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University Cummittee on Academic Policy 
Minutes uf the Meeting 

September j. [l)l)6 

Approved 9-[0-% 

Present: B. Dennis Banks. Jenifer Banks. Joseph Chartkoff, Joe T. Darden, Richard Evans, Rachel 
Fisher. Sean Granger, Sharon M. Hoerr, Janver KrehbieL Peter Lappan, James Lucas, Steve 
~.IcCornack (Chair). Rachel Schiffman. Sarah Smith, Moses Turner 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10.20 a.m. Professor McCornack welcomed all committee 
members. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of April 25, 1996 were approved as presented. 

4. J. Banks, J. Chartoff, R. Evans, and S. Smith volunteered to share the responsibilities of Secretary 
for the year. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle reported on enrollment for Fall 1996. Current estimates indicate about 6800-6850 
entering freshmen (with proportionately more women than men); 1,800 transfer students; 1,500 
graduate students. The official count will be available at the quarter of the term. 

The program for a seminar for faculty teaching freshmen includes reports on findings from various 
studies: 

Professor Linda Jackson (psychology) on her findings after reviewing 7,000 sets of SIRS 
forms to determine what students are looking for in their classes. 

Professor Philip Gardner (Student Services) on student workplace readiness. 

Professors 1. Aronoff and G. Stollak (psychology) on the relationship between student 
retention at MSU and their coping styles/skills. 

The Committee expressed an interest in the Jackson findings. She will be invited to share these 
with the Committee. 

6. Moses Turner volunteered to serve on the University Military Education Advisory Committee. 

7. Comments from the Chairperson: 

McComack described the role and responsibilities of UCAP. 
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i\kCllrnack advised Ule CllIllIllittee [hal [l1e pr\lp()SeLl naIlle change fllr the DepartmelH nr 
Mark~ting and Lllgistics may CllrIle hdllrc thc:m. A Committc:c member rcp\)rted that the change 
had already been approved. -

i\kCornack distributed "The Role ()f Technology Divides \Vashingron State University" (Chronicle 
o/Higher Education. July 19, 1997, A22) as an introduction for a possible agenda item to discuss 
the role of technology in the classroom, (eg. Courses on the Web, "virtual" classes, and "virtual" 
faculty). 

8. Joseph Chartkoff raised concern about the integrity of examination and thus of tinal-grades in 
large classes with inadequate proctoring--this is an issue of increasing concern as funding for 
Graduate Assistants shrinks and as the number of large classes increases. In response to his letter 
sent this summer, the Provost advised him that departments are provided with resources to pay 
graduate assistants, so should handle this situation for themselves. The Committee agreed that 
Graduate Assistant budgets are among the most vulnerable to cuts because they are among the 
most flexible budget items. This led to a discussion about faculty paying Graduate Assistants from 
their own pockets and to the question of conflict of interest if undergraduates were to be hired to 

proctor exams. Joseph Chartkoff proposed this issue as a future agenda item. 

9. Comments from last year's Chairperson: 

Rachel Schiffman reported that the review of Academic Governance was under way and would 
continue this year. 

( 

As part of the semester transition review, individual reports on the Centers for Integrative Studies ( 
have been submitted and will be covered by an Executive Summary. The report will come to 
UCAP. Graduation data will begin to reflect the first classes admitted under the semester calendar 
and will be analyzed for any identifiable differences. 

The subcommittee to review the University Awards Ceremony and new ways to recognize both 
faculty and students has not yet submitted its report. 

UCAP should expect to review a proposal from Arts and Letters to expand the course options for 
fulfilling the Tier I writing requirement. The Department of American Thought and Language, 
with James Madison College and Lyman Briggs School, will continue to have the primary 
responsibility for providing Tier I writing courses. 

lO. Professor McCornack reported an increasing number of cases of students using the formal appeal 
process to "negotiate" grades on a subjective rather than computational basiS. Parents are also 
increasingly intervening by contacting faculty individually and often harassing them with threats of 
lawsuits. Increasing numbers of students are using the charge of bias as a convenient loophole on 
which to base their complaints. Department policy often requires a formal (time consuming) 
review in such cases, even when the issue is basically not one of bias. 

Barbara Steidle noted that there are poliCies covering these areas. She urged that Graduate 
Teaching Assistants who are particularly vulnerable to such pressure be advised by their 
departments to anticipate this with clearly stated grading poliCies on their syllabi. SI!-e also 
informed the Committee that John Beck (Labor and Industrial Relations) and Karen Klomparens 
(Graduate School) are making a videotape on cont1iet resolution for Graduate Students. C 



II. Rachel Fisher raised the issue of units \vhich do not allow nontenure system faculty tu serve as 
major professors to graduate students. This is an increasing problem as [enure lines becume ever 
harder to secure. The position of Professors Emeriti should also be considered. There was a 
general consensus that at this point this is an issue for the University Graduate Council. rather than 
for UCAP. 

12. Roundtable: 

Sharon Hoerr asked who, if anyone, is evaluating technology in the cJassroom--both the 
technology itself and the faculty use of it. What efforts are being made to ensure faculty needs are 
being met? To what degree are faculty aware of what is available and do they know how to utilize 
it? Steve McCornack asked if we know what student reactions are to high technology in the 
classroom. Barbara Steidle responded that students are members of the committee that decides 
how to spend the budget for instructional technology. 

Barbara Steidle responded to issues and questions raised during the meeting: 

She noted that discussions regarding technology and instruction may raise some policy questions. 
For example, the definition of "Residency" may need review if the University offers degrees 
through the "virtual university." 

In response to a question regarding funding for special supplies for an Honors course, she 
confIrmed that money to support Honors courses comes from the departments, not the Honors 
College, and individual proposals should be presented to the department for support. 

The Early Warning System for students in academic difficulties will continue. Current data shows 
an increase in the freshmen mean grade since the system has been in place although it is 
impossible to determine a cause-effect relationship as last year was our base year. The Department 
of American Thought and Language has developed an excellent study, looking at which students 
not alerted in the early warning process are likely to have difficulty. 

A consensus was expressed about the impact of Annual Enrollment on student visits to advisors. 
One expectation behind the Annual Enrollment was that advisors would have more opportunities to 
discuss broader issues than accumulated credits. In response to a question about mandatory 
advisor sign-offs, it was noted that this was not likely to be restored. Sign-offs had frequently 
become very perfunctory and one view was that students needed to take greater responsibility for 
their program planning and their career plans. 

13. The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted 

Jenifer Banks, Secretary pro tern 

UCAP9.5 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
~1inutes of Meeting 

Appruved I lJ-3- l
)() 

( September 19, 1996 

c 

Presel1l: B. Dennis Banks, Jenifer Banks, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe T. Darden, Rachel Fisher, Sean 
Granger, Sharon Hoerr, Janver Krehbiel, Peter Lappan, James Lucas, Steve McCornack, 
Sarah Smith 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

Guests: Philip Korth, Associate Dean, College of Arts and Letters. Linda Jackson, Department of 
Psychology 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10.15 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of September 5, 1996 were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chair: 

Steve McCornack thanked the secretary for the minutes. 

Richard Evans (JMC) has had to resign from UCAP due to a conflicting College commitment. 

Steve .McCornack has referred the issue concerning nontenure system faculty not being allowed to 
serve as chairpersons of graduate students' committees to the chair of the University Graduate 
Council. 

The Executive Committee of Academic Council, at its last meeting, discussed the motion: To end 
all university-level committees next academic year. The underlying premise behind the motion 
was that the university governance system is bloated and inefficient, with a great deal of overlap 
between committees. The motion was voted down. A second motion was approved: That each 
standing committee should clarify its charge as a committee and justify its recommendation that it 
be continued or disbanded. All committee chairpersons are to present their cases by December 31, 
1996. (Members of UCAP were advised that "to sunset" is now in current use in some areas of the 
campus to express "to abolish.") Members of UCAP agreed they need to examine their charge in 
relation to those of the Graduate Council and the University Curriculum Committee. 

The Chair introduced the issue of outside institutions being allowed to teach cheaper, smaller, 
MSU-equivalent courses on-site at MSU using MSU facilities. As the illustration, he distributed 
information concerning "a cooperative instructional arrangement between Michigan State 
University and Lansing Community College whereby a jOint program between LCC and MSU in 
Vet Technology has been created that allows students taking MSU Vet courses to complete their 
general education requirements at LCC, through taking courses there that are registered as MSU 
equivalent courses." One specific example of this joint venture, LCC SPCH 120 is currently being 
taught in the MSU Vet Med building, where its equivalent MSU course, Com 100 is also being 
taught. The Communication Department has not been informed by the MSU administration of this 
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Jlungc.'lllel1t and there is flU "n!'ncial" record in (he University ScheduUng Office of thls Cllurse ( 
heing ofkred l)!l rhis campus. Advantages to students include: a 30-40% lower tuition rate 
lhr\)ugil LCC and signiticantly smaller class size (LCC 20-25 students; ~ISU .. J.OO+ students). 

:'. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Barbara Steidle reported that she and Janver Krehbiel are investigating the specitIc course offering 
alluded to by the Chair. 

In response to issues raised at the previous UCAP meeting, she distributed a memorandum, dated 
August 29, 1996, to Deans, Directors, and Chairpersons from William Rosenthal, Chairperson of 
the Instructional Computing and Technology Committee advising students and faculty how they 
can submit requests for specific software to be installed in the mlcrolabs. Because the contractors 
failed to complete some of the renovations in the technologically-enhanced classrooms by the 
beginning of the semester, there were delays in set up. The Client Advocacy Office tried to advise 
all faculty teaching in these rooms of the equipment and training sessions being offered to 
introduce facuIty to the new facilities. 

