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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

September 7, 1995 

Approved 9-21-95 

Present: Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Russ Erickson, Richard Evans, Ron Fisher, 
Peter Lappan, James Lucas, Roger Moiles, Aaron Pallas, James Render, Rachel 
Schiffman, Sandi Smith, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:22 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of April 27, 1995 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: 

5. 

6. 

Chairperson Schiffman made a few brief remarks about the general w?rk of the Committee. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Assistant Provost Steidle reported that enrollment figures for the Fall Semester are being finalized. 
Also, the new Teaching Assistants handbook is now available in "looseleaf' form, to make it 
easier to incorporate changes from time to time without having to reprint the entire handbook. 

Early Warning System for Freshmen: 

Assistant Provost Steidle described the "Early Warning System" as a means to alert freshmen at 
mid-semester about serious academic difficulties in a basic set of freshmen courses reinforcing the 
usual information available to them. The basic idea is to inform freshmen vhi an electronic mail 
message if they are in danger of a sub par grade in a specific course, possibly even suggesting 
some ways to improve the quality of their work. Records of these "warnings" would be made 
available to the Registrar's Office, with the possibility that UUD might become involved in the 
cases of students who receive warnings in more than one course. Two other options are available 
as well: adaptations from GRADER or a modified academic progress report. This system is to 
be initiated this semester, with courses taken by large numbers of freshmen as the targeted 
courses. The implementation system may vary from department to department. 

Discussion of the Early Warning System (EWS) mostly concerned its necessity and its potential 
effectiveness. Adam Stacey commented that students already have more than enough information 
to assess their standing in a course, and that an EWS probably would not change student behavior 
very much. There were other opinions expressing doubts about the need for an EWS, and some 
concern that it would not make enough difference in student performance to justify the additional 
work in implementing it. Barbara Steidle said that the effectiveness of an EWS will be evaluated 
once it is in place. She said that the basic expectation of such a system is that it will be of help ! 

to students who are either confused about how the university works or those who are .. 
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conscientious but "on the margin" in some of their courses. The use of electronic mail hopefully/ 
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will convey the message in a private yet personal way. Sancti Smith reported that she had tried an 
EWS informally last year using the telephone. and that student reaction was not all positive. Ron 
Fisher suggested that the faculty teaching the targeted courses should become involved in the 
planning of the EWS. He pointed out that information on student performance is often spread 
among the professor and teaching assistants, so that one person often does not have all of the 
information available on short notice in the middle of a semester. Also entering into the 
discussion was a suggestion that a more effective way to improve student academic performance 
would be through positive "peer pressure," although no specific suggestions were put forth. 

7. Notetaking Services: 

The Committee ctiscussed this subject last year, and Barbara Steidle gave a report of recent 
developments. MSU has in place regulations dealing with student notetakers assistant outside 
companies by taking class notes for purposes of resale. Unfortunately, MSU has few means to. 
force "outside" companies to comply with MSU's "internal" regulations. Services which take 
notes at lectures and offer them for sale have become very aggressive in the last few years, often 
acting contrary to MSU's regulations and sometimes even placing a copyright on the notes they 
offer for sale. This sometimes conflicts with a professor's right to hislher own work and to other 
commercial copyrights. Internal steps, such as encouraging professors to indicate a copyright on 
handouts, diagrams, and other work which cannot be claimed to be already in the public domain, 
have been pursued. Other steps, which may involve formal legal proceedings, are under 
consideration. It was emphasized that MSU's concern here applies only to "for sale" notes, and 
not to a few students obtaining some basic information about a course by consulting other 
students' notes where there is no business arrangement, nor to faculty distribution of their notes. 

8. Graduation With Honor/High Honor: 

The Committee reviewed the data since 1964-65 indicating the percent of students graduating with 
Honor and High Honor. Although the percent has been rising slowly in the last few years, the 
numbers seem to be reasonable relative to histOriC patterns and there was no enthusiasm to 
propose any changes in the standards needed for Honor (3.40) or High Honor (3.70) at the present 
time. By default, the current standards are retained. 

9. Roundtable 

This constituted a ctiscussion of some areas that the Committee may become involved this year. 
Most of these items were listed on the meeting agenda as "Potential Agenda Items" for future 
meetings. 

A. Semester Transition Evaluation: This has several aspects. 

Student progress towards a degree: The semester changeover could possibly have an effect 
on the average time it takes students to graduate. Departments need to be alert to the 
impact of prerequisites and patterns of course offerings on students' ability to complete 
major requirements. Related to this is the rate at which students are satisfying the various 
requirements implemented with the semester changeover. Assistant Provost Steidle 
reported that the data available for the class entering MSU in Fall 1993 indicates that only 
about half have met the Mathematics requirement for graduation to date. TIlls data is 
subject to revision, as there are many ways to satisfy the Mathematics requirement and not 
all are immediately verifiable by examining the transcript, but the indication is that there 
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may be a large number of students who are putting it off until the "last minute," and this 
situation often causes problems both for the student and the "system." There is a parallel ( -
concern about students satisfying Integrative Studies requirements. Advisors are being 
alerted to the need to encourage students to complete requirements. 

Departmental evaluation of program changes: Many departments made more than cosmetic 
adjustments in degree requirements for the semester changeover, and there may be a need 
to review some of these. There may also be a need to review requirements to see if there 
are actually "hidden requirements"--courses not formally listed as requirements but which 
become, in practice, pre-requisite courses for those courses listed as fonnal requirements. 

Student learning outcomes: The process of studying student learning "outcomes" is being 
done in conjunction with the accreditation of the University. These "outcomes" give way 
to review requirements for graduation. The specific "outcomes" studied, and how they are 
evaluated will vary by department, but some type of assessment is expected from all. 

Annual enrollment: Annual enrollment is being assessed as to its impacts throughout the 
University. Annual Enrollment is to be considered as a three-year experiment UCAP may 
become involved with Annual Enrollment at various times throughout the next few years. 

B. APP&R: UCAP looked at this process last year, including a discussion with the Provost. 
Martha Hesse, Assistant Provost for Long Range Planning, will visit UCAP during this year to 
report on developments in APP&R and to get input from the Committee. Sandi Smith and Jim 
Lucas expressed concern over the potential impact of expansion of the APP&R activities. 
APP&R will be a continuing item on UCAP's agenda this year. 

C. Procedures for allegations of misconduct in scholarship: UCAP can expect to see a new 
document on this topic this Fall. The document we reviewed last spring was an interim 
procedures document which expires in December. The committee handling the development of 
this document will be issuing a revised set of proposals. This will be a concern for the 
Committee this year. 

D. International studies review: This was looked at briefly by UCAP last year, and will be 
revisited this year. Since much of this document is not in the mainstream of UCAP's 
responsibilities, this should not become a major item for UCAP this year. 

E. Academic climate: The academic environment of the University has been a major concern 
throughout the University for the past few years. The Pew Charitable Trust has named MSU as 
a participant in national discussions it is sponsoring on general academic climate issues. A 
teleconference is being scheduled on academic honesty and dishonesty, which are related to this 
issue. UCAP will be kept informed about continuing University programs in this area through 
Assistant Provost Steidle's office and Donald Straney, who will coordinate the Round Table. 

F. CQI activities: CQI (Continuous Quality Improvement) is a new management tool which 
many corporations have adopted. Ford has developed an initiative in partnership with the 
University to look at CQI in many areas, including University programs such as Engineering. 
Ford would like to see the concept spread at universities. UCAP can expect periodiC updates on 
MSU's activities relative to CQI. 
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G. Review of Academic Governance: This will be a major effort this year. The review will, 
among other things, examine committee structures, functions, and responsibilities, including 
those of UCAP. This topic will be a major item for UCAP this year. 

H. Special Awards Ceremony: Joe Chartkoff proposed the development of new ways to 
honor outstanding students and educators. A memo outlining the proposal was distributed at 
today's meeting. This proposal was not listed on today's meeting agenda. UCAP will take up 
this proposal later in the year. 

I. Degree auditing: Barbara Steidle described the status of program development to audit 
student transcripts to determine, before and at graduation, whether requirements for a degree 
have been satisfied. Such audits would be computer based. The· system was recommended as 
part of SIS but was not developed as part of the Original system. The program is now being 
developed. In addition to certifying the fulfillment of degree criteria, the system would allow, 
for example, letting a student who was considering changing majors know how current 
coursework would apply and what further coursework would be required. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :59 a.m. 

UCAP9.7 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

September 21, 1995 

Approved 10-19-95 

Present: Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Russ Erickson, Richard Evans, Ron Fisher, Nathan 
Harris, Peter Lappan, James Lucas, Roger MoUes, Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schiffman, 
Sandi Smith, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The meeting was called to order at 10:21 a.m. 

The agenda was approved as presented. 

The minutes of the meeting of September 7, 1995, were approved as presented. 

Comments from the Chairperson: 

Plans for use of the $10 million technology appropriation from the State were outlined. This 
money is intended to be used to improve teaching and learning. $5 million is earmarked to 
increase computer capacity, and smaller amounts are devoted to teaching support, classroom 
technology, and laboratory and teaching equipment. Approximately $1 million will be available 
to units for faculty computers on a competitive proposal basis, which will require units to match 
these funds with existing resources. The full planning document has been distributed to all 
colleges and units. Chairperson Schiffman also gave a very brief rationale for today's agenda. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Some of the current proposals in Congress relative to federal student aid programs, such as 
removal of the interest subsidy, if enacted, may have significant impact on undergraduates. (Some 
changes in graduate federal aid programs have already been enacted.) There IS even a proposal to 
levy a fee on universities at the rate of 2 per cent of their total student loans. The motivation for 
these proposals is to reduce the federal budget deficit. Those who think these actions may be 
harmful to the University should consider contacting their congressional representative and 
senators to indicate their opposition. 

Deletion of Approval of Thematic Programs: 

All current "Thematic Programs" have been made into "Specialization in ... " programs (for 
example, "Specialization in Film Studies"). There are currently no "Thematic Programs" in 
existence, but University regulations still allow for them. The proposal is to remove the 
authorization for "Thematic Programs." A newly proposed program may still be approved as a 
"Specialization in ... " program. (Completion of the requirements of a "Specialization in ... " program 
is noted on the student's transcript.) Apparently, records of numbers of students completing 
"Specialization in ... " programs are incomplete since these are not coded and students may not 
necessarily come from a predictable major. The proposal to delete the approval of Thematic 
Programs was passed with no one opposed. It was noted that no students would be adversely 
affected. 
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7. Review of Grade Trends: 

The basic data about grades, arranged by college, was provided to Committee members prior to 
the meeting. A correction (from "0.0" to "2.92") to the average grade for Human Ecology 
undergraduates in 1995 was noted, and it was remarked that the highest GPA for Masters level 
students, listed at "4.05" was suspicious but possible as a long-range carryover from the time 
when the University used a "4.5" grade. Barbara Steidle noted that the grades provided were from 
spring terms, and these tended to be slightly higher than the fall term grades. Basic grade 
information is automatically sent to colleges. It was decided to send the data on the distribution 
of grades by college (the third page of the data provided) to individual departments, per UCAP's 
recommendation last year. There was nothing in the data from 1995 which suggested the need for 
any action beyond review. 

8. Chartkoff Proposal: Student and Faculty Recognition: 

The motivation for this proposal was given in a handout to the Committee at its September 7 
meeting. The proposal, which at this time is lacking in specific details, calls for a ceremony to 
recognize outstanding students (primarily undergraduates) based on academic performance and 
faculty based on instructional excellence. The proposal was inspired by the ceremony surrounding 
the Angell awards at the University of Michigan. 

The discussion of the proposal took several directions. There was some suggestion that the 
proposal, when it becomes more specific, might appropriately be reviewed by the Student Affairs 
Committee as well as UCAP, and possibly even by the Faculty Affairs Committee. It was noted 
that there already exist a number of such ceremonies at MSU, such as the Distinguished Faculty 
Awards ceremony, the Phi Beta Kappa induction ceremony, as well as other such ceremonies ( 
sponsored by various academic units. It was noted that the Distinguished Faculty Awards are 
awards primarily determined by research accomplishment, although there is a teaching component 
to the awards. What this proposal envisions is faculty being recognized solely for teaching 
excellence. The various award ceremonies conducted by academic units rarely generate publicity 
beyond these units, and recognition by the University community at large is a part of this 
proposal. A basic question is how the proposed ceremony would relate to the existing 
ceremonies, if at all. It was also suggested that it might be wise to investigate how some other 
universities have organized such ceremonies. Joe Chartkoff suggested that a working group might 
be able to generate some specific "trial" proposals for UCAP to discuss. Ron Fisher, Adam 
Stacey, Nathan Harris, and Joe Chartkoff volunteered for this working group. 

9. CQI 

This was briefly discussed in the context of the Review of Academic Governance, but there was 
uncertainty whether it had a real role to play there. (See below.) 

10. Review of Academic Governance: 

The Steering Committee of the Academic Council has a review of the academic governance 
system on its agenda for the near future. The administration and many faculty would like 
academic governance to be more efficient, and to act and react more quickly. The semester 
system has made the system somewhat less efficient, in that there is dead "start up" time each 
year which, under the semester calendar, allows less time for the business of Academic 
Governance. Ron Fisher reported that it is his sense that specific items under consideration are ( 
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the role, number, and size of committees. The interplay between cOmmittees is also an item for 
review. Joe Darden suggested separating the discussion of efficiency from the discussion of 
co mmi tree respo nsi biB ties. 

