'" B. Steidle stated it is asked 
all the time. She said that when you get nothing from the state, and medical insurance costs 
are escalating by 10% a year, and union contracts are running 4% a year, and there are no 
increases for faculty, and there are continuing programmatic commitments to run the University, 
the combination of those things, even without anything new, puts the University in a situation 
where it needs a minimum of about 4-5% in new dollars. 

K. Jayaraman commented on a news item which reported MSU students simply pick up 
information by listening to tapes. B. Steidle noted the situation regarding the IAH courses is 
better than anticipated after all of the concern at the beginning of the year. She labeled this 
first year as an experiment and noted reports that student attitudes toward the course seem to 
be better this semester than last. 
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Professor Bergen commented that MSU is simply not getting good press. According to B. 
Steidle, the Detroit papers are giving us better press than we have had in the past. Professor 
Johnson noted a need for MSU to be pro-active in the community. In the presidential search it 
was noted that in order to exercise good government, there is a need to warn the institution 
about the candidate, but there is an equal need to warn the candidate about the institution. 
Thus, in this Presidential search, each potential candidate will receive a press kit relative to the 
affairs of the University over the last three years. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:03 p.m. Michigan Sw;", \...;~Iversity 
RECEiVED 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 25, 1993 

Approved 3-25-93 

Present: J. David Johnson, K. Jayaraman, Heidi Zimmer, Alan Reiter, W. G. Bergen, Shawnee 
Vickery, Emanuel Hackel, Dixie Durr, Carla L. Barnes, Ellen Strommen, Rachel 
Schemmel, Aaron Pallas, Steve Spees 

Absent: 

Others: 

J. B. Dalley, Lonnie Eiland, Amy Larsen, Corey Alguire, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, 
Arlene Sierra 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office; Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, Interim Provost 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees at 10:22 a.m. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Agenda for the meeting was approved. 

Minutes of the February 11, 1993 meeting were approved with commendation. 

Chairperson's Comments regarding Recommendations of the University-wide Task Force on 
Lesbian and Gay Issues. 

Chairperson Spees asked for volunteers to constitute a subcommittee to study the two 
recommendations made by the Task Force that fall under the purview of UCAP. It was decided 
that a subcommittee consisting of Steven Spees, Ellen Strommen, and Shawnee Vickery would 
address these issues. Some discussion followed. Professor Vickery asked if MSU had put the 
moral stamp of approval on homosexuality. Assistant Provost Steidle indicated that the Report 
has been submitted for discussion by relevant groups. Professor Vickery raised the issue that 
many, including herself, consider homosexuality to be immoral behavior based upon God's 
Word and that MSU should not lose sight of this and the fact that the Constitution of the United 
States protects freedom of religion. Professor Vickery asked how many present would want 
their children to be exposed to lesbianlbilgay issues and reminded the committee that MSU had 
a responsibility to the parents of students attending MSU. Professor Johnson responded by 
saying that he would have no objection to his children being exposed to such issues if they 
were presented in a neutral fashion. He referred to some of the material that he had been 
exposed to regarding health issues pertaining to homosexuals and a presentation he had sat 
through which focused on Hitler's persecution of homosexuals as a precursor to his persecution 
of the Jews. Professor Vickery responded that MSU has been insensitive to the religious 
beliefs of its faculty, staff and alumni regarding this issue and said that MSU should not take an 
advocacy position with respect to homosexuality. She also urged the committee not to approve 
the recommendations of the Task Force. 

Assistant Provost Steidle made some opening remarks. 

Community College Relations: Extension of "Transition" Arrangements for Transfer Institutions. 
Assistant Provost Steidle updated UCAP concerning transfer credit. Key points follow. During 
the transition to the semester system, a series of fairness policies relative to transfer credits 
was set up for students transferring to MSU consistent with a long-standing articulation 
agreement (MACRAO). However, since the sense of clarity about where MSU was going vis-a
vis curriculum development had varied during the transition, MSU could not give specific 
information to community colleges concerning how the changes would affect their students and 
the transferability of their courses. In light of this, MSU extended an arrangement to recognize 
the courses community college transfers had taken in the same way as if they had been MSU 
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students coming in during the period before the transition, i.e., 1990-91. This allowed MSU to 
bring students in smoothly and it did not change the rules in the middle of the game. The 
intention was that this arrangement should last through 1994 when the students from 1990 and 
1991 should have entered MSU. Currently MSU is also dealing with an incomplete revision of 
the MACRAO document which has a different set of arrangements and asks universities who 
want to be a part to this document to commit in new ways. Since the new MACRAO document 
will not be finalized until the June meeting of UCAP, MSU is in an awkward position, having 
commitments under the old document, but not knowing fully what MSU needs to commit to 
under the new document. Furthermore, there is a fair amount of interest both on the part of the 
state and on the part of community colleges and other institutions to maintain a smooth 
articulation with these other institutions. Due to the non-finality of the new agreement, MSU 
would like to extend the current arrangement for transfer students for one additional year. In 
other words, MSU would continue to accept the courses that it has previously accepted for such 
purposes through the summer of 1995. This is consistent with MSU's general commitment and 
the view that MSU should facilitate student transfers. 

Assistant Provost Steidle requested the advice of UCAP on the extension of the old transfer 
credit policy. Some clarifications regarding the policy were made by Assistant Provost Steidle 
in request to inquiries by UCAP members. UCAP members present unanimously agreed that 
an extension of the old policy was in the best interest of MSU. 