As an item of related interest, Sharon Hoerr introduced a feature story in "Time" magazine about 
on-line degrees available from the University of Phoenix. 

Barbara Steidle introduced the proposed extension of options for meeting the requirements of the 
University Tier 1 Writing Requirement: specifically by adding AL 192, a modified version of AL 
192H, and she called the Committee's attention to the statement of September 10, 1996, from 
Associate Dean Philip Korth to her. Philip Korth then explained to the Committee that the college ( 
has always conceived of AL 192H as a freshman seminar, and it was a substitute for ATL. The 
proposal was seen as expanding opportunities for freshmen students to have contact with faculty 
beyond A TL. In response to questions from the Committee he assured them that honors sections 
of AL 192 would still be offered or Honors College students would enroll in specific sections. 
The original motivation for the change came from facuIty and administrators in the college. 
Barbara Steidle emphasized that the policy under consideration would expand the breadth of Tier 1 
writing courses by changing this one course only. Peter Lappan reported that the University 
Curriculum Committee had approved removing the "H" designation. UCAP unanimously approved 
the motion to modify the Tier I Writing Requirement by the addition of this course. 

6. Joseph Chartkoff spoke of his concerns about adequate proctoring of exams and the integrity of 
final grades, and directed the Committee's attention to the letter he sent Provost Simon, dated May 
10, 1996. He asked whether the University is legally vulnerable and open to a class action law 
suit if it knowingly ignores a problem. Discussion included: 

• the need for more data revealing the scope of the problem of cheating; 

whether the presence of proctors discourages cheating and/or distracts students' attention from 
the exam; 

whether faculty have clearly stated policies regarding cheating and whether they uniformly 
apply punitive measures. 

( 

There was consensus that if deans, directors, and chairs conFIrm that this is a wide-spread problem, \ 
any effective response wiII have to be made. Steve McCornack will write asking directors and 
chairpersons to respond to the concerns raised by UCAP. 
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7. Linda Jad;:slln (Psyc!llJIllgyl reponed nn her tindings after reading more then 8,OO() SIRS forms. 
These will be published in Inside the College Classroom: What College Students Really Think 
About Their Professors. Students want a genuine student-faculty relationship. defined primarily in 
terms l)f "caring" and "being fair." They particularly appreciate faculty who try to learn their 
namcs; faculty who are available and try to facilitate learning; faculty who challenge students' 
ideas even while respecting their idcas: faculty who show genuine interest/excitement about 
teaching and the material they teach. "Fairness" includes: clearly and sensibly organized courses, 
with clear objectives and ground rules consistently applied: clear exam questions and a clear 
relationship between the text(s), lectures and the exam questions. 

UCAP members were greatly interested in Professor Jackson's tIndings and most appreCiative of 
her willingness to share them. 

8. The meeting was adjourned at 12:02 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted 

Jenifer Banks 
Secretary pro tern 

UCAP9.19 
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Present: 

Other: 

U ni versity Committee nn Academic Pnlicy 
Minutes nf Meeting 

October 3. 1996 

B. Dennis Banks, Jenifer Banks, Stacey Carrier, Joseph Chartkoff, Joseph T. Darden, Sean 
Granger, Sharon Hoerr, Janver Krehbiel, Peter Lappan, Folke Lindahl, Steve ~fcCl)rna(k, 
Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Peter Wills 

Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10.10 a.m. 

') The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of September 19, 1996 were approved. 

4. Comments from the Chair 

Steve McCornack reported he had written to thank Prof. Linda Johnson for her presentation at the 
September 19, 1996 meeting. 

He welcomed Folke Lindahl (James Madison) to the Committee. 

He reported on issues being discussed in Academic Council: 

(i) The policy on Student Off-campus Behavior was approved. If an MSU student is accused 
of off-campus violent behavior (defined in terms of a specified set of offenses) the Office 
of Student Affairs may initiate a hearing upon notification by a member of the University 
community. If the student is perceived to be a danger to the campus or academic life the 
Office of Student Affairs may impose an interim suspension. 

(li) At its next meeting Academic Council will discuss the "Procedures Concerning Allegations 
of Misconduct in Research and Creative Activities" document. Steve McCornack invited 
members of UCAP to read the document on the WEB and advise him of any issues they 
wish him to raise. 

(iii) Academic Council will also be reviewing the issue of tenure. Ensuring quality of work by 
faculty after their tenure review is a key issue. There will be some broader campus 
discussion on the topic. Barbara Steidle commented that this is now a national debate and 
noted that the Provost expressed her support for the traditional tenure system. 

(iv) McCornack will send a letter, via Steidle's office, to all unit chairs and directors asking 
them to conduct an informal poll of their faculty to ascertain whether there is a perceived 
problem with cheating in large classes. 

5. The Committee moved to a discussion of the consortial agreement between Veterinary Technology 
and Lansing Community College. The Chair began by responding to some questions from the 
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S(:p(~!llh~r 1<), I <)L)() UCAP meeting concerning t.his consllrtial rdatiunship. H~ nll{~J U1Jl all Lee 
course, taught by LCC faculty for LCC students, using MSU facilities, was what precipitated the 
inquiry. The Vet Tech program leads to an Associate in Applied Science Degree or an Associate 
General Degree from LCC, plus an MSU certificate. It does not lead tn an MSU degree. 

Barbara Steidle distributed additional information on the Vcr Tech program and the LCC\lv!SU 
consortial agreement, and gave a brief overview of the history of the program. This is a unique 
program at MSU. Effective July 1, 1990 the responsibility for the program in Vet Tech W:lS 

transferred from the College of Agriculture & Natural Resources to the College of Veterinary 
Medicine. As an institution, MSU is not authorized to offer Associate level degrees. The 
arrangement with LCC was designed to assure that students would have access to an Associate 
Degree if they so desired. All courses in this program, however, count toward the requirements 
for the four-year degree program for students who continue. The program is reviewed by both 
institutions every three years, to permit an opportunity to tenninate or to make changes. The 
course in question was added late in the summer because it has become a requirement for the LCC 
Associate Degree. 

Jan Krehbiel also spoke to the issue, and stressed that this is an important program. The only 
comparable program in the nation is at Purdue. 

A motion was approved that Steve McCornack draft a letter to the Provost recommending that a 
formal notice be sent to chairs and directors of all units which recognize transfer equivalent 
courses currently being taught in the Vet Tech program, describing the nature of this program as 
part of the LCC\MSU consortial arrangement. 

6. Review of UCAP Governance Role 

To assist in the discussion, Barbara Steidle distributed minutes from the UCAP meetings of 
September 21, 1995 and October 19, 1995 concerning the Review of Academic Governance. 
UCAP is being asked to define its role in Academic Governance and its relationship to committees 
such as Graduate Council and University Curriculum Committee. It is imperative that the 
Committee clarify the changes in the ways the Committee sees its own roles compared with the 
responsibilities defined in the Bylaws of Academic Governance. Although CQI committee 
recommendations have not yet been fully integrated into MSU as an institution, UCAP needs to be 
aware of the way(s) CQI intersects with what UCAP does. There was general agreement that 
UCAP needs to know how much of its action reflects the power delegated to it. Steve McComack 
and Rachel Schiffman agreed to review UCAP annual reports from 1990 to 1996 to classify the 
issues the Committee has reviewed or acted on, issues generated by the Committee, the sources of 
issues sent to us, and the destination of recommendations made by UCAP. This information will 
serve to inform the further discussion of role and responsibilities. 

6. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :55 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jenifer Banks 
Secretary pro tern 

UCAPlO.3 
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October 31. 19% 

Present: B. Dennis Banks. knikr Banks. Stacy Carrier. Forrest Carter. Rachel Fisher, Sean Granger. 
Jam'er Krehbiel. Peter L:.lppan, Folke Lindahl, Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Moses 
Turner. Peter Wills 

Other: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; Harold Sollenberger, Associate Dean, College of 
Business: Paul Hunt, Vice Provost for Libraries, Computing and Technologies; Robert L. 
Church. Assistant Vice Provost for University Outreach 

I. The meeting was called to order at 10:05 a.m. by Peter Lappan, acting as Chairperson in Steve 
McCornack's absence. 

2. The agenda was approved. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of October 3, 1996 were approved with minor editorial emendations. 

4. Comments from the Chair 

(i) 

(li) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

Peter Lappan explained that he was chairing the meeting in the absence of Steve 
McCornack. 

He thanked Rachel Schiffman for her work with Steve McCornack preparing the report on 
UCAP action items since 1990-91. 

He welcomed Forrest Carter (Business) and Stacy Carrier (ASMSU) to the Committee. 

He reported that the letter to chairpersons regarding a poll on T A supervision in large 
classes was stalled on Steve McCornack's desk, but he hoped to have it completed shortly. 