There was a brief discussion of CQI as a means to review the academic governance system, but It 
was not clear that CQI has a role to play in this context. 

Ron Fisher said that the relationship between UCAP, UGC, and UCC (University Curriculum 
Committee) is blurred, and that it might make sense to combine these three into a single 
committee, or possibly re-organize them into separate committees, one dealing with undergraduaI.C 
curriculum and academic policies, and the other dealing with graduate curriculum and academic 
policies. Questions were raised about whether graduate and undergraduate curriculum matters 
should be separated. At present, UCAP deals with "policy" while UCC deals with "curriculum." 
Should these two matters be kept separate? Richard Evans asked whether consideration of 
"methods of instruction" would be curriculum or policy? Would questions about grading be 
considered part of a revised "Curriculum" committee's responsibilities? Would any streamlining 
of committees, with fewer committees having more responsibilities per committee, lead to 
overworked committees and committee personnel? A related question is how to represent variouU 
constituencies (for example, the research aspects of the University) ina streamlined system. 

Another aspect of the discussion concerned the directed responsibilities and influence of 
committees in general, and UCAP in particular. Sandi Smith asked what makes UCAP unique. 
Joe Darden pointed out that officially the only "delegated responsibility" of UCAP is given by 
Bylaw 4.5.3 which gives UCAP authority on grading policy. All other responsibilities are 
described in the Bylaws as either "consult" or "advise." In practice, UCAP has normally been a 
committee which reacts to proposals or situations originating elsewhere, either in academic 
governance, the administration, or some other component of the University. Some of the issues 
raised are difficult to anticipate by Bylaw classification. It was felt that the source of the issues IJ} 

which UCAP reacts is not as important as the fact that UCAP serves a valuable function to these 
sources and the University as a whole. 

It was suggested that UCAP would probably be the committee most easily eliminated from the 
governance system. Adam Stacey suggested that the burden of proof for any 'changes in the 
committee structure should fall on those proposing the changes. 

Russ Erickson suggested that UCAP should be given more "delegated authority" in the Bylaws, 
but the discussion of this seemed to say that there could be only so much "delegated authority" 
and that any additional such authority given to UCAP would have to be given up by some other 
unit of governance system. Ron Fisher suggested that "delegated authority" is somewhat 
deceiving and that the real authority is based in the Academic Council which often "delegates" thE: 

authority but still reserves a final say. There was some agreement that there should be a 
committee whose function would include reviewing many items periodically, such as grading 
policy, student dismissal, overall entrance and graduation requirements, etc. 

Richard Evans recalled that discussions about revising academic governance had taken place in tN', 
not too distant past (say, about five years ago) and that some proposals were formulated at that 
time. It could be useful to have available a summary of those discussions, 

Review of Academic Governance will be a continuing item for UCAP, 
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11. North Central Accreditation: 

A first draft of the accreditation report is now available. UCAP has been asked to look at this 
draft with an eye to its accuracy and also to react to the section involving "plans for 
improvement." The draft is quite lengthy, and it was decided that a subcommittee consisting of 
Rachel Schiffman, Aaron Pallas, and Peter Lappan would look at appropriate sections of the draft 
to determine what parts of it should be referred to UCAP as a whole. 

12. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :46 a.m. 

UCAP9.21 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

October 19, 1995 

Approved Il-2-95 

Present: Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Nathan Harris, Peter 
Lappan, D. J. Lincoln, Roger Moiles, Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schiffman, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:22 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of September 21 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: Rachel Schiffman commented that cancellation of the UCAP 
meeting scheduled for October 5 was the result of a "quiet time" in academic governance, and the 
number and importance of items available for an agenda at that point were not enough to justify a 
meeting. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle described how program review of integrative Studies will proceed. The program 
reviews were set for this academic year at the time when the University adopted Integrative 
Studies during the semester transition. The review will involve self-studies by the Centers, with 
some participation from University-level governance. Three areas are involved: Arts and 
Humanities; Biological and Physical Sciences; and Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences. In 
addition to the unit advisory committee members, UCAP is asked to provide faculty representation 
for each of the Centers teams; Academic Assembly is asked to provide student representation. As 
a number of faculty representatives were absent at the meeting, it was decided to issue a call for 
volunteers. In the absence of volunteers, persuasion will be employed. The program review 
processes will involve some review of the courses in each area, review of student evaluations, use 
of focus groups of faculty and advisors, and some assessment of student learning outcomes for the 
flrst-Ievel courses. A report on the program reviews will be shared with governance. Early drafts 
of the reviews will also be available to the NCA accreditation team. There will also be a review 
of University-level Tier I writing; procedures for this will be somewhat different. Upon 
completion of these reviews, further efforts will be made to develop an overall assessment 
mechanism for Integrative Studies and writing-across-the-curriculum student learning outcomes. 

6. Response to NCA Report: 

Portions of the University's draft of the North Central Association Accreditation Report have been 
reviewed by a subcommittee consisting of Rachel Schiffman, Aaron Pallas, and Peter Lappan. 
This subcommittee was lOOking speciflcally to be sure that UCAP's role in academic governance 

( was accurately portrayed. The actual draft looked at by this committee had many incomplete 
sections. The subcommittee drafted a letter to Dr. P. David Fisher, the Chair of the self-study 
committee, making some suggestions to portray more appropriately the role of UCAP (and some 



other committees, as well) in the report. Copies of the proposed letter were distributed to UCAP 
members before the meeting for their consideration. Joe Darden asked for a clarit1cation of the (_ -
suggestion in the letter related to the Budget Development and Approval Process (described on 
page G-3l of the report). It was explained that the suggestion is not intended to give UCAP more 
authority under the By-laws. UCAP has some consultative role, and the point at issue involves 
both timing and consultation. "Consultation" implies some opportunity to react before a decision 
is made, rather than simply being informed of the decision after the fact. The suggestion is 
intended to clarify UCAP's role in the budgetary process, not to expand it beyond the intent of the 
current By-laws. There were no objections to the letter, so it will be sent to Dr. Fisher as 
UCAP's official response to the NCA report. 

7. Review of Academic Characteristics of Entering Students 

A two-part document describing characteristics of students entering MSU as freshmen in 1994 and 
1995 was distributed to the Committee. The first part of the document consisted of information 
on high school grade point averages, standardized tests (SAT and ACn results, and class 
standings of the students entering MSU in 1994 and 1995. The second part consisted of survey 
information concerning students' expectation, feelings, and past performances, taken from students 
who entered MSU in 1993 and 1994. 

Barbara Steidle called attention to several aspects of the document. The data on the first part is 
relatively stable over time, with very minor changes over periods of several years. The survey 
data on the second part varied more from year to year than it might normally, but some of this 
may be due to differences in the sample because of different administration of the survey. The 
1993 students responded to a mail survey, when some of the information might have been very 
fresh in their minds. For example, if a question involving finances comes up very soon after bills 
have been sent out, such questions may be given more importance by students than at a time 
when money matters are not so much in mind. One change noted is that the students entering in 
1994 expressed considerably more interest in attending medical school than those entering in 
1993. This could have curricular and other implications on the University. It was noted that 
academic expectations may not be realistic in terms of study time anticipated, expectations of 
success in courses, changes in majors, and time to degree, to list a few. Nathan Harris 
commented that his observations at student orientations confirm this extreme overconfidence in 
entering students about academics at the University. Barbara Steidle mentioned that some 
questions asked in previous years were not asked this year, such as if the student expected to need 
some form of remediation in mathematics or in writing, and these questions gave contradictory 
results when students who said they needed remediation also rated themselves in the top 10 
percent of students. (In the present survey, 74 percent of students entering in 1994 rated 
themselves in the top 10 percent academically!) It was noted that the percentage of students who 
"expect to be satisfied with college" is disappointingly low (60 percent in 1993 and 45 percent in 
1994), and should cause us to think about the possible implications. 

A question was raised about the situation where more students want off-campus jobs, leaving 
many campus jobs unfilled. It was noted that there are more on-campus jobs available, as well as 
more off-campus jobs. Nathan Harris noted that jobs in the residence halls seem to be very 
popular, both because of convenience and the other people involved. Barbara Steidle suggested 
that on-campus jobs seem to be a significant factor in student retention, in that students working 
on-campus tend to associate more with the institution and are in contact with people who are more 
supportive of this environment. 
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These surveys were resumed in 1993 after a long hiatus. so survey information about classes 
before 1993 is not available. (The gpa. test scores. etc. data is available for all recent years.) 

Some follow-up surveys. involving these same students at a later stage. are planned for the future. 
Professor Darden suggested that he would Like to see the results of a survey that demonstrated 
whether and how social and political attitudes changed during college years. 

8. Update on the Chartkoff Proposal: 

A subcommittee is working on the proposal. Unfortunately, no comprehensive data about awards 
within the University seems to have been compiled, so the subcommittee is trying to compile its 
own information to be as comprehensive as possible. This information is expected to be ready 
"next month." The subcommittee is also trying to collect information on the practices of 
comparable institutions. The subcommittee at this point has no firm timetable for producing a . 
proposal. 

9. Discussion of the Role of UCAP in Academic Governance: 

Some of the functions of UCAP were enumerated by Rachel Schiffman and Barbara Steidle. 
UCAP has an ongoing role in dealing with admissions, transfer students, life-long education, 
attendance policy, assessment plans, grading policy, and final exam policies, among others. It has 
had ad hoc roles in the formulation of many other policies. UCAP plays an important role as a 
consultative and reviewing body for initiating changes in policies. 

The discussion pointed out that, in the overall committee structure, there is a need for a committee 
with both flexibility and the freedom to allow wide-ranging discussion. Also, there is value to 
broad participation. Both of these points, and the fact that many other committees have specific 
charges which use up the available time, argue that a substantial reduction of either the number or 
size of committees would not be desirable. 

It was pointed out that UCAP needs to be prepared to make recommendations if changes are 
mandated, but it is difficult to be too specific at this time without knowing what types of changes 
may be recommended by other sources. (Of course, UCAP can initiate its own recommendations.) 
Two questions to look at involve if and how the existing committees overlap in their 
responsibilities, and how to get the faculty as a whole involved in policy issues. 

This discussion is a continuing process. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :27 a.m. 

UCAPlO.19 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 2, 1995 

Approved 11-16-95 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Richard Evans, Ron 
Fisher, Peter Lappan, D.l. Lincoln, Aaron Pallas, Marty Richey, Rachel Schiffman, 
Sandi Smith, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost; Martha L. Hesse, Senior Presidential Adviser for 
Planning and Budgeting & Assistant Provost; Sandra Gleason, Planning Director, 
Office of Planning and Budgets 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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

The agenda was approved as presented. 

The minutes of the meeting of October 19, 1995 were approved as presented. 

Comments from the Chairperson: Rachel Schiffman commented on three items: 

(1) The search for the position of Vice President for Student Affairs is underway. This will be 
an "internal" search. 

(2) A beginning of review of the academic governance system will be made by a small group 
named by the Executive Committee. 

(3) A reply on the grading practices report sent out by UCAP earlier this fall was received from a 
member of the faculty. Barbara Steidle also received a copy of the reply. He has a theory 
linking high school grade inflation with the grades given in the College of Education. This 
reply at least shows that someone is reading the grading practices report. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle reported on efforts within academic governance and the University Curriculum 
Committee both to speed up _the approval of programmatic changes and to institute long term 
procedures which should make the curricular change approvals process more efficient. Since the 
changeover to semesters, the approval of many new or revised programs has been delayed because 
of the volume of submission and the technical problems which have more to do with form than 
substance. The UCC proposes to handle by January all proposals which were proposed in the 
system by October 20, 1995. In examining what has caused delays, five basic problem areas were 
identified. The expedited approval process will involve looking at these areas sooner and taking 
appropriate remedies expeditiously. Longer term, there will be an attempt to apply the CQI 
process to the curricular approval process. Basically, this will come down to identifying the "key" 
persons to deal with whatever problems arise in the process and looking at fundamental questions
-such as what is the nature of the change, and what do the people involved want it to do--very 
early in the process. It may be desirable to have different levels of review look at different 
aspects of the proposals, and not constantly recheck the same things. It needs to be decided 
which types of issues are to be examined within the review process. It is hoped to develop a 
process that will be standard and not dependent on a particular arrangement of committees. (This 
last provision is intended to anticipate possible changes in the academic governance structure.) 



6. Progress Report on the Early Warning System: 

Barbara Steidle gave a preliminary report on the Early Warning System. Ten units, including 
integrative studies units, participated in the Early Warning System. (James Madison, Lyman 
Briggs, and the College of Nursing did not participate directly in the Early Warning System, but 
they each have their own warning systems.) The exact procedures used to notify at risk students 
varied with the unit, as some units had some procedures already in place and, if so, these 
procedures were utilized. A total of 3,470 separate students received "warnings." Of these, 958 
received more than one warning. Seven students received four warnings. A total of 4,584 
warnings (counting multiple warnings to the same student) were issued. (A "warning" was some 
form of a statement that the student was not performing well enough to receive a 2.0 grade as of 
that pOint in the semester.) Although the intent of the Early Warning System was to target first
term freshmen, the system used produced warnings for anyone classified as a freshman. (1bis 
made 8,552 students eligible to receive warnings.) Several students responded to warnings by . 
saying that the warnings were mistakes but, upon inquiry, found them to be genuine. Although 
the Registrar's Office handled the initial student notifications, UUD and the colleges are handling 
most follow-up contacts with the students warned. 