Report of UAPPAC: Professors Strommen and Schemmel provided a report on the 
assessment policy and practices document. A summary of the discussion follows. The issue 
considered was what is going on with respect to students' progress from the point of view of 
what the University is doing and not from a student capability standpoint. The committee held 
a series of meetings and had a thought-provoking and interesting weekend seminar with Jim 
Nichols (an assessment professional). Also the committee solicited information from various 
committee members about what their particular colleges were doing relative to the issues 
examined. Several things were learned. MSU programs which culminate in students being 
licensed are most likely to have assessment processes in place (e.g., the School of Social 
Work in the College of Social Science). In addition, there is already quite a lot of activity 
occurring at MSU with respect to assessment. The more current activity occurring along these 
lines will facilitate the University-wide implementation of assessment. 

Professor Hackel expressed concern about how the assessment program would be 
administered without adding to the already existing over extant administrative burden of MSU. 

Assistant Provost Steidle replied that the administration is already under an injunction by 
President Guyer to cut administration by 10% and elaborated on how the assessment program 
would be carried out. She noted that the proposal recommends coordination by a faculty 
member with a part-time administrative assignment and that other resources and technical 
support would come from existing sources. She stated that MSU definitely does not want an 
"office of assessment" since such offices have been problematic at other institutions. 

Professor Johnson noted that although administrative positions are being cut, the basic 
functions still would have to be carried out and that these tasks would fall upon the department 
chairs. With respect to getting faculty participation in such functions, Professor Johnson 
referred to the CORRAGE plan which lays out a faculty driven systematic review of units. He 
noted he has been astonished since he has been at MSU that it is the only major institution he 
has been associated with that does not do periodic 3-5 year reviews of units accomplished by 
faculty from either outside the university or inside the university but from other similar units. He 
indicated that this is essential and that units must demonstrate their effectiveness. He further 
noted that there are some units at MSU that have not had a self-assessment in 20 years. 
Professor Johnson further commented that any assessment activity must be accompanied by a 
long-term assessment of units that is primarily faculty driven. 
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Assistant Provost Steidle replied that a student outcome oriented assessment of programs 
would be one segment of a broader faculty review assessment. She also stated that as the 
budget situation remains unclear, priorities must be set for assessment. 

Professor Johnson noted that every time MSU wants to do one of these worthy things, 
additional burdens are created for somebody and that as the administrative side of the 
university is downsized, these burdens are placed on fewer and fewer people. 

Professor Hackel followed up on Professor Johnson's comments by saying we need to find 
ways to cut down the amount of what MSU asks departments to do. He noted that several 
years ago when he was a department chair, he was called upon to provide a whole bunch of 
information that was useless and meaningless. His department was having to do things to 
satiSfy minor requirements that did not contribute to the administrative, teaching or research 
mission of his department. He reiterated that there was a real need to cut back on some of the 
onerous tasks that chairs are required to perform. 

Some additional discussion followed and Assistant Provost Steidle noted that the reason for 
having an assessment coordinator is to help those places within the university which have no 
tradition of assessment. The faculty person would not direct or perform the assessment but 
help others who have no experience to accomplish it. 

Professor Johnson noted that there are assessment related activities currently occurring in 
other areas within MSU (e.g., the Office of Placement) and that expertise from these various 
areas could be drawn together to accomplish the assessment task at hand. 

Professor Pallas commented that there is a certain amount of professional expertise that would 
be necessary to carry out such assessments competently. He inquired if there were any 
provision for the training of unit-level staff to do this. 

Assistant Provost Steidle replied that this had been discussed and that Jim Nichols had been 
brought in in view of his "Assessment Without Tears" Workshop. She noted that Nichols or 
someone similar with his approach could do his workshop for units as the need arises. Also 
other expertise that exists on campus could be brought in as well. 

Professor Johnson noted that although department chairs must sit through a multiplicity of 
seminars (e.g., sexual harassment seminar), there are some activities that require professional 
expertise which cannot be pushed down to the unit level. He further noted that you cannot 
expect every chairperson to be a lawyer, professional assessor, professional counselor, etc. 

Some additional discussion followed and Assistant Provost Steidle made clear that there is a 
mandate for an assessment plan for MSU. Also she noted that there is evidence of ongoing 
assessment at MSU at the current time. She further stated that NCA has been nonprescriptive 
in informing people what they need to do. However, she expects that as on-going assessment 
plans are evaluated, more helpful hints should be forthcoming. 

Professor Bergen noted that if assessment feedback is going to affect within unit programs that 
it will take time to implement the recommendations, and by the time recommendations have 
been implemented, new paradigms and associated requirements might exist 

Assistant Provost Steidle agreed. However she noted that faculty must define what to do with 
respect to expected academic outcomes. 

Professor Hackel noted that since UCAP has two more meetings until the Provost's deadline, 
the committee should make this an agenda item for" the next meeting so as to give people more 
time to study the document. 
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UCAP members concurred with this suggestion. Some additional discussion followed, 
Chairperson Spees suggested that UCAP representatives investigate what is going on in their 
own colleges with respect to assessment prior to the next UCAP meeting. 

Chairperson Spees solicited comments regarding agenda item 8. Limited discussion followed. 

Professor Johnson noted that UCAP members last year spent a lot of time and energy on 
updating criteria and procedures for disbandment. He observed that another piece of this is the 
Academic Program Planning and Review Process that the University engages in which is 
considered by Central Administration to be primarily a budgetary process. However, Professor 
Johnson pointed out that it has direct impact on the quality of academic units. He noted that a 
presentation was made last fall to department chairs and that many chairs had fairly strong 
reactions to the role that planning is playing in the University, how planning related to the 
accomplishment of objectives, and how useful it was overall. Professor Johnson felt that since 
planning is interwoven with policy and budget decisions, UCAP would benefit from getting some 
view of the systematic planning that goes on at MSU. 