He reminded the Committee that ECAC will hold a retreat in early January to discuss the 
restructuring of Academic Governance. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost 

(i) Barbara Steidle introduced Harold Sollenberger to present the request for a moratorium on 
the admission of undergraduate students to the Program in Professional Accounting. 
Currently students may enter a five-year program in Professional Accounting leading to the 
BA and MBA degrees without any work experience. Fall 1997 a new curriculum will be 
introduced, whereby applicants for graduate study will be able to pursue either a two-year 
M.B.A. program with a major in Accounting or the'newly approved one-year M.S. Program 
in Professional Accounting. Students entering the M.B.A. program will be required to have 
relevant work experience before entering the program. Students already admitted to the 
current MBA in Professional Accounting program will be able to complete this. Students 
who have not yet been formally admitted will be able to complete the baccalaureate degree 



JillL l( [!:I.-'\ ,:hi),):-;<.'. ][~ri:, I,'r :1\!lllh.)!1 111 [I' [lh.' .\I.S, rrl)~r~Il1L .-\11 1Il1d-:rgraduatcs in rlle 
PmgLllll in Pt"\)I<.'ssi,)[lal :\(l',)lIl11ing Illajl)['s haw be-:n advised I)f rlle changes in the degree 
pm~ra!1ls ttl be lltlered and \vill be helped tll mudify their scheduks so that they do not lose 
tim\.~ in cnmpkting their undergraduate degree requirements, The motion to approve the 
[l1t)rarnriul11 \)[1 the admission L)f undergraduate students to the pmgram in professional 
<}(Cllullting was unanimously appmved. 

(ii) IllformaUol1 item: The College of Osteopathic ~(edicine is changing the name of its degree 
from Dnctor of Osteopathy to Doctor of Osteopathic Medicine. in keeping with the practice 
in the professi()n. 

(iii) Under the Freshman Early Warning System a total of 3,077 students have been contacted 
about specific courses in which they are in danger of receiving less than a 2.0 grade, and 
various sources of help on campus. Since some were warned about problems in more than 
one class, a total of 3,932 letters were sent. UUD and college advising centers are 
contacting students with problems in multiple areas. The Early Warning System may help 
account for a drop in the freshman attrition rate at the end of last year. 

(iv) Barbara Steidle introduced Paul Hunt and Robert Church who spoke about the new 
Technology Guarantee, the Virtual University, and the Virtual Automotive College. 

(a) The Technology Guarantee recognizes that MSU has entered into "a new age of 
access" and assures students, citizens of Michigan and far beyond, access to knowledge 
through technology. 

c 

(b) The Virtual University is a generic term for a broad set of instructional activities ( 
delivered through the multiple technologies, e.g. Videotapes and CD/ROM, Satellite, -
Codec (interactive TV) World-Wide Web, new Internet tools, Internet II. 

(c) Virtual Automotive College is a collaborative effort between and among the state of 
Michigan, MSU, the U of M, the state's colleges and universities and the auto 
industry. It was conceived to answer the significant resource development needs 
within the auto industry and the need to enhance both the delivery of higher education 
and training of today's and tomorrow's automotive industry work force. 

Discussion included concerns about student assessment, loss of privacy, loss of a sense 
of community and the need for some on-campus experiences, recognition that "the 
virtual learner" will experience a kind of learning quite different from the current 
campus/classroom based learning, the changing meaning of intellectual integrity, which 
institution wiII award the degrees to students taking courses from a variety of "virtual 
campuses," how to service degree and continuing professional students, and self-paced 
students, how to determine in-state/out-of-state fees. 

6. The meeting was adjourned at 12:01 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jenifer S. Banks 
Sec. pro tern 

UCAPIO.31 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

November 14, 1996 

Approved 12-5-96 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Stacey Carrier, Forrest S. Carter, Joseph Chartkoff, Joe T. Darden, 
Sean Granger, Sharon M. Hoerr, Janver Krehbiel, Peter Lappan, Steve McCornack, 
Rachel Schiffman, Joseph Sulak, Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara C. Steidle, Assistant Provost; Richard Evans, James Madison College (past 
UCAP member) 

Guests: F. William Cambray, Director, Center for Integrative Studies--General Science; Alan 
W. Fisher, Director, Center for Integrative Studies--Arts and Humanities; Philip R. 
Smith, Director, Center for Integrative Studies--Social Science 

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 October 31, 1996, were approved as presented. 

Comments from the Chair: 

Steve McCornack thanked Peter Lappan for presiding at the meeting of October 31, 1996, and 
thanked Jennifer Banks for providing the minutes of that meeting. 

The Chair reported that a poll of unit heads of the adequacy of teaching assistant supervision for 
examlnations is being made and results should be available to the Committee early next Spring . 

. The Chair reported that a document had been prepared by Rachel Schiffman and himself which 
summarized the kinds of activities and actions undertaken by UCAP since 1990-91. Emphasizing 
the actions taken, rather than simply the topics discussed, the summary was developed in response 
to the ECAC review of the present structure of academic governance. The summary will be 
circulated through academic governance. 

The Chair noted the retreat planned for ECAC in early January to review the missions of current 
committees in academic governance. He advised it would be necessary for UCAP to have a 
position to present on its mission and functions if members feel UCAP should continue to exist: 
the Chair will present the Committee's view. He noted that perceptions of UCAP's activities and 
its possible overlap with the missions of other committees do not agree very well with UCAP's 
actual achievements as reflected in the McComack-Schiffman activity report. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

6. 

In view of the need for adequate time to present reviews of the self-examinations of the Centers 
for Integrative Studies, Assistant Provost Steidle deferred commentary. 

Review of Integrative Studies: 

Reviews of the University's three Centers for Integrative Studies' recently-completed self
examinations were presented to the Committee. The review of Social Science was made by 
Joseph Chartkoff. The review of Arts and Humanities was made by Richard Evans. The review 
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I of General Science was made by Rachel Schiffman. (See attached summaries of comments.) The 
directors of the three Centers joined the Committee to provide additional comments and to answer 
questions. 

7. UCAP Role In Academic Governance: 

The Committee returned to the topic of UCAP's mission and a discussion of the McCornack
Schiffman report. Members were provided with copies of the document. The report identified 
eight types of action items treated by the Committee since 1990-91. Tabulation showed that the 
number of actions was nearly the same each year, ranging from 9 to 11. Relatively few items fell 
within the scope of grading policy, a subject specifically assigned to UCAP. The largest category 
of action concerned academic programs, with the remainder category ("other") the next largest set. 

A major concern expressed at ECAC has been the perceived overlap of UCAP's activities and 
responsibilities with those of other committees, implying aa redundancy in UCAP. This 
perception, according to discussion, MA Y stem from the area of curriculum, since issues 
involving creation, merger, disbandment of academic programs come to UCAP before going to 
UCC. The Chair noted, however, that general curricular matters are a minor element in UCAP's 
list of actions. The most dominant concern has been academic programs, which does form part of 
UCAP's charge. The Assistant Provost noted that even grading, the main charge of UCAP under 
the By-laws for Academic Governance, has been a larger action category than the McCornack
Schiffman report suggests, since such topics as the review of Honors, and achievement awards, 
fall within the scope of grading concerns. 

Sharon Hoerr praised the report as a valuable summary, and also noted that a number of topics on 

c 

which UCAP had consistently done reviews, such as awards and terminology, are not included in C. 
the Committee's charge under the By-laws. , 

Joe Darden noted that the types of review topics and action items considered by UCAP show it is 
a consultative body. He also noted that the By-laws specify roles which distinguish consultation 
with the Provost as distinct from advising the Provost. 

Sharon Hoerr asked if the Chair would provide the reports from the other standing committees to 
UCAP. The Chair replied that the other reports might be submitted too late for UCAP to be able 
to make effective use of them, but that the reports would be made available when possible. 

8. Follow-up to Virtual University Presentation: 

Due to lack of time, this item was postponed for a subsequent session. 

9. Next Meeting: 

The Chair notified members that the Committee would have one more scheduled meeting during 
the Fall semester. It will be held on December 5. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :57 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joseph Chartkoff 
Secretary pro tern 

UCAPl1.14 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

December 5, 1996 

Approved 1-9-97 

Present: B. Dennis Banks, Jennifer Banks, Stacey Carrier, Forrest S. Carter, Sharon M. Hoerr, 
Peter Lappan, Steve McCornack, Rachel Schiffman, Sarah Smith, Joseph Sulak, 
Peter Wills 

Others: Barbara C. 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 November 14, 1996 were approved, with the amendment that the 
top paragraph on the last page of the draft was deleted. 

4. There were no comments from either the Chair or the Assistant Provost. 

5. UCAP's Role and Responsibilities 

Steve McCornack asked for consideration of the following two questions: 

(1) Should UCAP continue to exist?, and 
(2) if so, in what form should it continue? 

Rachel Schiffman asked for a clarification about the overlap in function with the University 
Curriculum Committee and possibly other committees. Barbara Steidle stated that UCAP deals 
with program creation and disbandment, UCC deals with the details of academic programs and 
courses as well as related policies and procedures. In general, the two committees do not deal with 
the same issues. 

There was some discussion about the possibility of consolidating the work of the University 
Curriculum Committee and the University Graduate Council. It was concluded that such a 
consolidation would result in some prohibitive workloads for those on the consolidated committee. 

It was suggested that UCAP sometimes had the role of approving a policy statement or a program 
proposal somewhat "after the fact," too late to influence the issue at hand effectively. The timing 
of when an issue comes to UCAP is important. UCAP's role is most effective when it gets to 
discuss an issue early in its journey through academic governance. One suggestion to make 
UCAP, as well as other committees, more effective would be for the Steering Committee to take 
more care in referring items to committees, especially "discussion" items. It was suggested that 
the timing of when an issue is discussed is especially important in the realm of technology, where 
the practice appears to be to act first and worry about policy concerns later. 