There will be efforts to evaluate the Early Warning System by following up to see what grades 
the students receiving warnings actually end up with in the course, or if the students wind up 
dropping the course. (There is a small possibility that some of the warnings were sent to students 
who had already dropped the courses in question, and there will be an effort to find out the extent 
of this.) 

There may be some unexpected problems with the system as currently set up. It is quite possible 
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that some students who are in the targeted courses and did not receive warnings will ultimately ( 
receive low or failing grades in the course, due to declining quality of work over the rest of the 
semester. There are also a number of courses not targeted by the Early Warning System with 
some freshmen enrollment. 

Ron Fisher pointed out that instructors may not be in a realistic position to assess students near 
the mid-point of the semester, since it is possible that a relatively small proportion of the final 
grade is determined at that pOint. Warnings are based on "perfonnance below the level of 2.0," 
but this may be difficult to determine with the data available in mid-October. 

Sandi Smith has seen about 15 students who received warnings in her courses. They generally 
seemed surprised, and did not seem to understand what is expected of them. Joe Chartkoff noted 
that the conventional "in class" warnings sometimes don't work because some students do not 
come to class to pick up the results of their tests. 

The question was asked if an unexpectedly large number of drops (which might be a result of the 
warnings) might have some adverse effect on the annual enrollment mechanism. 1bis is 
something else to be watched for. Ron Fisher asked about the effects that enrollment errors might 
have, both on the Early Warning System and final grades. At the moment, these effects are 
unclear. 

7. Assessment of Student Outcomes: 

Barbara Steidle emphasized that this assessment is about program perfonnance, not about the 
perfonnance of individual students or courses. Assessments are being administered through ( 
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faculty or the colleges, and the colleges, in turn, are scheduling assessments within units according 
to their advisory processes. The North Central Association requires having assessment plans in 
place as a part of accreditation. Assessment is a national trend, and will eventually encompass all 
programs at all levels. MSU is dealing with programs for undergraduates fIrst, but assessment of 
graduate programs is encouraged and is progressing in some programs. 

Related to assessment is a periodic survey MSU has conducted regarding students who leave MSU 
without completing their programs. These surveys have about a 25 per cent response rate. The 
reasons for leaving MSU are varied, including fInancial problems, uncertainty about goals, 
personal conflicts, and family problems. (There have even been some students who thought they 
had graduated, but had never fIled the appropriate papers to receive their degrees. These 
respondents were provided with the information necessary to apply for graduation. Most of the 
students who cited fInancial problems were not on financial aid while at MSU. Joe Darden asked 
if this nonretention data had been analyzed by gender or other identifIable characteristics. Some 
analysis of this type may be available, but the relatively low response rate would suggest not 
drawing too many conclusions from it. 

8. APP&R Process for 1995-96: 

Martha L. Hesse, Senior Presidential Advisor for Strategic Planning and Budgets and Assistant 
Provost, made a presentation about the APP&R process. She also distributed three documents to 
the Committee titled (1) "Framework and Guiding Principles" (dated February IS, 1994), (2) 
"MULTI Program," dated September 14, 1995), and (3) "Integrating Academic Program Planning 
and Review and the Implementation of the Guiding Principles" (described as a "Discussion 
Draft"). 

There are two overriding considerations to all budget planning at MSU over the next few years: 

(1) the announced cap on tuition, which extends through 1998, effectively limits new resources; 
and 

(2) the Guiding Principles constitute a "mission statement" for the University and, as such, 
influence all decision making. 

The statement that "MSU is a research intensive, land-grant university where people matter" 
frames policy decisions. Here, "research intensive" places MSU as an AAU university with a 
definite research mission. The "land-grant" description influences considerations of access. The 
two overriding considerations above are considered simultaneously in decision making. The 
Provost has contacted units about the implementation of the Guiding Principles, but degree of 
contact and the points emphasized have varied by unit. 

In her presentation, Martha Hesse pointed out and commented on several items among the three 
documents she distributed. In the "MULTI Program" document, on the page titled "Learning 
Productivity," it was pointed out that the "increased learning" item includes increased student 
satisfaction (to be obtained without new resources). On the "Key Concepts" page of that same 
document, the mention of "cycle time" refers to a desire to reduce decision making time. (There 
are aspects of this where there are connections to TQM and CQI). In all of this, the possibility of 
conflicting aims can arise, and this is recognized on the page titled "Tensions." 

On the "Alternative Indicators" page, the item "217 rebuttable presumption" mean~ that, although 
an average teaching load per faculty member of two courses with a total of seven credit hours per 



semester is the University's announced goal, this is intended to be an average and individual units 
may try to make the case that this load is not appropriate as it applies to the mission of the unit. 
This item prompted much discussion. Rachel Schiffman asked about the "denominator" in this 
calculation, that is, who counts as "faculty" and with what weight. The reply was that there are a 
lot of factors involved, and "211" is the starting point of the discussion. It was pOinted out that a 
goal of "reduced class size" is somewhat in conflict with the "211" goal. In fact, "reduced class 
size" may not even be best for the students in some situations. Ron Fisher asked if it was a goal 
that faculty spend more time being involved with undergraduate education. The answer to this 
was an unqualified "yes." Follow up discussion pointed out that more time dealing with 
undergraduate education might mean less time spent on research. Further discussion dealt with 
what would be the outcome of the "211" principle on how resources were distributed, given that 
some units have limited enrollments and other considerations (for example, accreditation) which 
work against increasing student credit hours. Does the general "2/7" mean that other units must 
somehow make up the difference? Will units which already have high undergraduate contact fare 
worse than those without this high undergraduate contact? Will units which cannot possibly attain 
"211" be penalized? The reply was that the answers to these are all unclear but subject to further 
discussion. 

Joe Chartkoff suggested that it would be useful to figure out how to provide resources to 
providers so that they might do most effectively what they are being asked to do. Ron Fisher 
suggested getting faculty involved in the "strategy" of delivering instruction, as opposed to 
administrative pronouncements. Martha Hesse emphasized that models are lacking for many of 
the items under discussion, and that there is a need to look at the "whole" and not necessarily at 
simply the unit level. The President and Provost are meeting with unit faculty, and they will be 
listening as well as gi ving their own perspecti ves. 

Relative to the third document ("Integrating Academic Program Planning, etc.") the seven 
questions in 1 (b) dealing with possible changes over different time periods in the not too distant 
future form much of the present basis for discussion. These discussions are mainly at the college 
level. There will be later rounds of discussion. There is the question of how to process 
"feedback" from these discussions. The President and Provost have met with four colleges to 
date, and conversations have been "constructive." The 1995 APP&R process is approaching its 
final revisions, and these will be shared with units. Large scale organizatiomil change will be 
discussed with chairs and directors. The "output" may be differential expectations by college. It 
was noted that last year's process utilized more involvement with individual departments, whereas 
the current year's process seems aimed more at the college level. Is there a change in philosophy 
going on? It was pointed out that communication between levels is an ongoing problem. This 
makes it very important that the various conversations be accurately interpreted at all stages. 

MSU's participation in the Pew Educational Roundtable was mentioned. The broad question for 
this roundtable is the "covenant between faculty and student." When the Roundtable is finished, 
the University will have to figure out how to deal with the lessons learned. 

Also mentioned was the Ford/MSU CQI all-University projects, which will involve advising, 
enrollment, career advisement and placement, student retention, and academic governance. These 
projects have the goal of determining how CQI fits with these various items and how to 
implement the use of CQI in them. 

( 
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The accreditation document should be completed in February, and this document is linked to the 
planning process, in that both look to the MSU of the future. The APP&R documents are 
scheduled to be filled out by February--not in December as was the case last year. 

The entire APP&R process involves multiple open conversations at many levels, with the idea of 
making the "whole" university better. 

Professor Sandra Gleason, Planning Director, Office of Planning and Budgets, said that the overall 
approach will not be a "cookie cutter" approach, where everything must conform to preset models. 
Good examples of the changes desired can be hard to come by. She suggested two such models 
which involve little or no new resources but increase faculty involvement in undergraduate 
education: (1) redesigned programs which attract additional students to the university, and (2) 
undergraduate seminars which serve as introductions to research in a field by having the faculty in 
a unit explain their own research. Ideas are obviously needed for other ways to get faculty more 
involved with undergraduate education. It is acknowledged that there are good things going on in 
the University which are not generally known, and one object of the current process is to bring 
these out in the open and replicate them, if necessary, in other parts of the University. Dennis 
Banks asked if the role of adviSing was factored in to the workload expected of faculty. He was 
told that it was. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12: 10 p.m. 

UCAPll.2 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 16, 1995 

Approved 1-11-96 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Jenifer Banks, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Ron Fisher, Nathan 
Harris, Peter Lappan, 0.1. Lincoln, Roger Moiles, Aaron Pallas, Marty Riche, Rachel 
Schiffman, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:21 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. (Also, see item 5 below.) 

3. The minutes of the meeting of November 2, 1995 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: 

Rachel Schiffman reported that there will be a proposal relating to University awards for the 
agenda of the next meeting. This proposal will relate to the composition of the committees 
selecting the awardees and also to the number of awards to be given. This proposal is intended to 
go through the academic governance system by January. Although this proposal has some relation 
to the Chartkoff proposal under consideration by UCAP subcommittee, this proposal has a 
somewhat different focus. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

6. 

Barbara Steidle asked that item 8 ("Notetaking for Profit") be deleted from the current agenda, as 
she had nothing new ready for discussion at this point. She also followed up on some comments 
Ron Fisher has made at the previous UCAP meeting to the effect that he had asked the Registrar's 
Office about efforts to reconcile faculty class lists due to "registration errors" :-cases where the 
student, for various reasons, should not have been on a class list--and he had reported the reply 
was to the effect that such errors would be dealt with at the end of the semester. Barbara Steidle 
reported that this response did not accurately represent the Registrar's Office position. The 
Registrar responded that every effort will be made to correct registration errors post haste 
whenever such errors are called to their attention. 

Follow-up to APP&R Discussion: 

Joe Chartkoff and others remarked that discussion of APP&R with the administration was helpful. 
The general feeling was that it is desirable on a regular basis. There will be some attempt to have 
a follow-up discussion during the Spring Semester. Ron Fisher asked if budget allocation 
outcomes from last year's APP&R process have been made available to the Committee, and the 
basic answer to this question seems to be "No." Some infonnation is available within the 
University, but has not been widely distributed. Barbara Steidle commented that, due to lack of 
money for re-allocation purposes, relatively little re-allocation of resources is currently happening. 
There was some discussion of how UCAP might request a report of whatever re-allocation is 
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taking place, and what form such a report might take. It was pointed out that decisions to be 
made during the current year will, of necessity, be based on decisions taken previously, and that, ( 
to take part in a meaningful discussion, UCAP should be kept current on any significant re-
allocations in progress. It was decided that the Provost would be asked for a "report," with the 
form (written or presented personally) of the report left to her discretion. 

7. Assessment of Student Outcomes: 

Assessments in integrative studies courses and in first tier writing courses are in progress. In the 
writing courses, the assessment will be based on comparative writing samples. ISB and ISP will 
use pre- and post-tests based on a wide range of material. One aspect of the assessment will be to 
study the effect on student learning of the concurrent labs (which are available, but not required). 
This will be done by comparing the results of those taking the labs with those in the same 
courses, but not currently taking the labs. ISS will use pre- and post-tests and will also attemp.t to 
study the effects on those using "service learning activities" as opposed to those using a more 
traditional academic framework. The attempt will be to measure both outcomes and attitudes from 
each type of learning. The University has not yet made a determination about an assessment 
mechanism for the composite results of general education. Indiana has used an assessment 
scheme using scenarios and readings followed by an assessment of responses evaluated by these 
objectives. This could be used by Integrative Studies, also. A 1L has a questionnaire for both 
students and faculty dealing with objectives of the course and how they are met. A 1L will also 
do a comparison of entry-level and exit-level essays, using a standardize scoring system. UCAP 
has representatives on all of the appropriate integrative studies assessment teams. 

Many departments are at various stages of attempting assessments. Of 19 departments who have 
been asked to consider assessments, 13 should have something preliminary by the end of this ( 
academic year. In some cases, objective tests will be used. Some departments, such as Theater 
and Music, may use an assessment based on performance. Some departments may use capstone 
courses or internships as a means to evaluate programs. Career Placement has cooperated in some 
joint assessments (for example, Engineering and James Madison). Career Placement combines 
questions about Placement information with a survey asking specific questions about programs 
defined by departments, such as which courses make a difference and which don't. The units 
involved determine the questions asked. At this stage, the surveys need to be refined, and the 
response rate needs to be improved. Some departments will incorporate alumni surveys into 
assessment. Most of the assessments to date deal with the undergraduate programs, but some 
have dealt with the graduate program also. The colleges have determined the scheduling of 
assessment for their departments, with a goal of having all units involved by the Spring of 1997. 

The assessments are directly relevant to the accreditation process. However, the North Central 
Association does not insist on "student satisfaction" as a part of the assessment, but MSU does put 
some emphasis on "student satisfaction," in conjunction with its concern for Continuous Quality 
Improvement. 