Assistant Provost Steidle inquired what aspect of planning should be focused on in such a 
presentation in light of time constraints? 

Professor Johnson replied that the interrelationship between planning and policy would be an 
appropriate subject of focus; specifically, how does planning guide policy and how does policy 
guide planning? 

Professor Bergen noted it seems that recently MSU is more in a crisis management or reaction 
mode than in a planning mode. 

Assistant Provost Steidle reviewed the history of formal long range planning at MSU noting that 
it was initiated in the 1980s. She further stated that R-cubed used the planning instrument that 
had been devised and extended it to a reallocation process within the University. 

Professor Schemmel reiterated that MSU appears to be operating more on an emergency 
planning basis. She noted that planning is dumped on department chairs who are then forced 
to deal with budget reductions. 

Professor Bergen commented that crisis management characterizes what is occurring at the 
unit level with respect to budget reductions (e.g., last minute meetings; poor communication to 
faculty, etc.). 

Assistant Provost Steidle agreed but noted that if units had used the available planning process 
consistently, they would have prioritized their objectives with the long term in view. 

Professor Bergen noted that there are particular problems in Agriculture which impact the long 
range planning process since there are many people out in the field who carry political weight. 
He noted that if Agriculture wanted to terminate the sheep program, for example, that public 
response in the form of telephone calls to President Guyer would prohibit it. 

Assistant Provost Steidle stated she recognized it as a highly politicized process. 

7. Budget Update-Provost Lou Anna Kimsey Simon 

Provost Simon reviewed several important issues on the political front. The first was the 
decision by Governor Engler to handle the 1992-93 budget shortfall by protecting higher 
education. 
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The second issue pertains to the governor's decision to move to a biennial budget rather than 
an annual budget. She noted that the governor has used this as a reason to postpone the 
announcement of the budget until March 19, 1993, which is one month to six weeks later than 
MSU typically is informed regarding budget recommendations. 

Provost Simon noted that the governor appears to be committed to property tax reform and that 
this will affect gross revenues within the state. She noted that if a law is enacted, new revenue 
could be redirected to offset property tax relief since the governor indicated he would not 
reduce funding to schools. She also noted that there is no agreement on public school 
financing at this time which should have been decided along with the property tax relief issue. 

Provost Simon informed the committee that Governor Engler is also committed to a balanced 
budget recognizing there will not be a lot of growth in overall revenue to the state. She stated 
that it is hard to know what will happen. It is possible that the budget may not be a real budget 
with respect to how revenues and expenditures fit together and that the structural deficit built 
into the budget may not be solved. Provost Simon said that institutions in other states with 
biennial budgets had been polled regarding this arrangement and that the problem commonly 
faced by them was the tendency to be conservative in the out year. Also, she noted that 
education as a segment of the budget does not tend to be eligible for additional appropriations 
if there is more money in the budget than predicted--such monies tend to go to higher profile 
social programs. However, she noted that education is always subjected to adjustments 
downward. Such a situation poses obvious problems to the planning process. 

Provost Simon stated that President Guyer has called for a 10 to 15% reduction of the 
administration (includes colleges, institutes, bureau center, labs, and faculty effort directed 
toward committees) and also significant reductions in support services. She noted that 
President Guyer believes he has significant external and internal support for this. This 
injunction means that MSU will do fewer things and there will be fewer people involved. It also 
means that things will have to become less bureaucratic. Provost Simon noted that this will 
present problems since there is no evidence that we are over-administered relative to our peers 
but only that we are over-administered relative to our resources. 

Professor Hackel commented that our peers might be over-administered. 

Provost Simon agreed but noted it is harder to lead the curve. She further noted that ideas are 
being solicited concerning ways to cut administration and yet still retain basic services. 

Provost Simon informed UCAP that budgets have been structured to a target of an average of 
7% administrative reduction and that units will be asked to plan for 5% and 10% reductions for 
administrative budgets (two scenarios). For colleges, the administrative base excludes faculty, 
academic staff, graduate assistants, and student labor. She noted that in addition there has to 
be programmatic reduction in the areas of 1%,3%, and 5% depending on how the state budget 
unfolds. Also, units have the option (in consultation with the faculty of the units) to take higher 
programmatic reductions and lower administrative reductions. 

Provost Simon stated that at this point in time MSU has not set specific targets by college but 
that they will be differential. She noted that the Board wants a chance to be involved in more 
discussion about this in terms of priorities and hence the targets have not yet been specified. 

Professor Schemmel asked where the programmatic reductions are going to take place--at the 
department, college, or university level? 

Provost Simon replied that the college level has been determined to be the locus of this activity. 
The Board at its January Budget retreat indicated that the current collegiate structure will 
remain intact for 1993-94 planning. Thus the planning process must leave the collegiate 
structure intact. However, departments and programs can be eliminated to satisfy quality and 
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cost considerations. Provost Simon has taken the position that tenure remains in the university 
so this cannot be interpreted as an attack on tenured faculty and tenure system. However, she 
noted that the option of reassignment is concomitant with her position on tenure. 

Provost Simon noted that the disposition of the Board toward tuition varies (e.g., some support 
an inflationary increase; others support a higher increase, e.g. 6% to 7%. 

Provost Simon noted that data templates have been developed with data elements that reflect 
criteria for initiating the planning process. She further noted that the Graduate Council is 
looking at specific criteria for graduate programs--the chair of this Council has expressed the 
view that there are too many graduate programs, some of dubious quality. 

Provost Simon also reviewed with UCAP members a proposal for a working retirement 
program. The working retirement model addresses the issue of how emeritus faculty should be 
treated (which is basically a status issue) and also takes into account the game playing that 
has occurred in some departments with respect to this. She noted that MSU does not 
anticipate cash buyouts for faculty--but that some bridging arrangements are possible. 