Another suggestion centered around having the work of UCAP basically performed by various 
college-level policy committees. It was noted that several colleges have such committees. The 
feeling was that college committees tend to look at issues from the point of view of the individual 
college, but that a university-wide viewpoint and responsibility was needed on many issues. 



Another idea suggested that a committee such as UCAP might meet less often but with a more 
action oriented agenda. 

{' . 

In response to the Chair's question. no one was willing to argue that UCAP should be eliminated. 
There was discussion to the effect that UCAP plays a very useful role even in nonaction items in 
giving these items review by a larger cross-section of the faculty and students. It was suggested 
that no blueprint for charges to committees can make a precise classification of all possible future 
issues, and that there will always be issues which fall in the "other" category, which means that 
there will be a need for a committee such as UCAP, which deals with most issues in the "other" 
category. 

Steve McCornack felt that the discussion indicated a strong sentiment to retain UCAP, or a similar 
committee, in the academic governance structure, and he will prepare a draft of a proposal for the 
Executive Committee of the Academic Council (ECAC). The draft will be distributed bye-mail in 
the next week or so for comments before it is submitted to ECAC. 

6. Technology Issues 

The follow-up discussion to the Hunt/Church presentation began with the comment that the use of 
technology requires more than just hardware and software--a staff to give technical advice and 
support is essential. Technology constitutes a substantial learning experience for most of the 
faculty, and most students, and help in learning how to make best use of technology is very 
important. The cost of having an appropriate support staff needs to be addressed. 

c 

Using technology to prepare materials for courses usually increases the faculty workload--at least 
the first time materials are prepared--and this needs to be recognized by all concerned. ( 

The use of technology raises the issue of faculty-student interchange. Should the enhancement of 
faculty-student interchanges be an institutional value, and, if so, what is the effect of technology on 
this situation? It was suggested that any use of technology which tends to minimize faculty-student 
interaction should occur at more advanced levels, although no firm conclusions were drawn on 
this. 

There was a discussion on the issue of where to impose technology and where to minimize its use. 
Some of this may be related to independent study. The relationship between technology and 
independent study was also discussed. 

, There was also a discussion of how "technology literate" undergraduates should be forced to be. 
The feeling was that present and future students will need to learn technology to survive in the 
workplace of the 21st century, and the University has a responsibility to educate its students about 
technology. There was no agreement on what this should translate into in terms of University-wide 
requirements, even in the near future. Student comfort or discomfort with technology is an issue 
here, as is the proper means to introduce students to appropriate technologies. It was pointed out 
that, although students will need to know how to use technology, they will also have to work with 
others, and that "people skills" also need to be part of an education. How "lifelong education" fits 
into the technological aspects of education is also an issue to be considered. 

It was decided that specitic policy issues need to be identitied. and there was agreement that Paul 
Hunt and Robert Church should be invited again to work with UCAP to identify policy issues, both C 
from their perspective and from the Committee t s perspective. 



In response to a question, Barbara Steidle said that off-campus courses have always proceeded 
from regular courses offered on-campus, but that offering off-campus courses via technology may 

( raise some issues as to whether this will continue to be the case. 

c 

7. Early Warning Results 

Barbara Steidle distributed a brief report on the Early Warning results from this Fall Semester. 
The number of warnings issued this year was less than the number last year, in most categories. 
However, there were some late warnings which are not included in the totals. The cost of the 
Early Warning System is becoming minimal, since many units incorporate existing programs in 
recording the warnings and others have access to the WEB-based listings. Student reaction to 
receiving a warning is mixed, but most students interviewed last year felt that the warning they 
received was justified, and they were somewhat glad tQ be warned. 

In response to a question, Barbara Steidle said that warnings are not reported to the students' high 
schools. However, the University routinely reports to high schools the number of students from 
the school who were placed into remedial courses. 

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

Prepared by Peter Lappan 

UCAP12.5 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of Meeting 

January 9, 1997 

Approved 2/6/97 

Present: 1. Banks, S. Carrier"F.S. Carter, J. Chartkoff, S. Hoerr, J. Krehbiel, 
F. Lindahl, P. Lappan, R. Schiffman, S. Smith, J. Sulak, P. Wills 

Others: B. Steidle, D. McMillan, P. Hunt, R. Church 

1. The agenda was approved. 

2. The minutes of the December 5, 1997 meeting were approved with an amendment in wording. 

3. Peter Lappan, acting as chair in the absence of Steve McCornack, reported for him: 
a) the UCAP report on its functions in the governance system, was submitted to ECAC; 
b) the Steering Committee of.AC was abolished at the ECAC retreat; 
c) the chairperson will report further on the ECAC retreat at the next meeting; 
d) The suggestion that UCAP meet once a month will be discussed at the next meeting. 

4. Barbara Steidle reported: 

5. 

a) Fall Commencements were well attended by both students and faculty. 
b) Observance of Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King's Birthday: There will be a march on January 15 
starting at the Beaumont Tower at 5:00 p.m. Most commemorative celebrations will be held on 
January 20. Students may ask for faculty permission to attend events and be excused from class. 
Last year UCAP agreed that the university should continue to observe this holiday as according to 
the policy on religious observances. 

D. McMillan explained a proposed change in the readmission policy, whereby students who stop 
out will have continued enrollment without having to formally reapply for admission to the 
university, provided they do so within twelve months of the end of the last semester in which they 
were enrolled; they are in good academic standing with the university; and they have not changed 
class level. Discussion focussed on: 
a) Students who may do badly at another institution and then return to MSU. 
b) The record keeping for students who "stop out" and return. 
c) Students who "enroll" for 2 weeks and then drop out, and get their money back, as a way to 
maintain their eligibility for readmission under the new proposal. 

UCAP members expressed their general support for the policy, as consistent with serving student needs. 
Their consensual view will be reported to the Provost. The Registrar's Office hopes to implement the 
policy beginning summer term. 

6. Vice Provost Paul Hunt fielded questions from the committee on the implications of the Virtual 
University . 
a) The assumption is that this program will encourage development of a new student population 
rather than decrease on-campus enrollment because the personal situations and the goals of the two 
audiences are different. Virtual University students, e.g shift workers, cannot attend on-campus 
classes and are more likely to be seeking credentials for a specific job rather than the best way to 
gain an education. 
b) MSU engineering courses are currently being offered toward Master's degree requirements 
through the National Technological University. Students may collect defmed numbers of credits 
from several institutions and apply them toward the degree from a particular institution. 



c) Interaction between partner institutions would be especially complex when working with 
international i"nstitutions. Hence, there is some utility in being able to put together selected degree 
programs from a single institution. 
d) In response to concerns about the intellectual integrity of such degrees, Dr. Hunt responded that 
the quality safety net is in the specification of the degree requirements. Certain courses may not 
lend themselves to virtual activities, e.g., labs, foreign languages. To address such concerns, 
universities will have to consider how programs might be offered through cooperative efforts of 
two or more institutions. That will require consideration of the credit requirements for degrees 
and how these can or cannot be distributed. Dr. Hunt predicted that the higher the status of an 
institution, the more likely it is to be an exporter of credits rather than a degree grantor. 

7. Robert Church joined the committee to field additional questions. 
a) There was some discussion of the security issues attendant on such a system. For example, 
proctoring exams is an issue. Church noted that this was currently at the discretion of the 
instructor, and different forms of assessment could be employed: proctored sites, such as 
community colleges or local libraries; oral examinations by phone; reliance on research papers. 
There also needs to be more attention to overall program assessment, i.e. what does a student 
know as a result of a total instructional program as opposed to a particular course. 
b) Church reported that current studies have shown that grades tend to be higher for students off
campus, taking the same course as those on-campus. Maturity and experience may be contributing 
factors. 
c) Assessment may focus testing differently: i.e., "What did you learn?" rather than "How many 
courses did you earn a 3.5 in?" There are plans to do comparative evaluations in TC 100 and CSS 
110, which are now being offered over the WEB. 
d) Intellectual property issues will continue to be addressed. 

Questions raised by UCAP members included: 
a) Once the course is developed, what is the danger of faculty being replaced by TA's? 
b) How to determine the quality of transfer courses? We would prefer to be a course exporter 
than an importer. However, as Hunt noted earlier, the.Big Ten presidents are looking at this 
market for marginal gains rather than as replacements for current populations and activities. 
c) How to determine a coherent program from this composite of courses? This is a matter for 
institutional determination. 
d) Is there any evidence from the long-established correspondence course programs regarding 
qUality? 
e) What are the expectations for completion rates? Church acknowledged that these are not 
exactly impressive at this time; however, Chicago schools have found that the virtual offerings 
often operated to attract the same students to on-campus courses. 
t) Is the amount of on-campus technology sufficient to serve these needs as well as those of the on
campus population? 
g) What variation does there need to be in our concepts of residency; participatory activity that 
replaces or counts as "seat time;" should there be a defmed minimum number of on-site credits for 
receipt of an MSU degree? 

The meeting was adjourned at 11 :53 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
J enifer Banks 
Sec pro tern 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

1anuary 23, 1997 

Approved 2/6/97 

Present: D. Banks, 1. Banks, S. Carrier, 1. Chartkoff, 1. Darden, A. Herringa, 
P. Lappan, 1. Lucas, S. McCornack, R. Schiffman, S. Smith, 1. Sulak 

Others: B. Steidle, G. VanDusen, R.L. Tummala 

Minutes prepared by: Joseph Chartkoff 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The meeting was called to order at 10:23 a.m. 