8. Pew Roundtable 

Barbara Steidle distributed a handout about the Pew Roundtable to the Committee. The idea of 
the Pew Roundtable is to help institutions with institutional concerns related to reform and 
improvement agendas. The Pew Roundtable will consist of two rounds, with the first round 
taking place the week after Thanksgiving, and the second round in February. The focus will be ( 
on the academic climate and teaching-learning environment. While the composition of the panel .. 



of participants varies from university to university, at MSU the plan is to have more student 
participation, in addition to faculty and administrator, than at many universities. 

The sessions of the Pew Roundtable start with discussion of a policy paper, and gradually narrow 
the focus to specific areas. The goal is to produce a covenant between students and faculty on 
mutual expectations. Discussions are conducted in a "non-threatening" situation, where the Pew 
Foundation provides a "facilitator" to keep the discussion moving and on track. At MSU, the 
results are expected to be funnelled through the colleges and eventually to reach the academic 
governance system for appropriate action. 

9. Roundtable: 

Ron Fisher pOinted out a situation in which some faculty are requiring field trips and other 
activities that conflict with classes already scheduled. Sometimes, these activities can run several 
days, and are not necessarily confined to weekends. Since these activities can count heavily in the 
final grade in the course in question, and since these activities can conflict with graded activities 
in other courses (such as scheduled tests), the students can be put in the position of either asking a 
professor for special accommodations or else having to make a choice of actions, either of which 
will involve a "cost" to the final grade in one or the other courses. Ron Fisher said he does not 
know the extent of the problem at this point, but Joe Darden suggested that it can become more 
widespread as more "field experience" is expected in various courses. Although student-athletes 
are routinely scheduled in ways that can cause missed classes (the policy recognizes up to seven 
class days per semester), the situation under discussion is a case of the faculty itself causing 
students to miss some of their other classes. 
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The discussion considered several aspects of the problem. One suggestion was that this might be ( 
less of a problem if all concerned were aware of it at registration, or at least as of the first day of 
classes of a semester. The schedule book should indicate that there are hours or activities to be 
arranged in a particular course, and it would be desirable if dates could be attached to any 
required field trips. The general feeling was that problems would be minimized if all involved 
knew about the nature of the problems as early as possible, hopefully even at a time when minor 
changes in the syllabus of a course could be made. Most conflicts of this nature could be 
resolved by more careful course construction and better publicity about courses which require a 
field experience which is "to be arranged." For example, it might be possible to have alternative 
field experiences available at various times, so that there would not be a single block of time 
absolutely required of all students in the course. It was pointed out that some field experiences 
are timed because of regional or national events for which specific dates may not be available far 
enough in advance. Also, with the Annual Enrollment in effect at MSU, the lead time necessary 
for printing of the schedule makes it difficult to put specific dates to activities--the person 
teaching a particular course may not have been assigned when the schedule book is printed. 

While all agreed that there are ethical problems associated with the situation where one professor, 
using grade coercion, puts a student in a position where the student must miss another class, there 
are other considerations, such as, is this experience of enough value to the student's education that 
it needs' to be scheduled. Joe Darden suggested that sometimes a professor may be doing more 
harm in having students do without the field experience than the possible harm of missing class in 
another course. The feeling was that the missed class can be accommodated in some way, even if 
it too involves a graded activity--most professors have a way of handling missed tests--but it 
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would be useful if all concerned, including the professor scheduling the "field trip," were aware of 
the full extent of the problem. In particular, if a student was made aware of the problem either 
before registering or during the rlfst few days of the semester, the student could then make a 
choice of whether to try to resolve the conflict or whether to eliminate the conflict by not taking 
the two courses involved concurrently. (This last assumes that the conflict is between two courses 
only.) 

It was decided to refer this problem to the Faculty Council as a discussion item. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :39 a.m. 

UCAPl1.16 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 30, 1995 

Approved 1-11-96 

Present: Jenifer Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Ron Fisher, Peter Lappan, 
Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schiffman, Sandi Smith, Adam Stacey 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

Since a quorum was not present, certain routine business items were not considered. Consideration of 
approval of minutes of the last meeting (November 16, 1995) was postponed to the first meeting in the 
next semester. In addition, the agenda, although mostly followed, was not formally approved, and all 
"business" was treated as "information" items. 

1. The meeting was called to order at 1O:30.a.m. 

2. Comments from the Chairperson: 

3. 

Rachel Schiffman commented on some items for future agendas. 

(1) Charles Greenleaf will meet with UCAP at some point during the next semester to discuss 
International Programs. UCAP did review a report from the International Studies Committee last 
year. A new report, "Report of the Michigan State University Overseas Study Action Task 
Force," was distributed to UCAP members. UCAP will be asked to review this report. 

(2) 'the Executive Committee for Academic Governance will have a small group review the 
functfons of both UCAP and UCFA (University Committee on Faculty Affairs) with the purpose 
of conSidering revisions in the structure of academic governance. This group may recommend 
specific changes in committee structure and/or a process for arriving at such changes. Such a 
process may not necessarily follow a "traditional" pattern. This group will report its findings to 
the Executive Committee. 

(3) A report reviewing the Honors College is also being scheduled for review by UCAP. 
UCAP's role in reviewing this report is intended to be more procedural than substantive, in that a 
consideration is how best to implement the recommendations of the report. 

It was suggested that the best way to deal with items (1) and (3) would be to arrange 
subcommittees to look carefully at selected pieces of the reports and formulate specific proposals 
for UCAP to consider. Volunteers were sought, and separate subcommittees to look at (1) and (3) 
were partially formed. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

The number of graduates for the Fall Semester is up by about 200 from last year. Adam Stacey 
asked what this means, and the reply was that, although it is clear that eight semesters is no 
longer the usual time it takes to graduate, it is difficult to draw long term conclusions from just 
one semester's numbers. On another topic, Barbara Steidle said that effects of the Early Warning 



System are still being investigated. One preliminary result is approximately tive per cent of the 
warnings resulted in the student dropping the course. (-

4. University Awards: 

··A· proposal originating from the Natural Science College and concerning the Distinguished 
Faculty, Teacher Scholar, and Excellence-in-Teaching Awards was considered. The Steering 
Committee requested a review of this proposal by UCAP before the end of this semester. The 
essence of the proposal is to assure representation on the committees making these awards for 
each of the four largest colleges (Natural Science, Arts & Letters, Agriculture and Natural 
Resources, and Social Science), and to allow the larger colleges a few more nominees for these 
awards than is currently the case. It also proposes increasing the number of Excellence-in
Teaching awards from six to ten annually. 

Joe Darden pointed out that the proposal leaves out non-college faculty representation completely, 
and he asked that it be amended appropriately to provide for non-college faculty on a par with 
each of the smallest colleges. Sandi Smith expressed disagreement with a statement in the letter 
from George Leroi (Acting Dean of the College of Natural Science) which stated that "it is 
difficult for committee members to understand and appreciate the basis for the recommendations 
for candidates outside their discipline." She said that her experience indicated that this was not 
the case. Peter Lappan speculated that a reason why a statement such as this might have been 
made is that there are quite different research styles within the Natural Science College (for 
example, some disciplines tend to use large teams with all members of the team given joint 
authorship, and in other disciplines the tendency is for single authorship or a very small number 
of joint authors) and there are often difficulties in evaluating the contributions of individuals in 
fields where the styles are quite different. Within the College of Natural SCience, the problem of ( 
comparing diverse research styles across disciplines has usually been handled by having 
committees formulated so that most of these styles are represented. 

For the Distinguished Faculty Awards, about half the awarding committee is currently composed 
of previous winners of the award. The proposal is neutral to this aspect of the composition of the 
awards committee. It was pointed out that diversity of the committee is a concern, and that 
leaving the composition of the committee to election or even to selection of representatives by 
individual colleges might create a committee which did not involve an acceptable range of 
diversity within the committee. Thus, although colleges might propose candidates for the awards 
committee, it seems imperative that there be someone, such as the President, or his designee, who 
can appoint the members of such a committee with an eye towards providing appropriate 
diversity. The consensus of UCAP was (1) to add a representative from non-college faculty, and 
(2) that the proposal calling for each college to submit three nominees for the awards committee, 
with the President appointing the committee from these nominees, would be an acceptable 
procedure. Thus, proposals 2a as amended and 2b were accepted. 

Of the two alternatives in the Natural Science proposal relating to the composition of the awards 
committees (proposals la and Ib), the preference of UCAP was that the committees consist of one 
representative of each of the 14 colleges, plus a representative of the non-college faculty, making 
15 "representatives" in all. The alternative proposal to assure one representative from each large 
college "on a permanent basis" was not favored by anyone present. This applied to both the All
University Awards Committee (proposal la) and the University Awards Committee (proposal Ib). 
It was not known by those present whether or not there are student representatives on the All
University Awards Committee, but the feeling was that there were, and UCAP recommends that c 
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the College of Natural Science proposals should be worded so as not to change the current status 
of students on this committee. 

The proposal to increase the number of Excellence-in-Teaching Awards to ten per year (proposal 
3) was discussed and approved. There was some discussion about also increasing the number of 

, ,Teacher Scholar Awards, but there was not adequate information available about the number of 
.4.; faculty eligible for these awards, which are restricted to younger faculty, so no action was taken in 

this direction. (The College of Natural Science proposal leaves the number of Teacher Scholar 
Awards unchanged.) With regard to increasing the number of Excellence-in-Teaching Awards, 
there was some concern expressed that it was possible that increasing the number of awards might 
have the unintended effect of lowering the standards for these awards. However, the awards 
committee has the discretion to make a smaller number of awards if the quality of those under 
consideration is such that the maximum number (ten) of awards is not appropriate. 

Finally, proposal 4 of the College of Natural Science proposal was accepted with the provision 
that it be modified to allow two nominees from non-college faculty for each of the three awards. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :22 a.m. 

UCAPl1.30 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 11, 1996 

Approved 1-25-96 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe Darden, Richard Evans, Ron 
Fisher, Sharon Hoerr, Peter Lappan, D.J. Lincoln, Steve McCornack, Roger Moiles, 
Aaron Pallas, James Render 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:27 a.m. by Aaron Pallas, who was presiding in the 
absence of Rachel Schiffman. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meetings of November 16, 1996 were approved as presented. For the 
minutes of the meeting of November 30, Joe Darden proposed an amendment as follows: On the 
second page, in the third paragraph under "University Awards," the next to last sentence should 
read: "The consensus of UCAP was that the proposal calling for each college, plus non-college 
faculty, to submit three nominees for the awards committee, with the President appointing the 
committee from these nominees, would be an acceptable procedure." The intent of the 
amendment was to clarify that the non-college faculty were to be recognized in the process on an 
equal footing with each college. The amendment was accepted. He also pOinted out that the 
fourth paragraph under "University Awards" indicated that the UCAP did not know the status of 
student representatives on the awards committees at the time of the November 30 meeting. As a 
pOint of information, he provided UCAP with lists of the full membership of each of the awards 
committees. (There are student representatives on both the Teacher-Scholar Awards Committee 
and the Teaching Awards Committee, but there are no student representatives on the 
Distinguished Faculty Awards Committee.) The minutes of the meeting of November 30, 1995 
were then approved as amended. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: 

Aaron Pallas called attention to the "coming attractions" distributed with the agenda for today's 
meeting. In particular, Martha Hesse and Provost Lou Anna Simon will be present at the 
January 25 meeting to give an update on APP&R. The report of the committee to Review the 
Honors College and the report of the Overseas Study Action Task Force will be discussed over 
the next three UCAP meetings. UCAP also will be asked to look at the CQI governance review 
and designated members are participating in the review of Integrative Studies during this 
semester. Aaron Pallas encouraged the subcommittees of UCAP which are studying these reports 
to complete their subcommittee work in a timely fashion. 0.1. Lincoln was added to the 
subcommittee to study the Overseas Study Action Task Force report. 

As an item of information, Aaron Pallas announced that the issue of scheduling conflicts 
discussed at the November 16, 1995 UCAP meeting is on the agenda of the January 16 meeting 
of the Academic Council. 



I 
5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle reported that enrollment for the spring semester 1996 shows an increase of about 
1000 students over the spring semester 1995. This is based on preliminary figures, with the final 
numbers to be available later. The increase in fall term enrollments and enhanced retention 
efforts are likely contributing factors. She also reported that a full summary related to the "Early 
Warning System" used during the fall semester is not yet available. 

Joe Darden commented that there were a few students on the class list for his course last 
semester who never attended the class, and did not respond to his attempts to contact them. 
(Such students receive failing grades, unless there is a verifiable registration error.) He asked if 
this were a common occurrence, and, if so, what motivated the students to enroll in a course they 
had no intention of attending. Most other UCAP members indicated that they have seen this 
situation happen in their classes on a regular basis. Barbara Steidle described this situation as 
"committing academic suicide." Ron Fisher said that, based on his conversations with students, 
such situations are often a deliberate "strategy" on the part of persons who wish to be classified 
as full time students but Who actually have an agenda which does not include the "normal" 
student behavior. He also mentioned that there are cases where students deliberately do not do 
the work late in a course to enable themselves to repeat the course for the chance of getting a 
high grade. (A 2.0 or higher grades makes it impossible to repeat the course.) Such students 
usually have participated in the class earlier in the semester, and then just "disappear." There are 
also students who are "confused" enough, sometimes because of very stressful circumstances that 
they do not participate in a course for which they have enrolled. Joe Chartkoff pOinted out that a 
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substantial number of students (perhaps about a third, in his experience) who ask for and receive (_ 
a grade of "incomplete" never make the effort to complete the work before the deadline. 