Provost Simon observed that buyout arrangements for support staff are possible and that 
discussions with unions will occur. She also noted that discussions will be reopened with 
unions with carryover contracts for the purposes of reducing benefits and agreed-upon salaries. 

The Provost stated that she has told the deans and others that she recognizes that student 
credit hour production is not the only measure of productivity and that she has argued this view 
with the Board. However, she noted that there are some colleges who have significantly 
underperformed based upon the expectation that they were to have and that she cannot in 
good faith penalize colleges who have made efforts to conform to such expectations and have 
consequently eliminated barriers for students in the classes that the students wanted. She 
concluded by stating that it is not an absolute student credit hour issue but a relative one based 
upon budget and barriers to enrollment put in by colleges. 

Provost Simon noted that there is a whole set of issues that the deans know must be factored 
into the specification of the final targets. She noted that suggestion boxes are in place and that 
Public Sector Consultants are analyzing the suggestions (since they are on retainer anyway, 
their involvement costs MSU nothing). Provost Simon stated that this arrangement makes 
everyone more comfortable that their views will be considered. 

The Provost stated that there is a minimal amount of flexible dollars in the budget and that this 
must be recognized. She also noted that she intends to honor past commitments of funds. 
She further pointed out that in view of the budgetary situation, things must be done right the 
first time--if not, the college or unit will be at a disadvantage. 

Some questions and discussion regarding the budget followed. Also there were some more 
general questions addressed to Provost Simon. 

Professor Johnson inquired about the status of the criteria and bylaws revision pertaining to the 
definition of program. 

Provost Simon stated that the bylaws revision is in UCAG and that she has built the advice 
concerning the criteria for disbandment into the planning process. She further noted that the 
reality is that MSU cannot be supported as a quality institution without making some tough 
choices as to priorities and without becoming more focused. She explained that if MSU is 
going to support the tenure system, then faculty and other folks will have to look aggressively at 
the issue of productivity. Furthermore, they will have to address the issue of whether the 
student will continue to get the short end of the stick relative to this. She referred to the 
example of the three- and four-credit course issue relative to its impact on faculty course load 
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and relative to the difficulty the change has created for students wishing to complete their 
course work on schedule. She also asked, "Why is it that people can't teach five courses every 
third year?" She further noted that every segment of society is being asked to produce more in 
response to limited resources. 

In response to an inquiry, Provost Simon noted there is no direct informational line from Central 
Administration to the faculty with respect to the results of planning meetings. She pOinted out 
that the dean and department chairs have the responsibility of communicating accurately the 
results of planning meetings. She stated that this is their responsibility and they must carry 
through on it. She further noted that faculty must be consulted on relevant issues but that this 
does not mean that faculty members will necessarily get their way. 

There was a motion to adjourn. It was seconded. All were in favor of the motion. The meeting was 
adjourned. 

Submitted by 

Shawnee K. Vickery 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

March 11, 1993 

Approved 4-8-93 

Present: Werner G. Bergen, Dixie Durr, Lonnie C. Eiland, K. Jayaraman, J. David Johnson, Alan 
Reiter, Rachel Schemmel, Steve Spees, Ellen Strommen 

Absent: 

Others: 

J.B. Dalley, Heidi Zimmer, Shawnee Vickery, Emanuel Hackel, Carla Barnes, Aaron 
Pallas, Amy Larson, Corey Alguire, Richard Evans, Stanley Gully, Arlene Sierra 

Barbara C. Steidle, Office of the Provost; Martha L. Hesse and Lynn Peltier, Office of 
Planning and Budgets 

Meeting called to order at 10:20 a.m. 

1. Dr. Martha L. Hesse presented a draft of a planning document that academic units could use in 
the planning process to assist them in assessing and recommending possible reconfiguration of 
their academic programs and units. Questions were raised on adding measures of quality 
going beyond the numbers listed on enrollments, degrees granted, and SCH/FTE index. Dr. 
Johnson voiced a concern about the framework of this document leading to a rather limited 
statement of goals for units. Dr. Bergen was concerned about student credit hours being 
treated as a pivotal index in evaluations of units. 

2. 

Dr. Hesse responded that this compilation was intended to be a service to pull together various 
indices into a comprehensive profile of a unit, which would be useful to the unit itself for self 
assessment and further planning. 

Mr. Lynn Peltier described the materials contained in the University Data Book, for example, 
pointing out changes in student profiles such as gender distribution and distribution of majors 
among academic programs. 

3. Dr. Johnson asked about extending the APP&R from a yearly process to a multi-year process 
and about incorporating input from faculty all across the University is the multi-year process. 
Dr. Hesse replied that the APP&R will include specific multi-year plans next year and has done 
so in the past. She also noted that in addition to asking unit administrators to pool inputs from 
all their members, Provost Simon has been discussing priorities with chairs and a sampling of 
other faculty. Dr. Hesse also described the policy issues incorporated in the current APP&R. 

4. The Chairperson, Dr. Spees, announced that guidelines for the Presidential search at MSU 
have been announced. The post of Secretary of Academic Governance will be open for one 
semester next year because the current secretary will be on leave. Dr. Spees also indicated 
that the University Committee on Academic Governance is formulating the definition of an 
academic program, which will be essential for discussing programmatic changes. 

5. Dr. Barbara Steidle announced that the University convocation had been moved from May 1 to 
May 7, a Friday. She also noted that the 1993 catalog includifl9 descriptions of graduate 
curricula is expected to be printed and available in June 1993. 