The agenda was approved as amended. 

The minutes of the meeting of January 9, 1997, were not available for approval. 

Comments from the Chair. 

Chairperson McCornack addressed several topics. 
(a) Motions at the last meeting of Academic Council were noted for the committee: A 

motion to eliminate UCC routing curriculum reports through Academic Council was 
not approved. A motion to change the structure of graduate committees was approved. 
A motion to allow specialists to serve on graduate committees failed. 

(b) The Chair apologized to the Committee for unexpected delays in providing a written 
report to the Executive Committee (ECAC) on discussions by UCAP of implications 
for the elimination of UCAP. Work commitments delayed completion of the report, 
leading to loss of opportunity for UCAP members to provide feedback. 

(c) In response to an issue raised last Fall by Joe Chartkoff over perceived problems in the 
adequacy of proctoring for tests in large undergraduate courses, the Chair announced 
he had designed a questionnaire on the topic that was sent to chairs and directors of 
academic units. Four questions were raised: (1) Are current proctoring arrangements 
in your unit satisfactory at this time or not? (2) Has a lack of sufficient proctoring led 
to an increase in students cheating on exams? (3) How many penalty grades have been 
issued annually by your unit? (4) How many formal or informal complaints have you 
received annually? Early returns by several units suggest that proctoring is not seen as 
a serious problem at this time. As data are analyzed, a formal report will be provided 
for UCAP. 

(d) The Dean of the Graduate School has developed a revised formula for the distribution 
of Graduate Office Fellowship funds and will implement the change. The changes will 
especially favor units which have large numbers of graduate students and which have 
programs which graduate students normally complete rapidly. Programs that are 



smaller, or that have longer time spans for typical graduate student stays will be 
disadvantaged under the new policy. C 

(e) A motion to change UCAP's scheduled meetings to once per month rather than the 
current biweekly pattern was made and tabled. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

Assistant Provost Steidle commented on several topics. 
(a) The distribution formula for funding Graduate Office Fellowships has been addressed 

by the University Graduate Council and discussed by the Graduate Assistant/Associate 
Deans and the Deans. 

(b) The recent retirement of Joanne Corcos from the position of executive assistant in the 
Office of the Assistant Provost was announced. Her position has been filled by Robin 
Pline, who was introdtIced to the Committee. Chairperson McCornack led the entire 
committee in extending a warm welcome to Ms. Pline, with whom all look forward to 
a most rewarding association. At the same time, the committee extends its heartfelt 
thanks to Joanne Corcos for the years of wonderful contributions to the harmonious and 
effective working of the committee and the Assistant Provost's office. Sincere wishes 
are offered for her happiness in retirement. 

(c) The committee was advised of the growing success of freshman seminars. Last fall, 
eight seminars were initiated. Two objectives were sought: (1) to introduce students to 
the culture of the University, and (2) to excite students about stimulating subjects while 
providing them with the experience of working in small-group formats. In the coming 
year, more seminars will be offered. 

The pilot seminars described were not offered for credit. The possibility of creating a 
university-level course number to allow credit is being considered. Some difficulties 
will need to be faced whether or not credit is offered. If credit is not offered, 

. participation levels tend to be low. If credit is available, students worry about the wise 
use of extra credit options. 

Steve McCornack asked about the formats of current seminars. Dr. Steidle replied that 
seminars currently last for about 12 contact hours, and commonly meet two hours 
weekly in the first six weeks of semester. Amounts of outside work such as reading 
and library research varies. Credit awards would assume expectation of outside work 
in addition to class hours. Freshman seminars already are being used at many other 
colleges and universities. In addition, some MSU colleges have initiated seminars, 
such as College of Human Ecology, and College of Education (where it is required of 
all majors). Section size is generally no more than 20 students. 

Stacy Carrier commented that she felt having the sections for credit was preferable to 
not. loe Chartkoff commented that a one-credit Freshman seminar could be useful in 
helping faculty average seven credits per semester. Dr. Steidle noted that the proposal 
has received other reactions as well, such as the idea that learning should be for its own 

( 

( 



c 

( 

( 

state. Stacy Carrier suggested that many freshmen are not interested in knowledge for 
its own sake, but may be looking for more challenges. 

Dr. Steidle noted that seminar course evaluations included three cohorts: students who 
participated; those who tried unsuccessfully to get in; and those who were not 
interested in the seminars. It was learned that students who signed up for the seminars 
were less likely than other freshmen to be involved in other activities, such as 
intermural sports. Students who participated had numbers of contacts with faculty, and 
wanted to do so; students who did not participate were less likely to have contacts with 
faculty. 

Steve McCornack asked if grading options were discussed for proposed new seminars. 
Dr. Steidle replied that the PassiNo Pass option seemed to be a reasonable approach. 
Jennifer Banks asked if students in the seminars typically discussed their intended 
majors. The reply is that it happened to some extent. Joseph Sulak asked if seminars 
were exclusive to each school or college. They may be or they may be open. The 
Provost hopes to use the seminars to enhance cross-teaching. Rachel Schiffman asked 
how a unit might find help in developing a freshman seminar. Dr. Steidle replied that 
Dr. Marie Swanson of Human Medicine will take the lead this year. The three medical 
colleges plus Med. Tech. And Nursing are planning a series of options. 

Steve McCornack asked how having such seminars would affect teaching load patterns. 
The reply was that there was no intention of undercutting teaching load. The intention 
was to develop courses, some of which were for credit and had- a P/NP format. ' 
However, they would be at the 1-credit load. Dennis Banks asked if it were possible to 
have some seminars for credit and others not for credit. Peter Lappan urged that 
students be given the option. 

6. Report of ECAC Retreat. 

The Executive Committee of Academic Council (ECAC) held a retreat to discuss policy issues, 
including possibilities for the restructuring of academic governance. Several motions were 
passed for later review by Academic Council. Comments from Steve McCornack, Rachel 
Schiffman and Asst. Provost Steidle reported on accomplishments at the retreat to UCAP 
members. 

Several concerns of UCAP were presented at the retreat. They were: 
(a) UCAP members felt that UCAP needed to be able to limit the issues coming before it for 
informal discussion, and should be able to reject having to discuss an issue. 
(b) UCAP wanted to consider changing its own calendar to meetings held once monthly rather 
than, at present, bi-weekly. 
(c) UCAP felt that the Chair of UCAP and the Chair of ECAC needed to discuss issues of 
overlap, so as to minimize replicated actions. 
(d) UCAP felt that UCAP should be allowed to act in a more proactive way so as to be able to 
craft recommendations itself instead of only being able to respond to recommendations 
generated elsewhere. 



ECAC. at its retreat, considered a motion to formalize the institutional role of ECAC in the 
University's By-Laws for Academic Governance. The motion passed. 

ECAC considered a motion to disband the Coordinating Committee, a currently existing body 
consisting of the Steering Committee plus ECAC. The motion passed. ( 

ECAC considered a motion to dissolve the Committee on Academic Environment. The motion 
passed. 

Asst. Provost Steidle noted that the ability of UCAP to be proactive already is provided in the 
By-Laws. The committee is authorized to "advise the Provost", a charge which is broad 
enough to encompass the origination of recommendations. UCAP is designated as a 
recommending committee. 

7. Proposed Change to UCAP Meeting Frequency. 

Discussion of the retreat's topics led back to the issue of the frequency with which UCAP 
meets. Discussion led to proposal of a motion. The discussion was interrupted by the arrival 
of Asst. Dean VanDusen for a scheduled discussion, but the topic was re-addressed before 
adjournment. The two parts of the discussion are reported together here for the sake of 
coherence. 

Chairperson McCornack's discussion of the idea of changing UCAP meeting frequency to once 
monthly met initially with favorable responses. Joseph Sulak asked if a reduction in meeting 
frequency would counteract ECAC plans to speed up the flow of materials through academic 
governance by streamlining the system. The reply from the Chair was that a counteracting 
effect was not thought likely, but that the schedule change would have the effect of keeping 
UCAP from being sent more issues to debate. 

Asst. Provost Steidle asked whether, under the changed system, the agenda for Academic 
Council would now be set by ECAC. The Chair's reply was that this was not yet clear but it 
appeared probable that ECAC would probably set the agenda for Academic Council. A more 
certain change is that ECAC would now have to have an elected chair. 

The Chair asked if there were interest in moving formally to a UCAP schedule of meeting 
once monthly. Joseph Sulak asked whether, under such a schedule, it would be necessary to 
have meetings that lasted three hours to get through the accumulated agenda. The Chair 
replied that, at present, meeting agendas seem to follow Parkinson's Law -- agendas expand to 
fill up available time. If so, keeping to the current meeting length should keep the agenda in 
order. Peter Lappan voiced concern that holding meetings less often could result in some loss 
of continuity, as well as delaying the movement of proposals through the system. Asst. 
Provost Steidle noted that UCAP currently has the power to cancel meetings, so meetings 
could be held less frequently, if desired, without formally changing rules. 