6. Commercial Notetaking: 

Barbara Steidle described the problems which MSU has experienced associated with some 
commercial note-taking services. Encouraged by some judicial decisions which can be 
interpreted to limit the control that universities and their faculty might have on the distribution of 
class notes, some commercial note-taking services have become very aggressive. The basic 
difficulties the University has with notetaking services center on (1) lack of permission from the 
appropriate faculty for the services to sell notes derived from course lectures, and (2) the 
University requirement that those attending a lecture actually be enrolled in the course. Relative 
to (1), many faculty have complained that notes from their lectures have been sold without their 
permission, and that materials which they have copyrighted have been included in notes which 
were then copyrighted by the notetaking service. The University legal staff has been actively 
following this situation. 

In order to provide additional bases for enforcement by clarifying existing University regulations, 
Barbara Steidle proposed that two additional statements be added to University regulations. Joe 
Darden asked what the penalty would be for violation of these new regulations, and Barbara 
Steidle answered that the student(s) involved could be disenrolled from the course in which the 
violation occurred. Ron Fisher questioned the effectiveness of these proposed regulations, as it 
has never been legally decided whether or not a professor has the legal rights to the content of 
his lectures. He suggested that a commercial service would provoke a test case which it felt it 
had a good chance to win in court. Steve McCornack said that the proposed regulations would 
be unenforceable by professors, since students taking the notes which the services use generally 
are not identifiable in a large enrollment course. Barbara Steidle gave several responses to 
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questions regarding the failure to deal with "restraint of trade" considerations and the failure to 
enforce complementary regulations concerning future vending on campus. The proposed 
clarifications could be helpful to the University in a legal case involving commercial notetaking. 
Ron Fisher pointed out that many regulations already exist to deal with this Situation, but they 
are not enforced. Several persons stated that the proposed regulations would cause no harm and 
could possibly help. 

Barbara Steidle pointed out that faculty reasons for denying permission for the commercial 
distribution of notes include a basic argument that students need to learn how to take their own 
notes--this is a skill that will be extremely useful to many of them in their post-university 
careers. Some of the discussion emphasized that the notetaking services themselves are the focus 
of the problem, not the students who attend the lectures and take the notes. The book stores 
through which notes are sold are somewhat confused about the overall situation, since they are 
subject to pressures from both the University and the notetaking services. 

Joe Chartkoff said that the first proposed regulation is not clear. He also asked if anyone had 
firm data about the correspondence between grades and class attendance, as not attending a class 
provides some motivation for students to buy notes. Ron Fisher paired mandatory attendance 
with class credit towards their course grade for attendance during the fall semester, with the 
result that attendance was up. He also pointed out that there are strategies used by some 
professors on campus to minimize incentive for commercial notetaking. One strategy is for the 
professor to hand out his own notes, or at least a template for notes with some key portions to be 
filled in by students during the lectures. In response to a question about whether possible 
unintended consequences had been considered, Barbara Steidle said that some students with 
handicaps, particularly those who needed someone else to write down notes for them, would 
have to seek permission for this to be "legal," but permission would be granted on an individual 
basis for this limited purpose without opening the door to notetaking for sale by external agents. 
The first motion was amended by general consensus, and both motions were passed without 
opposition. The regulations, as passed, read: 

To be added to the Code of Teaching Responsibility, last sentence of item 1: 

"The University prohibits students from commercializing their notes of lectures and 
University-provided class materials, without the express consent of the instructor. 
Instructors may allow commercialization by including express permission in the course 
syllabus or other written statement distributed to all students in the class." 

To be added to General Procedures and Regulations section of Academic Programs (1995-
97 ·edition, page 41) in a new subsection entitled "Class Notes and University-supplied 
Materials" (after the subsection entitled "Attendance"): 

"As a condition of continued course enrollment and allowed class attendance, a student 
will refrain from commercializing notes of class lectures and UniverSity-supplied 
materials, by direct sale or by contract with a third party or otherwise, without the 
express written permission of the instructor." 

7. MSU Recognition of Postsecondary Institutions: 

As an information item, Barbara Steidle reported on a current clarification of MSU policy of 
institutional recognition and determination of transfer of credits pOlicies. The basic policy is that 



MSU recognizes institutions which are regionally accredited, but had added a secondary review C" 
of proprietary institutions. Determination of course credit equivalency status flows from 
institutional recognition, but operates as a separate layer of review. The recognition of degrees is 
relevant mainly to graduate student admissions, whereas transfer course equivalency is a bigger 
issue at the undergraduate levels. Transfer of course credits is based on a review of individual 
courses at other institutions by appropriate MSU faculty. There is a master list of courses from 
other institutions which have been reviewed and approved, and other courses offered for transfer 
are reviewed by appropriate MSU units on an ad hoc basis. 

The formal policy statement is contained in the document titled "Statement of Policy and 
Procedures Regarding Institutional Recognition and Transfer of Credit," as revised 12-12-95 to 
be effective in January 1996. This statement replaces a 1991 statement. The revised statement 
removes the secondary review of proprietary institutions. Course credit equivalency will 
continue to be reviewed independently within the established protocols. 

Ron Fisher commented that some institutions falsely advertise that specific courses will be 
recognized by MSU for transfer credit, when, in fact, these courses may not be transferable to 
MSU. Students can be caught in the middle in such situations. There can also be problems 
when foreign universities are involved, and these need to be resolved on a case by case basis. 

8. Roundtable: 

Aaron Pallas asked for suggestions for issues to be put forward, but no one raised any issues. 

9. The meeting was adjourned at 11:39 a.m. 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

January 25, 1996 

Approved 2-22-96 

Present: R. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joe Darden, Richard Evans, Ron Fisher, Sharon Hoerr, 
Peter Lappan, 0.1. Lincoln, James Lucas, Roger Moiles, Steve McCornack, Aaron 
Pallas, Marty Riche, Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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

The agenda was approved as presented. 

The minutes of the meeting of January 11, 1996 were amended as follows: (1) in the first 
sentence of the second paragraph of item 5, the word "several" was replaced by "a few"; (2) in the 
second sentence of the fifth paragraph of item 6, the "he" at the beginning of the sentence became 
"He." The amended minutes were then approved. 

Comments from the Chairperson: 

Rachel Schiffman reported that the Faculty Council discussed the issue of field trips which require 
absences from other courses, which UCAP discussed at the November 16, 1995 meeting. The 
sense of the discussion was that UCAP should propose such a statement if it felt that an additional 
policy statement was needed. UCAP will discuss this. Also, the Academic Council discussed the 
commercial notetaking issue. Since a quorum was lacking, no action was taken on the proposals 
approved by UCAP at its January 11, 1996 meeting. These proposals will be taken up again at 
the next Academic Council meeting. Richard Evans expressed disappointment that it was not 
made clear that the problem is viewed to be abuses by the notetaking services and that the real 
goal of the proposals was to give the University more leverage against the companies rather than 
to punish students who might be involved with the forbidden activities. Barbara Steidle agreed 
that this point was not made clear as it should have been. As an update on CQI, Rachel 
Schiffman reported that the subcommittee from UCAP met with representatives from the 
Committee on Faculty Affairs (UCFA), and that the two committees felt that CQI affects different 
committees differently. For UCAP, CQI is really an issue related to committee restructuring. For 
UCFA, with more clearly defined responsibilities, CQI involved its responsibilities more directly. 
It seems clear that other committees need to be involved in this discussion, to see what the issues 
are relative to different committees. This discussion seems likely to be a multi-year discussion, so 
there needs to be more continuity in the discussion as committee memberships change, until the 
process is completed. For the short term, there needs to be some persons whose terms go through 
next year who will be committed to being a part of this discussion both this year and next. She 
also reported that the Integrative Studies Review group with which she is working expects to 
complete its review by the end of this semester. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle had no comments for this meeting. 
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6. 1995-96 APP&R Process: 

As requested by the Committee, Provost Lou Anna Simon presented a report on the results of last ( 
year's APP&R process. She outlined the operating budget and how funds were distributed. She 
also addressed future prospects. 

The operating budget of the University for the next three to four years will grow only at about the 
rate of inflation. The tuition guarantee, combined with probably actions of the legislature, means 
that the budget will grow at about three per cent per year. The past year's $10.4 million 
technology funding from the legislature is an equipment item which is recurring, but will be 
allocated internally for nonrecurring purposes. The operating budget of the University is 
approximately $500 million, of which approximately 80 per cent are "people" costs. A one per 
cent reduction of each unit's budget, known as an efficiency factor, which amounts to about $2 
million, is the only source of funds for promoting programmatic changes. This reduction from a 
unit's budget does not automatically return to the unit, but may be re-allocated. This reduction 
will not be used to fund salary increases. This $2 million is a very small amount for 
implementing large scale changes, so the goal is to implement improvements, where possible, 
without prov.iding funding and to be creative with the use of the funds. This is a challenge to all 
of American higher education. The goal is to improve "learning productivity" by whatever means 
are possible without requiring extensive new financial resources. 

The role of universities is changing. In this "information age," universities do not have a 
monopoly on information. Society's need for information and what the public will pay for 
information are changing, and universities need to adjust. Those that do not adjust will find their 
functions greatly diminished. Companies have a goal of "just in time" education, and many are 
willing to pay for this for their workforce. In this setting, a university faculty's role is changing 
and under pressure to change. Societal forces outside the universities--Iegislatures, for example-- ( 
expect universities to become more efficient and improve what these societal forces see as 
"quality." On the other hand, these same societal forces are not willing to provide more money to 
universities. 

The allocation of resources for programmatic improvements is to be done as cooperative ventures 
across units, rather than providing single units with both the full resources and the responsibility 
for the improvements. This is deSigned to avoid situations where units buy the improvements by 
increasing their operating budgets. The basic goal is how to do more things, emphasizing 
improving "learning productivity," without spending more money. It is desirable to improve both 
quality and capacity simultaneously. Along with this, indicators of improvement are needed. 
Although there has been some experimenting with such indicators, and some appear to be 
promising, nothing completely satisfactory has yet been found. 

The $2 million for programmatic improvement for the current year has been distributed 
differentially across units. For example, $500,000 of this money went to the Graduate School to 
implement improvements there. A number of units received varying amounts, among them 
Mathematics & Statistics, James Madison College, Biomechanics, and Veterinary Medicine. 
Various amounts were allocated for interpreters, financial aid, outreach projects, and faculty 
recruitment and retention. When combining all units receiving funds for this purpose, the college 
that received the most money was the College of Social Science. There was also some 
nonrecurring money allocated to Agriculture (for construction) and to various units to reduce 
enrollment pressures. 

It was decided that the tuition money generated by the Weekend MBA Program in the Broad 
College of Business would be recycled into that program--to help the program pay for itself. 

( 
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honors, and (2) having high ability students on campus contributes in a positive way to the 
education of all students and improves the overall undergraduate environment. The Honors 
College in recent years has had two basic problems: (1) a decline in student numbers, and (2) a 
decline in the connection between the Honors College and regular degree programs--there is less 
coordination between the Honors College and some degree programs than there was in the past. 
The decline in enrollment can be attributed, at least in part, to the following three factors: (i) the 
cost for out-of-state students, (li) the quality of in-state students has declined, and (iii) there are 
some high ability students at MSU who are not in the Honors College. The current student 
population in the Honors College is much more science oriented than in the past. 

He then highlighted some aspects of the report, constituting some of the more important 
recommendations. Under recommendation #2, two items were mentioned: Adopt and expand 
merit-based tuition grants for high ability out-of-state students (intended to make these students 
pay tuition at no more than the in-state rate), and institute a recruitment position in the Honors 
College (rather than delegate much of the recruitment process for the Honors College to the 
Admissions Office). Also mentioned as among the more important recommendations were: 
Recommendation #4, part (a), to rebuild linkages with colleges and academic units; 
Recommendation #5(b), to count student credits hours produced in Honors education at a 
premium; Recommendation #7, especially the portions calling for additional Honors courses and 
activities, and Recommendation #9, calling for an increase in the Honors College budget and 
facilities. 

Barbara Steidle asked the Committee how it would prioritize the recommendations, given the 
preceding APP&R discussion. The answer was that some of any new money would be used for 
both recruitment and student financial support. Richard Evans asked if many students were 
attracted to MSU because of the Honors College. Ron Fisher thought that some students were so 

. attracted to MSU, but not in the same numbers as several years ago. A negative to recruitment is 
a perception that the general undergraduate program at MSU may not be as strong as some others. 
Rich<Uli Evans also asked how MSU's honors program compares with those at other universities·. 
Ron Bisher replied that there are no "standard" honors programs, so that comparisons are difficult. 
Some have lower admissions standards than MSU's. At Penn State, recruitment is aggressive, 
using tuition grants. Both Georgia and Florida seem to have money to attract honors students. 
Students in the Honors College at MSU have some advantages over those not in the Honors 
COllege--enrollment preferences, more flexibility of program, and association 'With high ability 
students. Marty Riche asked why there is not more recruiting by the Honors College of the high 
ability students already at MSU but not in the Honors College. Ron Fisher answered that some 
programs on campus do not recommend the Honors College to their students. Also, the Honors 
College has had a small budget for recruiting, and there has always been a question of how to best 
spend these limited resources--basically which among many potential groups of students to 
concentrate in recruiting. 