6. Meeting adjourned 11 :40 a.m. 

Submitted by K. Jayaraman 
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Approved 4-8-93 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

Minutes of the Meeting 
March 25, 1993 

Present: J. David Johnson, Lonnie Eiland, Steven Spees, Heidi Zimmer, Alan 
Reiter, Shawnee Vickery, Emanuel Hackel, Dixie Durr, Carla L. 
Barnes, Aaron Pallas and Rachel Schemmel 

Absent: J.B. Dalley, Amy Larsen, Corey Alguire, Richard Evans, Stanley 
Gully, Arlene Sierra, K. Jayaraman, Ellen Strommen, Werner Bergen 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

Meeting called to order by Chairperson Spees at 10:23 a.m. 

1. Agenda. In accordance with the request of Prof. Vickery item No.7 
"Report: Subcommittee of UCAP on Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual Task Force" was 
moved to item 2 and all other agenda items were renumbered but 
considered in the same sequential order. The revised agenda was 
approved. 

2. Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual Task Force Report. Chairperson Spees invited 
Committee members to pick up a copy of "Moving Forward: Lesbians and Gay 
Men at Michigan State University, A Report of the University-Wide Task 
Force on Lesbian and Gay Issues" if they did not have one. He requested 
UCAP commi tt'ee members to return the copy to Joanne Corcos after use. 
Then Spees referred the Committee to the Feb. 15 letter from Marvin 
Grandstaff, Chairperson, Steering Committee and the recommendations of 
the Task Force on Lesbian and Gay Issues which lay within the 
jurisdiction of UCAP. The subcommittee of UCAP included Ellen Strommen, 
S. Spees and Shawnee Vickery and they had met to review the 
recommendations. Shawnee Vickery was asked to present the report of the 
committee. Vickery did draft a statement which she read, "With respect 
to the recommendations, which fell under the specific purview of UCAP, 
the subcommittee strongly recommends that we reject the request by an 
outside party to dictate control and review of curriculum. Curriculum 
matters are under the purview of the faculty in a given academic unit. 
If we open the door to the demands of one special interest group, in 
this regard, we must open the door to all special interest groups. 
Therefore, we urge UCAP to recommend to the Provost that these 
recommendations be rejected." This recommendation was made in reference 
to the two task force recommendations UCAP was asked to review. The 
statement could have been in the form of a motion but, since a quorum 
was not yet present, the topic was opened for discussion. 

Johnson read the two recommendations which UCAP was asked to review 
which are as follows: 

(a) All curricula and courses should be reviewed by curriculum 
committees and persons with expertise in lesbian/bi/gay issues for 
appropriate inclusion of lesbian/bi/gay issues in such areas as 
history, culture, social and behavioral sciences, philosophy, and 
biology. (Curriculum, 20; Student Concerns, 35) 

(b) Faculty across the university, especially those who teach courses 
that deal with sexual identity, antidiscrimination, diversity, 
families, and health or related topics, should work to include 
lesbian/bi/gay issues, 'materials, or examples in their courses. 
Students are requested to make such recommendations to their 
faculty as well. (Curriculum, 17, 19) 
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Professor Spees said that the Executive Council identified ~J to 40 
types of things in the MSU Task Force report but only the two 
recommendations which included 17, 19 and 20 of the report fell under 
the jurisdiction of curriculum and were asked to be reviewed by the UCAP 
subcommittee. Professor Johnson indicated that a lot of the 
subcommittee remarks referred to recommendation "a" (as above) and there 
would not be a problem with the UCAP subcommittee's response to "a". 
However, he thought "b" fell under recommendations already operative 
under MSU Idea. B. Steidle indicated that the MSU Idea encouraged 
faculty to incorporate diversity issues into courses where appropriate 
and statement fIb" invites faculty to do this on lesbian/bi/gay issues 
but does not mandate them to do so. J.D. Johnson indicated that MSU 
Idea had already gone through the Governance system so what we're really 
acting on is the provision for special curriculum review for 
gay/bi/lesbian issues addressed under "a". C. Barnes remarked that if 
persons with expertise in the gay/bi/lesbian area reviewed the course 
content for gay/bi/lesbian issues, then we've opened the door for other 
groups to make similar demands. Furthermore, some of the items which 
deal with health care are already incorporated into the College of 
Nursing courses. Vickery raised the question about whether or not MSU 
Idea puts the stamp of approval on homosexual behavior. Steidle 
responded that MSU Idea talks about diversity in the context of quality 
and treatment of individuals and that individuals should not be treated 
differently in terms of characteristics such as gender, race, ethnic 
group or sexual orientation. It recognizes that we are a multicultural 
society and calls for respect of individual differences. Hackel said 
MSU Idea prevents discrimination against individuals without endorsing 
their behavior. 

With the arrival of additional members to make a quorum, Vickery re-read 
the report of the subcommittee as a motion which dealt with the 
recommendations which fall under UCAP purview. Hackel seconded the 
motion. Johnson introduced a substitute motion, that "UCAP reject the 
notion that any special interest group have special purview over the 
curriculum." The motion was seconded. Essentially, the substitute 
motion removed "b" from consideration. The substitute motion passed. 

Vickery spoke out against several other issues from the University-wide 
Task Force report on Lesbian and Gay Issues such as II A2c on pg. 29 
which suggested special opportunity hiring practices for lesbian/bi/gay 
persons and II B1, II B2 and II B3 from the section on Families and 
Domestic Partners (pg. 29). She indicated that the pseudo-marriage 
recommendations go far beyond the legal system and the laws of the 
state. She remarked that the III D2 and III D3 on pg. 32 - "Classroom 
climate" impacts on freedom of speech. She indicated that V B2 on pg. 
39 (ROTC) was too politically aligned and that some of the statements in 
the report were in direct opposition to the religious beliefs of other 
faculty. She indicated that freedom of speech and religion are 
protected by the Constitution of the U.S. and MSU has no right to pass a 
document that infringes on these rights. Hackel indicated that our 
military policy affects our ROTC and our policy reflects the national 
policy so if the policy is changed in ROTC at MSU it must reflect the 
national policy. Vickery indicated that MSU administration and faculty 
must strongly reject the attempts by special interest groups to pass a 
social and political agenda. 