A motion to change UCAP meeting frequency to once monthly was made by Rachel Schiffman 
and seconded by Joe Darden. Discussion followed. 
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James Lucas noted that a once monthly schedule made the problem of having a quorum present 
more crucial than at present. If a meeting were not officially held due to lack of a quorum, 
two months could elapse between meetings. This issue accentuated Peter Lappan's concern 
about the timely flow of items through the system. Dr. Lucas supported retaining the 
biweekly schedule. Peter Lappan also spoke in favor of retaining the present schedule because 
of the potential problem of bottlenecks in the flow of items. He argued it was more effective 
to cancel scheduled meetings if agendas were short than it was to require longer waits between 
meetings. Stacy Carrier commented that she was not as concerned with problems of flow 
since much of the committee's work was simply discussion. She asked if delaying discussion 
for two weeks would pose that much of a problem. Asst. Provost Steidle indicated she felt it 
would. Rachel Schiffman asked if UCAP could not get items sooner. 

The committee voted formally on the motion. The motion was defeated. 

8. Proposed Program Change in the College of Engineering. 

Asst. Dean VanDusen and Professor R.L. Tummala of the College of Engineering visited the 
committee's meeting to discuss a proposed academic program change based in their college, in 
collaboration with the Eli Broad College of Business. This topic was brought to UCAP 
because it involved departures from existing normal university policies. The Provost has 
requested advice from UCAP on the merits of authorizing these departures. 

The program under discussion is in the area of manufacturing engineering. This area already 
is part of the College of Engineering curriculum, but some new variations are sought which 
depart from normal practice in several respects. 

One respect is to admit students to a version of the program as majors upon starting the 
Freshman year or soon thereafter. Promising students could thus be recruited from high 
school. An entry group of about 40 students per year would be expected. Normally, students 
do not declare a major formally until the junior year. In addition, this group would form a 
residential college-like community to provide a more comprehensive experience. In addition, 
entry requirements would be changed for this group, compared to other students majoring in 
manufacturing engineering, to provide an expanded set of qualifications as well as early 
admissions review. 

In addition, the program would respond to requests from government and industry to produce 
students who combined management skills with technical skills and who had graduate-level 
competence upon completion of the program. This set of concerns reflects a larger concern 
over the need to preserve industry in the United States. This changed program would combine 
the Bachelor of Science program with a graduate Master's degree program. The Master's 
degree would combine M.S. preparation in the College of Engineering with the M.B.A. 
program in the Eli Broad College of Business to produce specialists that neither program could 
produce on its own. Students would apply for advancement to the combined graduate program 
while in their junior year of the undergraduate program, and would be admitted at that point. 
The program would need new packaging of engineering courses into a BS/MS/MBA program. 
Faculty from both colleges would participate in the program. 



The program would have a "bail-out" provision so that students who were admitted to it but 
either decided to change" programs or were not succeeding well enough academically could be 
guaranteed transfer to the regular program in manufacturing engineering so they would not 
lose standing or progress toward the degree. 

Dr. Tummala noted that the program requires at least three mandatory co-op experiences for 
students: one in engineering, one in management, and one in international experience. These 
co-ops need to start at the sophomore level, so admitting students earlier is a functional 
necessity. Many companies have treated the field of manufacturing engineering as a second
class discipline, but this program would give it a great deal more strength and integration. It 
becomes a five-year program that produces a master's degree, making graduates highly 
competitive. 

Jennifer Banks asked for further clarification on the ability of students to transfer out of the 
program without penalty. She also asked what would happen "to mandatory co~op experiences. 
The reply was that students wOuld be guaranteed the ability to transfer into the regular 
manufacturing engineering program without penalty, and that individual arrangements would 
be made to credit students with their co-op experiences. Industries would help the program by 
providing mentoring and advising from those who were involved professionally in the field. 

Stacy Carrier asked if the expected initial population for the program would be less than 40 
students. The reply was that there already was more than enough interest to assure a full 
entering group. It is intended that 40 students should be admitted to the Master's level by 
junior year, so the entering freshman group would really be around 50, to allow for dropouts 
and transfers. 

James Lucas asked if other universities had developed similar models. Dr. Tummala replied 
that there were no others -- this program would be a unique contribution from MSU. Would 
the degree be separate? It would be, and only students admitted to the undergraduate program 
could apply for admission to the graduate degree component. 

Sarah Smith and Jennifer Banks asked for further clarification on protection of student abilities 
to transfer. They were assured that students in the program were guaranteed the ability to 
transfer to another program in the college so long as the student was passing. No other 
program in the college has a cap on enrollment. 

Joe Darden noted that the admissions minimum standard for G.P.A. was 3.0, and asked if this 
level were higher than for other programs in the college. The reply was that it was somewhat 
higher. Other programs have varying minimums, but all are lower. Asst. Provost Steidle 
noted that one required course was Economics 210, which was a unique lower division 
requirement for Engineering, and asked if there were any other unique requirements. The 
answer was that there were not -- the curriculum was not a special program, but instead 
provided special handling of its students. Rachel Schiffman asked if Econ 210 were taken by 
other Engineering students. The reply was that it was. 

UCAP members then discussed what advice should be given to the Provost about this proposed 
program. Joe Darden expressed his support. Steve McCornack also expressed support, noting 
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that his only concern was whether course work would pit regular students against "favored" 
students. lames Lucas said it should not, because this program had no courses of its own, and 
its students would have to be in regular courses along with other Engineering students. Asst. 
Provost Steidle noted that the program would get a more select pool to begin with but that the 
system would not exclude others. Stacy Carrier commented that this program should motivate 
other students to seek mentors as well. Dennis Banks noted that the special nature of the 
program can wear off in time, raising the question of how students in this program would, in 
fact, be treated differently than students elsewhere in manufacturing engineering. 

Asst. Provost Steidle noted that components of the proposal have some precedents elsewhere in 
the University already. PPA admits majors at the junior level, but seniors are admitted 
directly to the graduate level. Rachel Schiffman noted that one important difference between 
this program and others is the co-op experience. It is required for this program, but is 
optional elsewhere. Therefore it is factors other than course work that are intended to produce 
different outcomes. 

Dennis Banks asked how many Engineering students currently take part in co-ops. James 
Lucas replied that about 15 % of the Engineering undergraduates do three co-ops, while 35-
40 % do at least one. Joseph Sulak asked if making co-ops mandatory for this program would 
have a negative effect on other students who wanted to do co-ops. James Lucas noted he felt 
that there would be some increase in competition for co-op experiences. 

Chairperson McCornack asked the committee for recommendations to the Provost about this 
proposal. James Lucas recommended that UCAP recommend supporting it. The committee 
voted unanimously in favor of giving that advice . .. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00. 

Prepared by Joseph Chartkoff 

ucapl.23 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 6, 1997 

Approved 3127/97 

Present: D. Banks, S. Carrier, F. Carter, J. Chartkoff, R. Fisher, A. Herringa, S. Hoerr, J. Krehbiel, 
P. Pallan, F. Lindahl, J. Lucas, S. McCornack, R. Schiffman 

Others: B. Steidle 

Minutes prepared by: Joseph Chartkoff 

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

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of January 9, 1997, were approved as presented. The minutes of January 
23, 1997, were approved as amended. 

4. Comments from the Chair. 

5. 

Thanks were expressed to UCAP members who provided comments on proposed changes of policy for 
the awarding of Graduate Office Fellowships. This matter is not presently in UCAP's domain, but 
may be in the future. The current plan, the chair noted, does not take into account the burdens of 
large service classes borne by units that have either small numbers of graduate students or which do 
not have programs designed to produce rapid completions of graduate degrees. The current plan, 
which proposes to reduce GOF awards to such units, is not being evaluated in terms of financial 
issues. 

Comments from the Assistant Provost. 

At a meeting in the near future, UCAP members will be provided an update on the degree to which the 
entering freshman class met the APERTIF--recommended subject matter requirements. 

Data also will be shared on the awarding of honors degrees at Commencement. Last year, nearly 20% 
of graduating seniors were given honors designations. 

6. Periodic review of Unit SIRS Forms. 

Periodic review of unit SIRS forms has been stimulated by an inquiry from a faculty member to the 
Provost. The Provost has asked UCAP for advice as to whether UCAP should review SIRS forms 
periodically. The question is whether UCAP feels this is a review it should be doing. 

Dr. Krehbiel asked what would the purpose of such a review be. Dr. Steidle replied that that question 
was precisely the one being asked. 

SIRS forms serve two allied but distinct purposes: (1) to measure student evaluations of courses, and 
(2) to measure faculty teaching effectiveness as a criterion of merit. Are these intended purposes 
actually being served? The original faculty inquiry to the Provost expressed concern that SIRS 
comments by students were becoming increasingly personalized, and were not focusing on course 
quality, course content or teaching methods. Dr. McCornack supported that assessment. 



Dr. Lucas commented that the problem may lie with the way in which faculty inform students of the 
forms' purposes, which may vary greatly, even though the results are used for standardized 
evaluations. Dr. Steidle suggested UCAP could decide to advise faculty as to how to administer the 
forms. ( 

Dr. Lindahl noted that in James Madison College a standardized announcement is given to faculty to 
read to classes. How instructors prepare students and what the students are asked to discuss on their 
forms are both crucial to success. It is imponant to note the dual purpose of the evaluations when 
instructing students. Dr. Hoerr commented that there can be other useful ways to gain good evaluation 
information. She has used a question on her final exams, for example, to get students to discuss what 
they learned from the course that they regarded as most valuable. 

Dr. Schiffman commented that, in the College of Nursing, two evaluation forms are used. One deals 
with the course, and the other with the instructor. This helps make sure each of the two purposes is 
served. How the evaluations are used remains a concern. The current forms do not ask about how 
presentation of the course is done or about the time lines of feedback from instructor to student. Dr. 
Steidle asked how differences in teaching styles among instructors are treated. Dr. Schiffman replied 
that no distinction is made now between teaching style and course content. Dr. Schiffman noted that 
an additional, separate form was used to assess clinical teaching. Dr. McCornack asked where data 
existed on all the evaluation forms being used around the University. Dr. Steidle said there was not a 
central source. 