The discussion will be resumed at the next meeting. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at 12 noon. 
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An issue related to change is tenure. Tenure limits the ability of administrators to make 
adjustments, and it is seen by the general public as operating against efficiency. Tenure can be 
seen by faculty as an excuse to pay attention to departmental needs and desires and not to deal f _ 
with the needs of the overall university. The value of "differential contributions" by faculty needs \ 
to be evaluated in a more formal way. Faculty often perform different roles at different stages of 
their careers. The challenge is how to achieve a balance of these roles for the betterment of the 
University. A better understanding of how these roles fit together might help allay some of the 
criticisms of the tenure system. 

There is a nationwide concern about the nature and size of graduate programs. This may result in 
some downsizing of programs (and perhaps a few selected eliminations). For example, foreign 
language programs traditionally have used large numbers of teaching assistants to teach beginning 
language courses. It is possible that some rethinking of this might result in the downsizing of 
foreign language doctoral programs. Universities need to create new "terminal masters degrees" 
and post-baccalaureate certification programs to accommodate new audiences with new needs. 

Sharon Hoerr sought to clarify what was meant by "terminal masters degrees" and certification 
programs, an(j whether these programs involved simply information as opposed to understanding. 
The Provost suggested that some of these might be "retraining" of persons with undergraduate 
degrees in unrelated areas, and that masters degrees should involve some deeper understanding 
beyond just knowing facts, whereas certification might involve anything from basic knowledge 
through a high level of understanding: Many persons change careers several times over their 
working lives, and these career changes may involve the need for new knowledge and skills, 
which the University might be able to provide in some form of a "degree" program. MSU has a 
research capability with "cutting edge" knowledge that many other universities cannot duplicate. 
The idea is to be aggressive in positiOning the University for changes that will occur whether we 
like them or not. The University will be in a worse poSition if it needs to react to changes after 
the fact. For example, federal budget cuts could make profound changes in how a university 
functions, and those universities that have sought broader functions and accompanying broader 
funding bases will fare much better than those which have made no prior adjustments. The 
challenge is how to combine new opportunities with existing strengths. 

In response to a question, the Provost described the changes proposed as not a "paradigm shift" 
but rather expanding into activities with a different "feel." Expectations of scholarship should 
always be a part of what the University undertakes. 

In response to a question concerning the development of measures of learning productivity, she 
said that these are slow in developing. She cited a process Engineering has developed in using 
employer surveys as a means to influence the contents of the Engineering program as a prOmising 
development. One obvious need is a means to distinguish quantity from quality in research 
production. Quantity is easy to establish, but factoring quality into this is much harder. 

Martha Hesse distributed three documents to the Committee. These were communications to 
deans concerning the APP&R process for the 1996-1997 year. 

7. Report of the Committee to Review the Honors College: 

Ron Fisher gave some background information on the report. He said that initial discussions 
started with the question, "Should the Honors College exist at all?" The arguments against its 
existence were basically on the grounds that an honors college is elitist. The Committee decided 
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that the Honors College should continue to exist basically for two reasons: (1) an Honors College ( 
generates good public relations for the University when, as hoped, its students receive public 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 8, 1996 

Approved 2-22-96 

Present: Robert Bull, Ron Fisher, Peter Lappan, Steve McCornack, Aaron Pallas, Rachel 
Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The meeting was called to order at 10:30 a.m. Since a quorum was not present, the meeting was 
conducted with the announced agenda used as a basis for discussion only, and no official actions 
were taken. 

Field Trip Issue: 

Rachel Schiffman brought up the issue of field trips required by one course which force students 
to be absent from tests or other graded activities in another course. The Faculty Council had 
discussed the issue, but had left it up to UCAP to frame a definite proposal, if it wished to do so. 
Ron Fisher proposed that a letter be sent to all faculty potentially involved. The letter would 
pOint out the problem and (1) ask faculty requiring field trips to provide notice to all students 
involved as early as poSSible, and (2) request that these faculty ask the students involved to take 
action as early as possible to try to avoid, or at least minimize, any negative effects on grades in 
their other classes resulting from the trip. This letter should come from an "official" source in the 
academic governance system. It was suggested that this approach should be officially approved 
by UCAP. A letter will be drafted for official UCAP endorsement at a future meeting. 

Calendar Issues: 

Rachel Schiffman reported that UCAP has been asked to make suggestions regarding the 
Thanksgiving break, the Spring break, and Martin Luther King Day. A brief discussion indicated 
that the timing of Spring break can be awkward for families, since it never cQincides with the 
public school spring break, and the issue with regard to the Thanksgiving break was the 
possibility of extending it to a full week. With Martin Luther King Day, the issue is whether or 
not to make it a day on which MSU does not hold classes. Barbara Steidle said that, when 
semesters were instituted, the calendar was designed to keep the same number of instructional 
days in a year as under the quarter system, and also to have both semesters have the same number 
of days. Because of the change in the number of exam days, there is now one additional day in 
the spring semester. Some obvious problems with changing the status quo with respect to any of 
these three times were mentioned. The current spring break occurs in the middle of spring 
semester, but to move it later to match the public school system's spring break would put it very 
near the end of the spring semester. Extending the Thanksgiving break would cause the same 
kind of problem near the end of the fall semester. 

Martin Luther King Day falls very near the beginning of the spring semester, and to not hold 
classes then might cause some problems with labs and classes which meet only once a week. It 
was decided to appoint a subcommittee to study the issues involved and make a recommendation. 
The subcommittee will be constituted at a future meeting, so that more members of UCAP will 
have the option of being involved. 



Honors College Report: 

Ron Fisher said that he had said what he wanted to say about the Honors College report at the 
previous UCAP meeting. The question was raised about difficulties which might occur in 
following the recommendations. None seemed obvious. In response to a question, Ron Fisher 
said that the two priorities for the Honors College are in recruiting students and in building a 
stronger program, both of which need to be done simultaneously. Connected with these are the 
questions: (1) should recruiting be done by someone located in the Honors College, as opposed to 
located in the Admissions Office, (2) should there be some courses which are the direct 
responsibility of the Honors College--all courses now reside in other units, and (3) what should be 
the Honors College "presence" in the University. The committee issuing the report felt strongly 
that the Honors College facilities need to be improved. A question which needs to be addressed is 
how to build honors programs within the colleges. Part of the problem in the past has been a lack 
of really involved liaison people between the Honors College, the colleges, and the units withiJ? 
colleges. Mechanisms for better communication are needed here. 

In response to a question about the philosophy of honors courses, Ron Fisher pointed out that 
there is no standard model, and that there could be differences in philosophy between introductory 
honors courses and advanced honors courses. The current honors program is weak on upper level 
courses. There is a real need to expand honors opportunities for students and to have these 
expanded opportunities listed in a visible way. The "honors option" within a (non-honors) course 
is not always well used, and may not always be the appropriate kind of honors experience. The 
best use of the "honors option" is to have several students doing extra honors level work together-
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-not just doing individual extra projects, as sometimes occurs. C 
Currently, MSU has about 900 students in the Honors College. Most Big Ten universities have 
larger programs, but the programs are defined differently at different universities, so such 
comparisons of numbers may not be meaningful. Barbara Steidle pointed out that transfer 
students are virtually excluded from Honors College consideration. Ron Fisher said that, over the 
years, the Honors College has imposed more formal requirements which certainly cause substantial 
barriers to those who do not enter MSU direct from high school--virtually to the point of 
eliminating them from consideration. This is an issue that a reconstituted Honors College might 
look at. 

There was general agreement from those present that the Honors College report was acceptable. 
A motion to approve the report will be brought up in a future meeting of UCAP. 

5. APP&R Follow-up Discussion: 

As a result of Provost Simon's report at the previous meeting, Steve McCornack asked how far 
the administration wanted to take the University in the "market" direction. He expressed concern 
about where this might lead if the University tried to answer the degree demands of a business
driven marketplace. He also felt that the issue of direction had not been the subject of sufficient 
faculty discussion. Barbara Steidle indicated that her sense was that no change in the structure of 
degrees was contemplated, and that the "new" element of the Provost's message was to look into 
"terminal" masters degrees and certificate p~ograms as a way to provide additional education for 
those who might need it, rather than looking upon a masters degree as something which is simply 
a milestone to Ph.D. bound students. Steve McCornack also suggested that new programs stretch ( 
existing resources and that it may be unrealistic to expect to be able to introduce new programs at 
little or no cost. Ron Fisher said that it seems to be an underlying assumption of the 



administration that technology is both labor saving and cost saving, but that this assumption may (' 
be contrary to reality. There are many instances where technology has saved neither labor nor 
cost in either long or short term. Barbara Steidle said that the issue is whether and how the 
University should become involved in providing the additional training that business feels it needs 
and with which it also claims to have had some success. There are external pressures, and even 
some education literature, which seem to want to impose a "business mentality" on universities. 
Rachel Schiffman commented that the University needs to pay attention to quality as well as those 
things that can be more easily measured quantitatively. 

6. Pew Roundtable Update: 

Peter Lappan reported on the status of the Pew Roundtable. The Roundtable consists of 35 
persons, from among the faculty, students, administration, and clerical-technical persons on 
campus. The broad goal of the Roundtable was to explore ways to improve the academic climate 
at MSU. The Roundtable met for an evening and an all-day session in November, and then again 
for another evening and all-day session earlier this week. There are no plans for additional 
sessions, but a written report will be issued in the near future. The discussion at the Roundtable 
emphasized responsibilities and expectations of all parties on campus relative to each other, and 
the report should list many of these in a spirit of encouraging desirable behaviors rather than 
creating a check list of minimum acceptable behaviors. Some elements in the report will be given 
continuing public emphasis, in an effort to involve all persons in campus in a better learning 
situation. The report will probably result in some changes in orientation procedures, with the 
emphasis on creating a "continuous orientation" throughout a student's career at MSU. There may 
also be some changes in orientation for new faculty. While the report may recommend a number 
of other things in hopes of improving the spirit of MSU as a learning community, the thrust of the 
report will deal primarily with improving attitudes of--and creating opportunities for improved 
learning for--all elements (faculty, students, and all others) of the campus. 

7. English Language Proficiency: 

In reviewing the language in Academic Programs regarding English language proficiency, an 
apparent inconsistency in the rules governing prOvisional status for international undergraduate 
students was identified. The inconsistency arises with a statement that an international student 
admitted provisionally "because of English language deficiency" must "correct" the deficiency 
within two consecutive semesters, while there is another statement to the effect that the 
provisional status will continue until the student meets the minimum English language standards 
for admission. While these two provisiOns are not necessarily contradictory, they can lead to 
inconsistent interpretations. The purpose of bringing this matter up is to determine which 
interpretation should be related in the catalog. 

Ron Fisher asked why the University should be officially cognizant of competence in English by 
international students. It is clear that courses are conducted in English and that competence in 
English is important for success in most courses, and all students should be aware of this. 
Performance in class should be the official standard, and writing requirements in various courses 
should be such as to assure competence in written English. Barbara Steidle responded that 
demonstrating a certain level of English language competence is a part of the admission criteria, 
and that some international students are admitted provisionally when it seems they can attain the 
admission standard for English competence within a reasonable time. Approximately one quarter 
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of international undergraduate students are admitted provisionally with some degree of English ( 
deficiency. It was pointed out that there are American students admitted for whom English is not .' 
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a first language, but who are not required to meet any minimum standard of English competence. 
Also, many international students manage quite well academically without meeting the minimum 
standards for English competency. 

It was suggested that the discrepancy in the regulations couId be resolved by eliminating the "two 
consecutive semesters" proviSion from the regulations. Since this would involve a formal action 
by UCAP, the matter will be brought up again at a future meeting. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :50 a.m. 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 22, 1996 
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Present: R. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull. Joseph Chartkoff. Joe Darden, Richard Evans, Ron 
Fisher, Sharon Hoerr, Peter Lappan, Roger MoUes, Steve McCornack, Edward 
Recchia, Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:27 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved, with a reordering to consider item 6, the International Studies and 
Programs Report, immediately following the Comments from the Chair. 

3. The minutes for the meetings of January 25, 1996 and February 8, 1996 were approved as 
presented. (The January 25 minutes had not been approved previously due to lack of quorum.) 

4. Comments from the Chair: 

5. 

Rachel Schiffman reported that the motion approved by UCAP concerning notetaking services is 
again on the agenda of the Academic Council for its February 27 meeting. 

She also asked the Committee how to proceed with the request to deal with the calendar issues 
involving Thanksgiving break, Spring break, and Martin Luther King Day. After a very brief 
discussion, it was decided that the agenda committee would frame a proposal to be considered by 
the full committee. 

International Studies and Programs: 

Vice President Charles Greenleaf and John Hudzik, Acting Dean of International Studies and 
Programs, were present to discuss the reports of the International Studies Review Committee and 
the Overseas Study Task Force. Vice President Greenleaf said that their comments would deal 
with two broad headings: (1) study abroad, and (2) issues of organization. 