Pallas remarked that the status guo was also a reflection of a political 
agenda and that the classroom environment should be free from anxiety 
for all students. Johnson indicated that these are only recommendations 
from the Task Force and these still have to go through the governance 
system and that we have expressed our views on the report in today's 
discussion. Appendix B of the Task Force contains the Work Group 
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recommendations cross-referenced to the Task Force recommendations. 
Spees indicated the curriculum issues in the Work Group section are on 
pages 147, 148 and 148 for recommendations 17, 19 and 20, respectively. 

Steidle indicated there was a longer report which catalogs some of the 
overt discrimination against gay/bi/lesbians. She remarked that the 
task force report contains a set of recommendations from a particular 
study group and this study group was created to prevent violence and 
discrimination against gays and lesbians. The members of the Task Force 
represented a number of broad interests. The response of the Governance 
Committees to the document serves as advice to the Provost. The Provost 
may set up other working groups to implement some of the recommendations 
and the report is not voted on as a whole. Since a report such as this 
is so all inclusive, it obviously attracts opposition to it. 

3. Minutes. The minutes of Feb. 25, 1993 were reviewed and edited by 
Interim Provost Simon since she was the major speaker on Budget Update 
at the Feb. 25 meeting. Steidle indicated the substance of the minutes 
was not changed. However, Pallas stated that, in the future, when 
minutes are reviewed in such a manner, that they should be returned for 
review by the Secretary before distribution to the Committee. Steidle 
responded that she had no objection to this. Johnson mentioned a 
previous incident when the former Provost attached a rebuttal to UCAP 
minutes and circulated them without referring the rebuttal back to the 
Committee and he thought that this should not occur again. The minutes 
of Feb. 25 were passed. 

4. Chairperson's Comments. Spees reported that Academic Council met on 
March 16 and approved the MSU Anti-Discrimination Policy and the 
Procedures of the Anti-Discrimination Judicial Board documents as 
amended. The President spoke on the excellent job MSU is doing and 
indicated the scientific misconduct issue is still being investigated 
and that they are waiting to hear from NIH. Hackel stated that NIH is 
waiting to hear from him. Spees indicated that he needed a subcommittee 
to evaluate the issue of what goes into the APP&R document and provide 
advice to the administration. Pallas and Johnson volunteered to be 
members of this subcommittee. 

5. Assistant Provost's Comments. Steidle updated the Committee on the 
activities of the Committee on Improvement and Evaluation of Teaching. 
The Committee has prepared a set of surveys to be sent to all Dept. 
chairs and School Directors to explore what modes of evaluation of 
teaching are being done on campus and what the units are doing to 
promote instructional improvement. Are there elements of teaching that 
go beyond the classroom and how does one evaluate these? For example, 
curriculum development would come under such a category. The Committee 
is also attempting to get more on-campus recognition for excellence in 
teaching through awards and activities which highlight people for their 
contributions to the classroom. The orientation program for 
International Teaching Assistants (TA's) has been in place for five or 
six years. In 1992-1993, it was expanded to include domestic TA's. 

6. Report of UAPPAC. Steidle indicated this was discussed previously by 
Schemmel and Strommen but members wanted a longer time to review the 
documents. Hackel had run it through his college and indicated the 
College of Human Medicine was already doing this and possibly the 
University was doing some of this for the North Central Association. 
However, Steidle stated that, although we are currently doing some of 
these things, we need a more systematic approach to be in compliance 
with the North Central requirement for assessment. Some Departments and 
Colleges are doing a great deal in this area and have assessment 
mechanisms built into several programs, whereas others are doing very 
little. Johnson stated that he firmly supported the thrust of the first 
four guidelines on pg. 2 of the document and that the first guideline 
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which reads, "Assessment programs for student educational outcomes 
should be designed to improve program effectiveness" should be the 
guiding principle of the document. With the extensive administrative 
budget cuts, the University should make explicit which programs they are 
going to support and which ones to cut. With every new program, there's 
an exponential increase in cost. Durr indicated that they had little of 
what this document asks for currently in place. Steidle remarked that 
with making the assessment program more formal, it is possible for 
colleges/departments to become aware of the resources available across 
campus in order to develop their own assessment strategies. 

University Graduate Council/UCAP statement on relatives and academic 
relationships. The previously revised statement currently reads, "The 
University Graduate Council recommends that Academic Council adopt a 
policy that prohibits any faculty member from serving as a member of a 
relative's graduate committee or as a member of a relative'S honor's 
thesis, master's degree, or doctoral dissertation committee." Spees 
added "or directly assigning a grade to a relative enrolled in their 
class". Johnson cited cases where there was a positive effect to the 
student when relatives were on committees. Furthermore, this statement 
may impinge upon a student being able to take a class he/she wishes to 
take. Steidle stated that one should not have a relative in a direct 
subordinate relationship. Johnson thought the wording should be less 
absolute than that implied by the use of the word, 'prohibit'. Pallas 
suggested that the document should be amended to make it possible "with 
the prior approval of the appropriate administrator." For purposes of 
clarification, "appropriate administrator" was defined as the 
administrator at the basic unit level; if that posed a question of 
conflict of interest, the decision moved to the next level. The motion 
to approve the amended statement passed. 