Dr. Lucas noted that the ranking system for teaching was not the same thing as the grade point spread. 
Ms. Carrier commented that, in using the present SIRS form, she rarely uses the extreme choices, 
"strongly agree" or "strongly disagree", but usually marks the more central, unmodified choices. 

Dr. Lappan suggested that a compilation of evaluation forms be created and shared so that units could ( 
have models among which to choose. 

Dr. Carter suggested that departmental administrators would be wise to follow the practices of business 
management and go into the classroom (onto the floor) to observe faculty performance first-hand, in 
order to be able to make informed sense out of course evaluation results. Dr. Hoerr noted that she has 
encountered new practices at other colleges in which outside evaluators are brought in to help review 
teaching. MSU appears to be somewhat behind in this area. 

Dr. McCornack commented that research still is the real basis for faculty reward, and that teaching 
performance plays little or no real part in faculty promotion, tenure or merit awards. A few occasions 
have arisen recently in which faculty job candidates have been invited to guest-teach, but it still is a 
minor consideration. Dr. Steidle noted that student reactions, as measured by the CIERT focus 
groups, indicate they believe SIRS are of no real importance in university decision-making. 

Dr. Krehbiel commented that medical college students have been found to share that view. There, 
student evaluations tend to be focused a bit more personally on the professor. Faculty believe students 
can focus on course delivery, but do not have appropriate perspectives to assess course content, 
pedagogy, or philosophy. Those areas tend to be left out of evaluation entirely. Dr. Fisher 
commented that there is a large discrepancy between SIRS reviews and peer review. Peer review 
provides an important perspective which is not considered when evaluation by SIRS is considered in 
isolation. 

Dr. Steidle suggested that a UCAP position was starting to emerge. UCAP seems to be indicating that 
it may want to see a desirable design for a SIRS form be developed. Professor Lucas asked how 
UCAP members feel about having a rating scale that uses whole numbers without intermediates? (As 
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compared to course grading scales). Dr. McCornack asked whether UCAP members wanted to decide 
yet as to whether UCAP ought to conduct periodic reviews of SIRS forms. Dr. Steidle suggested that 
UCAP might want to examine the various forms in use before deciding whether to take on this task or 
not. 

Dr. Hoerr asked whether UCAP could be shown the materials that James Madison College has 
prepared. Dr. Lindahl assured the committee that this could be done. Dr. Hoerr also commented that 
the analysis of SIRS comments done last semester by Professor Linda Jackson was very interesting, 
and suggested the results be summarized to be shared around the university. Dr. Steidle added that 
Professor Jackson had done a follow-up survey to find out how close the views of faculty and students 
were on what was important in teaching. 

7. Time Limit on Achieving English Language Competency for Undergraduate Students. 

This item has been restored on UCAP's agenda because the committee's original report never went 
forward last year with its recommendation, and because events suggest a reconsideration of the 
position. Dr. Steidle noted that under current rules, a foreign student can be admitted to MSU 
provisionally based on English Language proficiency that is below the designated level. A student so 
admitted is supposed to gain sufficient English Language proficiency within one year. 

A recent case illustrates a problem. It involved a student who had been in the English Language 
Center for two years. The student was not enrolled in a formal program, and so could not be making 
progress to degree. At the same time, it was not possible to enroll the student because of the 
deficiency in English Language proficiency. 

UCAP's recommendation last Fall was to remove the time limit of one year. Dr. Steidle indicated, 
that the case evidenced the need for the limitation and that removing it would not be in the academic 
interest of students. She felt that if UCAP decided to retain the one-year limit, there is also a case that 
can be made for exceptions. 

Dr. BaIjks offered a motion to reconsider last Fall's recommendation that the one-year limit be 
removed. Dr. Banks' motion instead was that the present one-year expectation for attaining English 
Language proficiency be retained. The motion was seconded by Dr. Lappan. The motion was 
approved. 

Dr. Fisher asked if there were any current minimum for provisional admissions, and if so, how many 
students were admitted provisionally each year. Dr. Steidle replied that there is a minimum score on 
the TOEFL test in order to attain provisional status. Of the approximately 150 international students 
admitted annually, no more than 30 were likely to fall in this category. 

8. Policy Issues: Virtual University. 

Discussion was taken up again on policy issues related to Internet degree programs. 

Dr. Schiffman noted that in the College of Nursing the faculty have widely varying opinions as to how 
important open access is compared to the maintenance of regulation and standards. Those who are 
developing the internet programs appear to operate using different standards than do administrators. 
Dr. McCornack commented that he hears more support for graduate degree programs for the virtual 
market, but that the greatest potential for growth seems to be at the undergraduate level. He has great 
concerns about trying to direct effective graduate education through this medium. 

Dr. Steidle commented that potential seems to vary according to the program. Some professional 



programs are highly standardized and can be offered through the workplace. MSU's College of 
Engineering now has a joint virtual graduate program being offered through National Technological 
University, for example. Dr. Hoerr asked if such programs did more than simply transfer data. Did 
they provide development of intellectual skills, critical thinking, and the application of what was (r 
learned to new situations? Dr. Steidle replied that the needs of the students in these programs varied 
greatly. The College of Veterinary Medicine, for example, wants students to have workplace 
experience as part of training, so this sort of approach could be valuable. 

Dr. McCornack noted that the targeting of degrees varies, and thus so does the outcome for student 
academic development. Dr. Steidle suggested that certification programs and professional degrees 
were areas that might be especially suitable for virtual course work. Dr. McCornack asked who was 
making decisions about what to offer. Dr. Steidle replied that decisions were coming, as a result of 
joint discussions, from both the top (central administration) and the bottom (the offerers of specific 
courses or programs); so far, the university had not tried to develop rules. This refers back to Dr. 
Schiffman's earlier questions about what percentage of a degree could be based on virtual courses, and 
what role residency should play. Currently MSU offers four courses via the Internet. The cost of 
offering an entire degree program that way would be vast at this stage. Use of community colleges to 
provide on-campus undergraduate introductory courses would be useful. 

Dr. Lappan suggested the need to classify courses. Some courses could combine elements of virtual 
learning with on-campus elements, for example. Drs. Chartkoff and McCornack noted that security 
problems such as exam integrity and protection against hackers need to be addressed. 

Dr. McCornack suggested that if, in the future, UCAP were to make a policy that only a certain 
percentage of virtual courses could count toward a degree, an assumption would be implied that there 
is a significant difference between virtual courses and live courses, or why have a limit? UCAP would 
need to decide what the significant difference was. 

Dr. Steidle suggested there were some other issues that might be considered, such as (1) time allowed 
for course completion; (2) policies for drops/withdrawals/refunds; (3) course transferability and how it 
would be judged; (4) the extent to which a degree's course set should be the product primarily of one 
institution or could be a pastiche of many; (5) the number of virtual credits that could be transferred 
in; (6) whether on-campus students could take virtual courses as part of their own degree programs; 
and (7) whether there would be enrollment limits for virtual courses, and what they would be. 

Dr. McCornack added the issues of how faculty would be evaluated for teaching of virtual courses, and 
how the evaluations would affect tenure and promotion decisions. 

Dr. Carter added the consideration of the accounting value of enrollments in virtual courses. How 
would enrollments be counted in terms of student-faculty ratios that are used by a number of 
accrediting agencies? 

Dr. Steidle asked how the committee wanted to deal with virtual courses and degrees in terms of 
policy. Dr. McCornack suggested that a committee be formed, and that it draft a document defining 
the central issues and possibly, recommendations regarding them, and concerns which need to be 
addressed. Dr. Schiffman suggested that committee members ought to experience teaching such a 
course in order to have better-informed views. 

9. Proctoring of Exams. 
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agreed, saying that proctoring was felt to be a problem by many faculty in the College of Veterinary 
Medicine. 

to. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :44 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted by Joseph Chartkoff 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

March 27, 1997 

Approved 4124/97 

Present: J. Chartkoff, J. Darden, R. Fisher, A. Herringa, F. Lindahl, S. McCornack, S. Smith, 
R. Schiffman 

Others: B. Steidle 

Minutes prepared by: Adam Herringa 

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

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the previous meeting (February 6, 1997) were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chair. 

5. 

We should begin thinking about our positions on DCAP next year. We must also be thinking 
about the chair for the coming year. 

Request for Exception to Dual Enrollment Policy. 

Last fall a moratorium was placed on the program in professional accounting. The program in 
question was a combination undergraduate/graduate degree program where both degrees could be 
obtained simultaneously. This particular program was not working out very well due to various 
reasons. Since then a Master of Science in Accounting has been added. The college now requests 
an exception to the dual enrollment policy to permit undergraduates intending to enter the M.S. 
program to take a mixture of graduate and undergraduate courses in the fourth and fifth years. 

Dean Rainey spoke on behalf of the Accounting department. He stated that they are currently 
phasing out the past program. He then initiated discussion about the benefits of the program 
before UCAP today. He also discussed what steps would be taken to ensure the success of 
students who enroll in this new program. 