Acting Dean Hudzik reported on plans on expanding the opportunities for MSU students to study 
abroad. Currently, MSU operates 80 programs in 35 countries, which involve about 1200 students 
annually--of these 1200, about 950 to 1000 are MSU students. Dean Hudzik distributed a booklet 
listing many of the programs. The International Studies Committee report recommended 
expanding opportunities to study abroad using the following guidelines: (1) every undergraduate 
should have a reasonable opportunity to study abroad; (2) for most programs, the cost to the 
student of studying abroad should not be greater than the cost of remaining on the MSU campus; 
(3) there should be a wider range of program types, lengths, and locations (with more programs 
located in the non-Western world; (4) as a goal, by the year 2006 approximately 40 percent of 
graduating seniors should be involved in study abroad--tbis would anticipate having an average of 
2800 MSU students involved in study abroad annually, which would represent almost a tripling of 
the current number. 



Ttl accl)l1lplish this ~.'(pansinn of programs according to thes~ guidelines, s~vcral things \vill need 
tu be dUIlt:. To make the cost of study abmad reasonable, there will need to be increased t1nancial 
assistance targeted to those studying abroad. Since many students work during the academic year ( 
and during the summer. the true cost of study abroad for these students is both the actual cost and 
the Inst income from work. Some studies suggest that financial aid of the order of $750 tu $lOOO 
per student, while the student is studying abroad, should make the cost of studying abroad about 
equal to the cost of remaining on campus. Setting up an endowment to fund such t1nancial aid 
has been discussed. Also, there needs to be active involvement of the faculty in general. as well 
as cl)ll~ges and units, to coordinate study abroad with ~ISU degree programs. Credits earned 
while abroad should ideally be applicable towards graduation, and need to be adequate so as not 
to unreasonably delay completion of the degree requirements. In many cases, it might be 
necessary for the faculty either to adjust degree requirements or to interpret hnw requirements are 
tn be met in a way which allnw students to study abroad without academic cost. Ideally, study 
abroad shnuld be viewed by all as integral to the undergraduate experience. 

In response to a question concerning credits involved in study abroad, Dean Hudzik said that it is 
estimated that 95 percent of MSU students receive academic credit for courses taken under 
programs for studying abroad. There are many exchange agreements with universities in other 
countries--where students from those universities may come to MSU for a time and MSU students 
may go there to take courses--but, for most of these, there are very small numbers of students 
involved per year (often one or none in a given year). Most credits earned at these universities 
count toward MSU degrees. However, students do need to obtain prior approval to receive MSU 
credit for specific courses. As international programs are expanded--particularly in regular sites--it 
will be desirable to have equivalencies determined in advance and contained in ACTS III. 

Another question concerned the broad goals of studying abroad and the effect of studying abroad (. 
on graduation time. Dean Hudzik said that the broad goals of studying abroad are to experience 
another culture, to increase in the student an awareness of and sensitivity to other cultures, and to 
obtain an ability to live and work in a wider world. In terms of the overall undergraduate 
experience, study abroad should be enriching intellectually. With regard to graduation time, 
Barbara Steidle said th~t approximately 33 percent of all MSU students graduate in four years, so 
a "four-year" standard may not be realistic, even discounting study abroad. Dean Hudzik said that 
faculty involvement is needed, as well as more varied program options, if study abroad is to be 
integrated into degree programs while, at the same time, not adding to the time it takes to 
complete a degree program. While "total immersion" for a full year or so may be best for a full 
experience of another culture, practical considerations involving time and cost point to a need for 
programs which involve shorter times. The junior year may be the best time, relative to the 
degree program, for students to study abroad, but other considerations may make it desirable for 
some students to have international experience earlier. This raises questions about how to 
integrate study abroad with the integrative studies and other requirements which most students 
satisfy while freshmen and sophomores. Barbara Steidle commented that Agriculture has tried to 
arrange programs abroad which replicate experiences desired as part of their academic programs. 
Dean Hudzik said that faculty and academic units continue to be the final authorities on what 
counts towards a degree. Joe Chartkoff commented that some MSU courses are given ar various 
locations around the world, so there are ways of meeting the requirements directly while studying 
abroad. Also, it is possible to offer a full semester program at an international location during the 
summer, so that some students may actually speed up their degree programs in this way. Dean 
Hudzik said that it is important that students studying abroad experience the culture where they 
are, and that setting up what might be basically MSU branch campuses in other countries might 
not be the best approach. It might be possible to use universities in other countries as "centers," ( 
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\Vhere CllurSeS similar to MS U CDurSeS could pmvide credit tl) ;\IS U students taking these courses. C 
In this regard. the criterion l)f "pmgram effectiveness as an internationalizing and cross-cultural 
experience" will be applied to all MSU sponsored programs. including existing programs. The 
expansion of opportunities will involve both more MSU courses and courses given by universities 
in other countries. 

Also discussed were problems of support networks, both for MSU students abroad and for 
international students at MSU. The presence of international students at MSU balances, 
somewhat. the international experience, giving students here an opportunity to know persons from 
elsewhere. Tuition revenue from international students at MSU may mitigate the cost to MSU of 
having domestic students go abroad. but international students also need support networks and do 
nut always mesh well with American students. Sometimes, American students show little interest 
in interaction with international students. More needs to be done institutionally to maximize the 
experience for all concerned. One step being taken is to increase awareness of international 
programs at the summer orientation. A special course in cross-cultural communication was 
designed and offered last year. where the audience is a blend of international and American 
students. The course was taught by several faculty, using themes including communication, 
educational systems, religions as mail focuses for the course. Students at MSU from non-EngliSh 
speaking countries often need special assistance in writing. This can sometimes be provided by 
providing back-up assistance for A TL and other courses through the combined efforts of the 
English Language Center and the Writing Center. 

There is a general lack of college involvement in "study abroad" programs. The Committee of 
Deans is looking at the effects of the proposed increase in study abroad and at the problems of 
how to coordinate this growth with degree programs. 

Dean Hudzik pointed out there is a specific format for proposals for new "study abroad" 
programs, and Joe Darden asked the intention of item 5 involving "minimal as well as desirable 
student qualifications for program enrollments." Dean Hudzik said that this refers to the normal 
student qualifications to take any course at MSU--a knowledge of appropriate material assumed by 
the course. He added that there may be requirements imposed from outside MSU which may 
make enrollment in a course difficult or impossible for some students. For example, some 
countries require a visa for entry, and visas may be denied by governments for reasons of health 
or a criminal record. There can also be problems of "reasonable accommodations" related to 
students with handicaps. In these cases, there is not always a satisfactory resolution to the 
problem. 

A final question asked where the additional resources for an expanded study abroad program will 
be found, given the University budget outlook. Dean Hudzik estimated the total additional cost to 
be in the order of one per cent of existing resources, and, if international experience for students 
is important, costs of this magnitude should be able to be managed. He said that most MSU 
sponsored courses abroad are self-funding. Also, he suggested that using universities in the 
southern hemisphere during the summer--which is their winter and their academic year--will 
reduce MSU's cost and have financial advantages to the universities involved. The matter of costs 
is always a balanCing act, but it should be within MSU's capability. 

Vice President Greenleaf gave a brief statement on what he termed structural issues. He said that 
he is still in the process of consulting widely on campus both for ideas related to international 
studies programs and to find optimal solutions to some organizational problems related to the 
Office of International Studies and Programs responsibilities--both in sending MSU students 
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ahmad and in pr\)viding support services fur intcrnatinnal students at MSL'. ISP is nrganizcd in 
terms or "ccmers," and these arc nf t\VO types: geographic centers (focusing on particular regions) 
and rl1ematic centers (focusing nn a selected meme worldwide). While this "center" structure 
secms lu \vork wdl, there is always a need for murc faculty involvemenL Another issue involVeS 
having an international "advocate" located high in the University decision-making process. An 
earlier proposal to have such an advocate at a vice presidential level has been rejected. The 
currcm proposal being explored is a "two-hat" proposal, giving the Dean of International Studies a 
position within the Provost's Oftice. This would create no new costs, but simply give the Dean of 
Internatinnal Studies a stronger voice in University policy making. This proposal has strong 
support from faculty involved in international study programs, but some opposition from some 
other elements of the faculty and from some in me administration. 

6. Report of the Committee to Review the Honors College: 

Ron Fisher made the following motion: 

"The University Committee on Academic Policy concurs with the conclusion of the Honors 
College Review Committee that a healthy and vibrant Honors College is integral to 
maintaining a strong undergraduate academic environment across the University. Accordingly, 
UCAP encourages the faculty and the Academic Council to work with the administration to 
implement the recommendations of the Honors College Review Committee Report." 

The motion was approved unanimously. 

7. English Language Proficiency for Undergraduate Students: 

Barbaril. Steidle reviewed the issue of an inconsistency in the regulations involving the provisional 
admission of international undergraduate students with a deficiency in English language 
competence. At one place in the regulations it is required that the deficiency be removed within 
two consecutive semesters, while elsewhere it states that the provisional status will continue until 
the deficiency is removed. There is no firm data available on what happens to students who are 
admitted provisionally with a deficiency in English. The belief is that most of the undergraduates 
remedy the deficiency quickly. 

The solution to the inconsistency proposed at the last meeting was to eliminate the two 
consecutive semester provision. Discussion of this proposal centered around the possible "harm" 
to the students. Barbara Steidle said that the provisional status required students to take courses 
from the English Language Center, and it also required approval from the English Language 
Center for the students to take other courses in the University. Although there was some evidence 
that some students admitted provisionally on this basis delayed taking courses with a heavy 
writing component, such as AlL, there is no evidence that this delay was in any way related to 
the timing of removing the English deficiency. A motion to eliminate the sentence referring to 
the "two consecutive semesters" time limit was approved, but not unanimously. 

8. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle said that a team of visitors conducting me decennial North Central Association re
accreditation review will visit MSU in March. 

9. The meeting was adjourned at 12 noon. 

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

March 14, 1996 

Approved 3-28-96 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Richard Evans, Sharon Hoerr, Peter 
Lappan, James Lucas, Roger MoUes, Aaron Pallas, Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, 
Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:24 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of February 22, 1996 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: 

5. 

Rachel Schiffman reported that the report of UCAP concerning notetaking services was approved 
by the Academic Council, with an amendment that requires a hearing before an appropriate unit 
before a student can be removed from a class for violation of the policy regarding 
commercialization of material generated for use in a class. 

She further reported that the review of Academic Governance will continue into the next academic 
year. One aspect of this review will be an analysis of committee functions, comparing their 
official charges with how well they perform in fulfilling these charges. There are many issues 
involved, including problems in attaining quorums and differences in the nature of charges for 
differe.nt committees--some committees have charges which dictate most of their agenda, while 
others 'have more flexibility in their agendas. The Graduate Council will participate in this 
review. 

Finally, the Awards motion approved by UCAP is still under study by other branches of the 
University governance system. The Faculty Affairs Committee has opposed the changes in the 
awards mechanisms that UCAP had approved. UCF A believes that existing data supports the 
view that recent distributions in awards make the changes unnecessary. 

Field Trips: 

A draft of a proposed letter to faculty concerning field trips was put forward for approval by the 
Committee. Dennis Banks raised the question as to whether University regulations require 
advanced notice, such as a listing in the Schedule Book. Barbara Steidle replied that this is the 
case for some types of field trips. It was decided to include in the letter references to appropriate 
University regulations. James Lucas raised the issue of what constitutes a "field trip"--can it be as 
simple as meeting a class in a professor's home? The basic concern here is about off-campus 
trips which require students to miss other classes, although an argument could probably be made 
to support the Lucas example under certain circumstances. Sharon Hoerr asked if there were 
paperwork requirements connected with arranging off-campus field trips. Barbara Steidle said that 
there are some paperwork requirements. Again, it was felt that some of .the regulations regarding 
paperwork should be referred to in the proposed letter to faculty. 
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It was decided that the letter should be distributed from the Chair of UCAP, and that the letter 
should make reference to University regulations concerning tield trips. No further action of 
UCAP will be required on this matter. The Chair agreed to draft the tinal version of the letter and 
to keep UCAP informed. 

6. Follow-up on International Studies Discussion: 

There was a brief discussion concerning whether the goals of the International Studies Report 
were realistic, given the current lack of commitment of resources for attaining these goals. Some 
hope was expressed that, if the goals of the report were serious, some additional resources would 
be committed to achieving those goals. 

It was also mentioned that the report did not put emphasis on Canada, where it might be quite 
convenient for MSU to expand the scope of International Studies experiences. 

7. Report on Admissions Requirements: 

( 

Several years ago, the CRUE committee commissioned a study on how well discipline-specific 
admissions requirements would be met by incoming students, if they were established. (Here, 
"requirements" are dealt with by admissions to mean that the lack of a single "requirement," or 
perhaps a small number, shall not be automatic grounds for denial of admission.) Barbara Steidle 
distributed data, based on random samples of students' high school transcripts, for incoming 
freshman students in Fall 1994 and Fall 1995. This data indicated that most subject area 
requirements were satisfied by most students, and that approximately two-thirds of inCOming 
freshmen satisfied all requirements, without exception. The compilation of the data has some built 
in problems, in that some courses offered by high schools are named in such a way that it is not ( 
clear if the courses fit within a speCific subject or not. This is particularly true in the "English" 
area, where courses can have various titles. The compliance with requirements in Social Sciences 
and History appears to be low. This may also be a situation where the names of courses creates 
ambiguity relative to MSU requirements, but it also reflects the fact that the number of years of 
work in the areas was set a year higher than the CRUE sampling tested for. 