Around the Table. Hackel stated that the scientific misconduct issue 
at this time is doing a great deal of harm from a public viewpoint and 
makes it difficult for the University to recruit faculty and good 
graduate students. 

Submitted by 

Rachel Schemmel 
Pro-tern Secretary 
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Present: 

Absent: 

Others: 

DRAFT 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

Minutes of the Meeting 
April 8, 1993 

Steven Spees, J. David Johnson, Lonnie C. Eiland, Rachel Schemmel, Aaron Pallas, 
Dixie Durr, Ellen Strommen, Emanuel Hackel, Heidi Zimmer, Werner G. Bergen, Carla 
L. Barnes 

Alan Reiter, Shawnee Vickery, J.B. Dalley, Arlene Sierra, K. Jayaraman, Stanley 
Gulley, Amy Larson, Corey Alguire, Richard Evans 

Barbara C. Steidle, Provost's Office 

The meeting was called to order at 10:26 a.m. 

The agenda was approved and minutes of March 11 and 26, 1993 were approved after corrections. 

Chair's Comments and Report on Governance Activities: Chairperson Spees reported that Academic 
Council failed to achieve a quorum, the report by UCC was postponed. The report of the Athletics 
Council was challenged by Professor Fox. The Steering Committee announced that newly elected 
members are Professors Wagner (1), Yokoyama (1) and McDonough. Other action, the Executive 
Committee of Academic Council met with the VP and Assistant Vice President for Research, Executive 
Committee passed UCC report (requests by the School of Music as approved by UCAP were approved 
in that report). The Provost enumerated a number of issues that need thought and analysis by the 
governance system and administration. Primary among these were duplication of courses and 
coherence and quality of undergraduate program--especially programs for first-year students. Other 
issues relate to embedded prerequisites and 2-, 3- and 4-credit courses. Finally, Chair asked outgoing 
UCAP members (Bergen, Schemmel and Strommen) to serve as nominating committee for UCAP 
officers for 1993-94. The next meeting is scheduled for April 22, 1993 with a further meeting 
(tentatively) on May 6, 1993 to conclude the academic year. 

Comments by Assistant Provost Steidle: Professor Steidle reiterated that her unit has been dealing 
with curricular matters such as duplication of courses for some time. A cI~ar path of action has not 
been identified; this pertains especially to duplication of causes within a MAU (e.g., college). An 
important decision is how soon after semester conversion should problems be address~d and fixed or 
how do we look at these issues. Professor Steidle believed that the first year of conversion should go 
through, then step back and examine the whole process. She added that quick fixes don't always 
achieve desired long-term results. Professor Steidle reported that she has visited other campuses 
involved in semester conversion and has asked for reaction of students. 

The issue of first-year (freshman) experiences: We appear to be faced with a general decline in 
number of lower division courses; this problem may be complicated by explicit layering on of 
prerequisites. [While completion of prerequisites will likely enable students to be better prepared. too 
many prerequisites may also result in decline of enrollments in many upper level courses.) As far as 
freshmen are concerned, the overall offering is more limiting. During the first semester (Fall 1992) 85°_ 
of first-year students took math, 50% took ATL and a large group took integrated studies (ISS). Most 
students were in large enrollment classes. The problem for first-year students appears to be a 
lessened ability to sample various offerings in numerous fields of study; often students cannot take 
certain courses in an area unless they declare a major. All too often, however, these students are 
really not set on any major and will likely change their major in the future. Any reestablishment of mort' 
or better or smaller class size course offerings at the lower level will take time; the Assistant Provost 
believed it may take as much as a four-year shakedown period to resolve these issues. Graduate 
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course offerings have increased to 101% (compared to before conversion) and not down 33%. We 
seem to have a large increase in faculty fields of expertise specialty courses. Thus, overall at MSU 
there is an increase in higher level courses with low enrollments and fewer lower level courses with 
huge class sizes. 

Comments: Professor Johnson felt that duplication isn't all bad; it provides a measure of quality control 
and it gives students a choice. Professor Steidle noted that if there is demand for duplicate courses 
with good enrollments in each separate course, one really can't call that duplication. Professor Eiland 
stated that students typically early in their studies are very undecided, even when it comes to just major 
preferences of study. He felt that a return to a more flexible system is necessary. Professor Hackel 
stated that flexibility MSU had in the past has surely been lost. Ms. Zimmer indicated that students 
change their minds on majors frequently. 

APP&R Process: The subcommittee of Professors Johnson, Pallas and Spees on the APP&R process 
presented three motions to the committee for action. (Motions listed below. Italicized portions signify 
amendment to original motion.) 

1. UCAP should be consulted before policy guidelines are incorporated in the Academic Program 
Planning & Review communication formats which relate to and/or affect its bylaw 
responsibilities (e.g., grading policy, establishment, disbandment, or merger of undergraduate 
and professional academic programs, curriculum revision, methods of instruction, evaluation of 
instruction, advising and/or counseling, admissions and retention, financial aid, the use and 
distribution of educational and research resources, and research development). 

2. 

3. 

UCAP should be informed in a timely manner when budgetary decisions are made within the 
APP&R process which will eventually lead to the disbandment of an academic program. 

UCAP should receive a report from the Provost's Office at the conclusion of the annual APP&R 
process which summarizes the cross unit consequences of planning decisions and which 
summarizes the planning decisions which resulted from policy guidelines related to its area of 
responsibilities incorporated within the APP&R. 