Dr. Fisher questioned why it was a Master of Science degree. The response, to the best of Dean 
Rainey's knowledge, was that all master's level Accounting programs are M.S. programs. Dean 
Rainey indicated that this is a 31 semester hour program and has a different structure while an 
MBA requires job experience and 54 credits. An MBA requires a business core and a 
specialization program. The Accounting program is a specialized program. 

Ms. Smith was curious as to the minimum G.P.A. requirements for entrance into the program. 
Dean Rainey responded that the minimum requirement in the G.P.A. has always been a 3.25, and 
that this will not change. The difference between the two will be in the GMA T. But, for the most 
part, the standards havett changed. The University must offer a quality program as they are 
competing with employers for the best students. 

Dr. Steidle then asked what the fallback position was for students who chose not to continue 



through the Master's program. Rainey responded that there was no special fallback position, but 
that entry level classes allowed students to better plan for their future in the program. Dr. ( 
O'Connor indicated he would be advising students personally. 

Dr. Schiffman then moved to accept this dual-enrollment exception. Dr. Darden seconded and the 
motion was unanimously approved. 

6. Review of Admissions Requirements for Incoming Freshmen. 

Dr. Steidle initiated discussion about the review of the satisfaction of admissions requirements by 
fall semester (1996) incoming freshmen. CRDE had requested DCAP to review the degree to 
which students are completing the courses required/recommended for entry into MSD. A sample 
analysis was prepared using the high school courses of entering freshmen of the '96 class. The 
results were then compared with prior years entering students. Major divisions in the sample were 
being sought. Also referred to in the sample were those classes taken by people of different 
ethnicities and gender. It was mentioned that the percentages produced by the simple survey could 
be misleading because of the differentials in samples and should be read with that in mind. 

Dr. Fisher questioned the use of this survey. Dr. Steidle replied that it is DCAP's job to examine 
the requirements of incoming freshmen and to ensure that we are not falling behind in our 
expectations. This sample lets us know the degree to which students are meeting our requirements 
over time. She also mentioned that some leeway be given to the English column as many of the 
classes that might be included here have names that defy categorization. 

Dr. McCornack asked if there was any analysis done regarding those students who have failed to (~. 
meet the requirements. Or even those who have failed to meet a portion of the requirements. Dr. 
Steidle replied by saying that had not been done and that even this sample involved a complicated 
process. Obtaining data such as that referred to by Dr. McCornack was not cost-effective and 
difficult to compile. 

Dr. Steidle then asked if DCAP still wanted this sample done every year. Or would it be just as 
effective to run a sample every few years. She then made the point that the reason this was started 
in the first place was to ensure that, after the switch to semesters, students were still meeting entry 
level requirements. The sampling process is very laborious as the courses need to be individually 
entered. 

Dr. McCornack commented that he did not believe the numbers in the survey were worth much. 
He said that there was a lot of distortion in the numbers and that he was doubtful this represented a 
valid representation of the population. And he concluded by questioning whether or not the survey 
be continued at all. 

Dr. Fisher followed Dr. McCornack's question with one of her own. She wondered whether or 
not we could maintain enrollment if we only accepted those students meeting all of the 
requirements. The answer was no and that high school class history is but one factor in many 
when it comes to being accepted at MSD. 

Dr. Darden commented that the use of the sample is as a monitoring device and, as such, serves 
the purpose of indicating continuity or departures. 

Dr. McCornack retorted that this sampling does not provide concrete data. If we want a basis for ( 
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academic policy then a larger sampling must be taken. But, he said the current method of 
sampling can be used to watch for trends within groups of incoming freshmen. 

In response to the question regarding annual samples, Dr. Darden said that this is too expensive to 
do every year. However, monitoring incoming freshmen is important and recommended to do it 
every five years. 

Dr. Chartkoff said that past surveys have shown little change in trends and suggested every 3 or 5 
years. 

Dr. Steidle recommended every 4 years and the committee agreed. 

7. More Comments from the Assistant Provost. 

Dr. Steidle mentioned that the Senior Class Council wanted to start a tradition of ringing the bells 
of Beaumont in honor of graduation. Everyone seemed to like the idea. 

8. Nominations Committee. 

The non-returning committee members usually serve on the nominations committee. Dr. Steidle 
said that we need to form such a committee. However, many of those present were unsure as to 
whether or not they were returning next year. 

9. Comments. 

Dr. McCornack gave a preliminary report on the examination of proctoring practice. So far, 18 
departments have returned their reports on the issue. One-third of these believed that cheating on 
exams was a problem. Two-thirds believed that a problem existed only in large lecture classes. 
Only one department claimed to have no problem. Dr. McCornack stated that the purpose of the 
progtoring questionnaires was to obtain non-scientific feedback as to whether an in-depth survey is 
necessary or not. A future decision will have to be made regarding the need for a more extensive 
survey. 

to. The meeting was adjourned at 11 :30. 

Respectfully submitted by Adam Herringa 
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University Committee on Academic Policy 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 24, 1997 

Approved 9/4/97 

Present:D. Banks, J. Banks, J. Chartkoff, J. Darden, J. Krehbiel, P. Lappan, F. Lindahl, S. McComack, 
R. Schiffman 

Others: B. Steidle 

Minutes prepared by: Joseph Chartkoff 

1. The meeting was called to order at 10:23 a.m. 

2. The agenda was approved as presented. 

3. The minutes of the meeting of March 27, 1997, were approved as presented. 

4. Comments from the Chair: 

The Chairperson expressed his thanks to the members of the Committee and to the Assistant Provost and her 
staff for their outstanding contributions and for the privilege of chairing the Committee. 

5. Comments from the Assistant Provost: 

University commencement is scheduled for the following week (May 2-3). The Convocation will take place 
on Friday (May 2) at 1 :00 p.m. The keynote speaker is to be William Gray of the United Negro College 

( Fund. 

The first bell-ringing at Beaumont tower for the Senior Class in honor of graduation, announced at the UCAP 
meeting of March 27, took place the previous Thursday (April 17) with great success. 

An article appeared today (April 24, 1997) in the STATE NEWS on how students can get course grades 
corrected. The article failed to discuss relevant university policies. Grade changes can be based only on 
instructor error. Neither chairs/directors nor deans can change grades. 

A review of contacts shows that the number of complaints coming to the Assistant Provost from students, 
parents, faculty and other groups is up compared to past years. 

There will be new efforts for improving conditions for the incoming freshman class in the fall, in terms of 
small-group activities, connections and so forth. For example, Professor Anita Skeen of English is heading a 
program for the College of Arts and Letters that will be based in Abbott Hall, will focus on language, and will 
be connected to a freshman seminar. There should be an expansion of a program started last year that was 
focused on multiracial living groups. It was set up in two living halls last fall and had an associated seminar. 
A new experimental three-year project involving Freshman Interest Groups (FIGs) will be launched in the 
fall. It will allow students to sign up for two connected courses, such as a small-enrollment ATL course plus 
a large related course. Student mentors will be attached to each group. Fifteen such groups should be started 
in the fall. Also increased will be a program to connect living groups with classes. Students in this effort will 
be housed together and then will be allowed to take courses in common. This will be done in four dorms. 
The number of freshman seminars being offered will be increased over last year. Some of these seminars will 
be for credit, and others not. Evaluations will be done on all these efforts later in the year. 
Dr. Steidle also expressed her thanks to the Committee and its chair. 



Dr. i\-kCornack commented that he perceived the number of complaints aboLlt grades have increased 
markedly in recent years, as have efforts to pursue grievances. The amount of time administrators and faculty 
must expend on these complaints and grievances can be enormous, regardless of the validity of the ~ 

complaints. ( 

Assistant Provost Steidle noted that grievance procedures have been established, and that students are to 
follow the established procedures. 

6. Final Report on Survey Concerning Proctoring of Exams in Large Classes: 

Chairman McCornack presented the final report orally to the Committee on the survey of unit heads 
concerning perceptions of cheating problems and the need for additional proctoring of exams in large classes. 
Final results are consistent with earlier feedback. Concerns are not shared among all units, but are reflected 

in those units which have large-enrollment classes. Such units reflect the idea that problems do exist for large 
classes with cheating on tests and the inadequacy of present levels of proctoring. Among the 2000 MSU 
faculty, the percentage which teach such classes is small. Nevertheless, data collected this year indicate that a 
real issue does seem to be perceived. It will be up to UCAP next year to pursue this issue. Dr. McCornack 
will send his formal report out in a few weeks via e-mail. 

7. Presentation of Slate of Officers for 1997-1998: 

The Nomination Committee (Drs. Darden, Banks and Chartkoff) presented its recommendations for officers 
ofUCAP for 1997-1998. The recommendations include: . 

For Chairperson: Dr. Folke Lindahl, James Madison College 
For Vice-Chairperson: Dr. Jennifer S. Banks, College of Arts and Letters 
For Representative to the military advisory council: Dr. Moses Turner, College of Education 
For second UCAP representative to Academic Council: Dr. James Lucas, College of Engineering 
For secretary: Dr. Joseph Chartkoff, College of Social Science 

There not being a quorum available ofUCAP members of the 1997-98 committee, the slate of nominees 
could not come to a vote. The slate will be brought up for a vote at the first UCAP meeting of the new school 
year. 

8. Roundtable 

Assistant Provost Steidle noted that at its last meeting Academic Council did not have a quorum, so a number 
of proposals for changes to theBy-Laws for Academic Governance could not be brought to a vote. This task 
will be taken up in the fall. 

9. The meeting was adjourned at 10:58 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted by Joseph L. Chartkoff 
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