8. Grade Trends (Fall Enrollment Report): 

Barbara Steidle distributed data on grades issued in Fall 1995, with some data for comparison 
with results in previous years. While the grades were generally consistent with those from 
previous years, it was noted that average gpa for freshmen jumped from 2.48 in Fall 1994 to 2.56 
in Fall 1995. This change of .08 in gpa seems to be significant. It is not clear what effect the 
Early Warning System had on this change, as there was also an improvement in the entry statistics 
for inCOming students. 

9. Early Warning System Report: 

Barbara Steidle reported that, as a result of grades issued in Fall 1995, 18 per cent of freshmen 
were on probation, as opposed to 20 per cent in Fall 1994. This can be interpreted as either a two 
or a ten percent improvement. 

A phone survey of a sample of students who received warnings in Fall 1995 was taken, involving 
equal numbers of students who eventually received a 2.0 in the course in question and students 
who did not. A total of 224 students were involved in this survey. Results indicated that most 



f 

( 

( 

students (86 per cent) receiving a warning were not surprised to learn ofticially that they were 
doing poorly in the course, and 62 percent felt receiving the warning was helpful to them. Of the 
224 students involved, 105 reported making subsequent contact with faculty or teaching assistants 
associated with the course in which the warning occurred. 58 of the students subsequently 
increased their use of help rooms. (Help rooms are not available in all courses, so the possibility 
of using help rooms connected with courses in which warnings were received was available to 
only 151 of the 224 students in the survey.) 

Questions related to study time indicated that 74 per cent of the students surveyed reported a total 
study time (for all courses) of 11 hours or less per week, and 77 per cent studied four or fewer 
hours in the course in which they received a warning. About 60 per cent claimed to attend every 
class for the course in which a warning was received. Most students surveyed felt that they were 
responsible for the poor grades in the course, although some felt that the grades were beyond their 
control (tor a variety of reasons cited, such as being badly underprepared for the course, personal 
problems, or personality conflicts with instructors). Approximately 70 per cent of the students 
surveyed were confident of graduating. (This matches almost exactly the percent of all students 
that have graduated within six years in the recent past.) 

The Early Warning System was used again in Spring 1996, with the number of warnings issued 
approximately half the number issued in Fall 1995. Approximately one third of the students who 
received warnings in the Spring tenn had also received warnings in Fall 1995, but two-thirds were 
new to the system. 

A goal of the Early Warning System is to "get a message" to those students who are not 
performing academically at the level expected at MSU at a stage early enough that they might be 
able tCl remedy the situation. One issue connected with this is the availability of faculty help in 
some l;rrge courses, especially those courses for which teaching assistants are not available in 
suffici~nt numbers for purposes of giving help to a substantial number of students. 

:,~: 

10. Calendar Issues: 

There was some discussion indicating that it would be useful to know the source of the motions 
for change in the calendar. This might indicate at least some of the perceived objections to the 
present calendar. 

Barbara Steidle reviewed the history of calendar issues associated with the semester system. The 
basic principles in the current calendar are that the total number of class days in the academic year 
should not be less than it was under the quarter system, and that each of Fall and Spring 
Semesters should have the same number of class days. In compiling a calendar, registration and 
exam periods also need to be considered. There were several problems during the first year of the 
semester system, but adjustments were made in arriving at the current calendar. It was decided to 
deal with the three proposed issues separately. 

After a brief discussion, it was unanimously voted to keep the Spring break at the current time, in 
the middle of the Spring Semester. It was felt that any other timing for the Spring break would 
have serious academic disadvantages. 

After some discussion, it was unanimously voted not to change the Thanksgiving break to a week 
long break. An alternative suggestion to extend the Thanksgiving break by one day, by having no 
classes on the day before Thanksgiving, was rejected. The possibility of a separate Fall break 



earlier in the semester was discussed briefly, but there was no enthusiasm for such a break, given 
that such a break would necessitate either an earlier start or a later finish for Fall Semester. C 
The topic of Martin Luther King Day was discussed. The current policy is uncomfortable to some 
faculty, where the policy allows faculty to recognize this day (and other days with religious or 
cultural significance) with special class activities but also allows students to miss the class for 
purposes of taking part in activities honoring the occasion to which the day is devoted. Those 
faculty felt that a clearer policy of either having a "holiday" or having normal class attendance 
poliCies might be better. Others feel that the current system gave sufficient flexibility to those 
who wished to take part in activities of the day as well as recognizing faculty responsibilities. 
One expressed concern is the possibility of opening the door to a large number of "holidays," 
sponsored by various groups, which would undermine the "continuity" of courses. (It was noted 
that a letter from the Department of Residence Life called for a "holiday" to honor Cesar Chavez, 
as well as a separate Martin Luther King "holiday.") The awkwardness of Martin Luther King 
Day occurring very near the beginning of a semester was cited. There was general agreement not 
to make a rapid decision on this issue, but to have more discussion, and to consider some 
alternatives, such as a single day near the middle of a semester which might act as a multi
purpose special day. 

Barbara Steidle made the point that the word "holiday" has a number of financial implications for 
the UniverSity, and that "holidays" are issues of negotiation with the various unions on campus. It 
was decided that more information was needed, especially about the financial implications of a 
"holiday" and also about what other universities do relative to Martin Luther King day. 11lis 
matter will be taken up again at a future meeting. 

11. The meeting was adjourned at 12:06 p.m. 

UCAP3.14 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 11, 1996 

Approved -1--25-96 

Present: R. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull, Joseph Chartkoff, Richard Evans, Ron Fisher, Sharon 
Hoerr, Peter Lappan, Roger Moiles, Steve McCornack, Marty Riche, Rachel 
Schiffman, Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara Steidle, Assistant Provost 

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

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of March 28, 1996 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chairperson: 

Rachel Schiffman mentioned some items which UCAP would need to deal with in the not too 
distant future. Among these are (1) the Intellectual Integrity report, which may not be ready in 
time to deal with this year; (2) Review of the Academic Governance System, which will continue 
through next year; and (3) the Awards Ceremony item (Joe Chartkoff's proposal), which will also 
be a continuing item for next year. (See item 6 below) There is also an ongoing invitation to 
UCAP members to suggest any items they would like to see on future UCAP agendas. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

In response to a question about the status of the Integrative Studies Reports, Barbara Steidle said 
that aU three reports are expected by the end of the semester, but it seems unlikely that the reports 
will be available for discussion by the committee before the fall. It is planned to prepare an 
"executive summary" of the reports to help focus discussion of the reports. The chairs of the 
respective Integrative Studies committees do not feel that they should prepare this executive 
summary, so the current plan is to involve the members from UCAP who have participated in the 
respective Integrative Studies committees, plus an analyst from OPB, in the preparation of the 
executive summary. These reports should be an agenda item for UCAP early next year. 

There has been a follow-up study related to the English Language Competency for International 
Students item considered by UCAP this semester, and Barbara Steidle plans to present the 
information generated by this study at the next UCAP meeting. She remarked that the study did 
uncover two international students whose graduation was threatened by an advisor error related to 
A TL courses. This situation will be remedied by allowing an alternate arrangement for these 
students only. 

It was also announced that, this year, MSU has had eight seniors win NSF graduate fellowships, 
as well as two winners of Barry Goldwater Fellow and one Rhodes Scholarship. 

Convocation and graduation ceremonies will take place May 3 and 4. The Wharton Center will 
not be available for these ceremonies this year, due to the "Phantom of the Opera" production, so 



the many ceremonies will be performed at fewer sites than usual. In addition. Beaumont Tower 
will be rededicated on May 3. Some traftic problems might be anticipated. 

6. University Awards Ceremony: 

Joe Chartkoff reported that he was still in the process of gathering information about what other 
universities are doing in this direction. He proposes to continue this gathering of information 
during the summer. and report back to UCAP in the fall. He noted that other universities are 
doing a variety of things, so there are many good models to consider. He also noted that there 
seems to be very little awareness among universities about what others may be doing in this 
direction. In response to a question about the kinds of things other universities are doing, he 
noted that one university runs a symposium each year, with distinguished outside speakers and 
with outstanding undergraduates invited to participate. These symposia are kept small, to give the 
undergraduate participants the opportunity to interact effectively with the speakers. Barbara 
Steidle pointed out that things of this nature go on at MSU in an informal way, where Celebrity 
Lecture Series speakers and other distinguished visitors to campus (often sponsored by colleges 
and departments) often hold "private" sessions with certain classes and specially selected groups of 
undergraduates. 

7. Nominating Process for UCAP Officers for 1996-97: 

Rachel Schiffman described the process UCAP has used in the past, and asked approval for this 
process for the current nominations process. Under this process, those current members who will 
not be members of UCAP next year comprise the nominating committee for next year's officers. 
This process was approved, and the four noncontinuing members will produce nominations for 
next year. The officers needed are Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, a second representative to the 
Academic Council, and a representative to the Military Education Advisory Committee. The 
officers will be elected at the UCAP meeting on April 25. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 a.m. 

UCAP4.11 
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University Committee lltl ,-\caLicl1lic PlJlicy 
~[jnutes of the Meeting 

April 25, 1996 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Robert Bull. Joseph Chartkotl. Ron Fisher. Sharon Hl)err. Peter 
Lappan. Steve McComack, Aaron Pallas, James Render, Rachd Schlffman, Sarah 
Smith. Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

New Members of the 1996-97 Committee: Rachel Fisher, Janver Krehbiel 

Guests: Elizabeth Banks, Chris Hoerr 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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

The agenda was approved as presented. 

The minutes of the meeting of April 11, 1996,. were approved as presented. 

Comments from the Chairperson: 

Rachel Schiffman expressed thanks to the Committee for their help during the year, and especially 
to those who performed "extra duties." Special thanks were also expressed to Barbara Steidle and 
Joanne Corcos. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle reported that the Steering Committee believes it desirable to have committees 
meet earlier at the beginning of an academic year. There is a feeling that, with the semester 
system, there is a period of inactivity for academic governance from April to September, and this 
leaves too little time to accomplish all that needs to be done. There is some discussion of trying 
to begin committee meetings in August. This is still in a discussion phase and will not take effect 
for the cOming academic year. 

A study of the programs of international students from 1993 to the present reveals that almost all 
of these students have taken ATL courses very soon after arrival. This suggests that the current 
University regulations relative to English Language Competency are being satisfied within the first 
year of arrival. Earlier this year, UCAP had recommended removing the time limit (currently two 
semesters) for international students to satisfy the English Language Competency requirements. 
From this study, it appears that the time limit is not a factor in when students satisfy this 
requirement and move on to the required ATL courses. 

6. Procedures Concerning Allegations of Misconduct in Research and Creative Activities: 

The Academic Council, at its meeting on April 23, adopted the most recent proposal for these 
procedures as interim procedures, to be in effect until December 1996, by which time the hope is 
that these procedures, perhaps with slight modit1cations, can be adopted as permanent procedures. 



This is to allow time for a full discussinn llf these pwccdures. The drafting (l)!llmiltee Cl)lllpl~tcJ ( 
its work fairly late in this academic year, so that there was not time ["\)r adequate Jiscussinl1 
throughout the governance system and the University community during the current year. Roben 
Bull, who was a member of the committee drafting the procedures, indicated that the full text of 
the procedures is somewhat longer than the committee may have wished because of concerns by 
University lawyers. Even though he will not be a member of UCAP next year, he offered to 
discuss these procedures with UCAP next fall, when this item will be on UCAP's agenda. 

7. Roundtable: 

Joe Chartkoff raised a question about UCAP's actions relative to the "Held trip" issues discussed 
earlier in the year. He asked if it would be desirable to add a statement in the University 
catalogue indicating that it would be the responsibility of the field trip organizer to resolve 
con1:1icts students might have with other scheduled courses so that the student would not be 
penalized for going on the field trip. There was some discussion of what this "responsibility" 
might involve. It was noted that the proposed letter to all faculty from the Chair of UCAP did 
suggest that the organizers of field trips should provide documentation and other help to students 
to try to eliminate any negative consequences to students' grades in another course which might 
be caused by the students going on the field trip. It was the sentiment of UCAP that persuasion 
should be attempted before considering any formal regulations. It was decided that the letter from 
the Chair of UCAP should be sent out to all facuIty now, and again in the fall, in hopes of 
avoiding undesirable situations during the next academic year. UCAP will follow up on this issue 
next year. 

8. The meeting of the 1995-96 Committee was adjourned, and the organizational meeting of the 
1996-97 Committee was called to order. 

Organizational Meeting of the 1996-97 Committee 

Attending: Same persons as at the meeting just adjourned. 

1. The agenda was approved as presented. 

2. Elections 

Aaron Pallas, on behalf of the nominating committee conSisting of himself, Robert Bull, and 
James Render, presented nominations as follows: 

for Chair: Steve McCornack 

for Vice-chair: Peter Lappan 

for 2nd Representative to Academic Council: Rachel Schiffman 

There were no nominees for secretary and for representative to the Military Education Advisory 
Committee. There were no additional nominees from the floor and the nominees were elected 
unanimously. The offices of secretary, and the representative to the MEAC will be filled at the 
first meeting in the fall. 
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3. Comments of the Chair: 

Steve McCornack spoke briefly about his background and his philos()phy. He cnmmented that he ( 
considered committee work a "necessary eVil," where he stressed the "necessary" part. He said 
that he looks forward to working with the Committee. He also expressed thanks to Rachel 
Schiffman for the fine job she has done this year as chair of the Committee. 

4. Comments of the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle made a request for agenda items for next year. 

5. The meeting was adjourned at 11:04 a.m. 
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