Background to motions: Subcommittee reviewed the whole domain of the process. Section 1 e 
(APP&R) guideline puts Unit on the spot on how to spend its resources; thus, motion 1. Changes in 
budgets, depleting resources and not replacing faculty via the APP&R process may make unit 
disbandment self fulfilling. Motion 2 addresses this problem. Motion 3 addresses cross unit 
consequences of decisions in the APP&R process that are part of UCAP's bylaw responsibility. 

Professor Johnson moved motion 1, seconded, approved. Motion 2 was then moved, seconded, 
amended and approved. Finally, motion 3 was approved. The report called for in motion 3 to UCAP 
should come from the Provost's Office (Office of Planning and Budgets). 

OwnerShip of Data Issue: Chair Spees related that the issue was discussed by the Executive 
Committee of Academic Council. President circulated letter saying he will take no action or make any 
comments until NIH acts; VP for Research indicated this whole situation was not simple. Professor 
Hackel spoke for the Committee of Concerned Faculty (originally concerned with the Professor 
Williams' case) and recounted his comments to UCAP. Professor Hackel reviewed again the whole 
affair for UCAP including meetings with President DiBiaggio, VP for Research and Provost Scott. First. 
there is no question on data ownership; data belongs to the University. At issue is who controls the 
data; typically this has always been the PI or Co-PI; in fact, on relevant paperwork, the University signs 
over responsibility of data to the PI. Briefly, the Williams' case and difficulties surrounding this issue 
appear to have another origin. It was Professor Hackel's considered opinion that all action by the MSU 
administration was based on perceived legal problems and potential lawsuits. Thus, all official 
administration effusions obfuscated the real issue and the role of the PI in the area of control over data 
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was modified by President DiBiaggio. Faculty do not like this new interpretation; there has been a call 
back to the traditional position. Problem is that MSU has good guidelines and procedures to resolve 
this case, but at every level, the administration appears to have disregarded reports or actions of 
grievance committee. As of April 7, 1993, there is no resolution--administration is still concerned about 
possible litigation. 

UCAP has a role in process; there is a call to get the old, accepted policy back. Professor Spees to 
transmit UCAP comment to Executive Committee. 

Comments by UCAP: Professor Johnson felt this case is probably not a real First Amendment issue, 
but once lawyers get involved, emphasis will be placed on avoiding lawsuits. Professor Strommen 
asked how junior members of a research group are protected. The normal route/procedure is to go to 
the unit chair; utilize internal grievance procedures, etc. General thought: many large multiple Co-PI 
grants have a clause detailing who does what, who published what, etc. to resolve all issues 
beforehand. COGS was to work on this issue; could not reach a quorum at last meeting. 

Chair Spees read in part from the policy on publication: University retains right of publication; any 
restriction on this right is incompatible with the basic concept of an educational institution. Any 
exemption to this concept, such as items for national defense or contractual agreements between 
funding agencies and PI (Co-PI) must be clearly defined and agreed to. In any case, PI to put forth 
best effort to get job done insuring research quality and proper publication. Professor Hackel 
mentioned that if there is a problem however, the University is the custodian of the data--the resolution 
of such problems should be available and not confidential. Professor Durr felt that once lawyers get 
involved chances for an official public record are slim. General consensus: Central administration 
should have listened to the faculty and grievance committees, etc. and not its lawyers. 

Round Table: Professor Hackel indicated that the Mishkin report (Williams' case) for which MSU paid 
dearly is being squelched; this is affecting faculty and graduate student recruiting. This report should 
be released to all. Professor Hackel then moved (under the provision in the bylaws of UCAP 
responsibility in research policy matters) that the Mishkin report be made public if research interests of 
MSU are to be advanced. Seconded and passed. Professor Johnson moved that UCAP should be in 
the loop on issues such as the Mishkin report (Bylaws give UCAP responsibility to keep faculty 
informed on research policy issues). Motion was seconded and approved. 

UCAP adjourned on motion at 11 :51 a.m. 

Submitted by, 

Werner G. Bergen 
Pro-tem Secretary 4-8-93 

UCAP4.8 
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Approved 5/6/93 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC POLICY 

.aating or Apri1 22, 1993 

Present: Emanuel Hackel, Werner Berqen, Heidi Zimmer, Alan 
Reiter, Lonnie Eiland, James Dalley, stephen Spees, 
Rachel Schemmel, Ellen Strommen 

In the absence of a quorum there could not be an official 
meeting. 

Chairpersons comments: 

There will be a U.C.A.P. meetinq Hay 6. Provost Simon wil.l. 
attend to discuss committee relevant issues from APP&R 
document. It was noted that the ones after the names 
Yokoyama and Wagner in the first paraqraph were letter "Is" 
to indicate incumbent. 
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AGENDA 
University Committee on Academic Policy 

Meeting of Thursday, May 6, 1993 
10:15 a.m., Board Room, Administration Building 

(Both 1992-93 and 1993-94 members should plan to arrive at 10: 15 a.m.) 

1. APP&R Procedures - Interim Provost Lou Anna Kimsey Simon 

2. Approval of Agenda 

3. Minutes of the April 8, 1993 and April 22, 1993 meetings 

4. Chairperson's Comments 

5. Assistant Provost's Comments 

6. "Foreign" Student designation (Attachment) 

7. University Graduate Council/UCAP Statement on Relatives and Academic 
Relationships - Chairperson Steven Spees 

8. Round Table 

AGENDA (UCAP Members 1993-94) 

1. Approval of Agenda 

2. Elections: Chairperson 
Vice Chairperson 
Secretary 
Second Representative to Academic Council 
Representative to Military Education Advisory Committee 

3. Chairperson's Comments 

4. Assistant Provost's Comments 

Please phone or E-mail Joanne Corcos (3-5380) if you ca~not be present. 

UCAP.agd 
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