Minutes

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee

Tuesday, October 24, 2000

I. Meeting adjourned at 3:25 PM.

Present: Blackledge, Cramer, Orchard, Putirka, Sadler, Sechrist, Staszkiewicz, Weiner, Wibowo

Absent: 

Excused:  Creany, Klingaman, Peterson, Stephenson, Tannous 

II. Minutes from October 17, 2000 meeting approved on Sadler/Orchard motion with the following changes:

A. Eliminate the word “Senate” from III.A.

B. In III.G, change “Professionals” to “Professions”  in the name of the department and replace the word “program” with “track within an existing program”

C. In III.H, correct last “in” to “is”

D. Liberal Studies Report: Math 216 course revision (00-27) was approved by the Liberal Studies Committee.

III. Chair’s Report:

A.  Presented updated draft agreement on Senate by-law revisions for university curriculum committees with modifications as defined at Senate/APSCUF sub-committee meeting of 10/19/00 including:

1. Structure of committee, listing ex officio, elected and appointed memberships as well as process of election, Senate status and terms of office

2. Definition of UWUCC co-chairs 

3. Duties of the UWUCC 

B. Committee response to draft:

1. Concern raised by committee members about the item defining that all elected faculty members of the UWUC “will be full voting members of the Senate as ‘Senators at Large’.” How can this be managed without two university-wide elections?  Why can’t a department representative to the Senate run for the University Wide curriculum committees? Why does there have to be a university-wide election for either of these Senate committees?  Why make this process more burdensome and complicated?  What are the benefits of this election change being university-side and outside of the Senate, whose faculty members are elected by departments and university-wide processes?  

2. Does the entire faculty need to vote on both the yearly composition as well as the original structure of these committees?

3. Wouldn’t the APSCUF co-chair have to be determined prior to the university-wide senate elections under this proposal?

4. Still have a concern about including the phrase: “prior to the final votes by the University Wide Undergraduate Curriculum Committee.”   Can’t this be re-worded to better assure the process won’t be slowed down unnecessarily and/or to clarify what APSCUF actually intends for this step in the process? In fact, there is a question as to whether all of # 4 in the “Duties” listing should even be on the list of Senate by-laws.  Isn’t this an APSCUF process decision?  Possibly only the last two sentences in item # 4 are appropriate for this document.

C. Experimental programs: APSCUF concerned about how long a program can be considered experimental especially when using temporary faculty.

D. Update on process for handbook revisions: Original Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Handbook presented to University Senate for information only according to Gary Buterbaugh.  

III. Handbook Revision:

A. Can a “Periodic Assessment” plan (as defined on pp. 66, 73, 82) be required?   As this committee can’t reasonably do a follow-up five years after every program/track revision is passed, this is probably an unrealistic step to define in proposals except for newly created programs.

B. Syllabus on p. 91:

1. Needs to have title changed to: Sample Syllabus of Record

2. Change II.5. to “Contrast the experiences of Japanese-Americans to their own cultural backgrounds.”

3. As presently defined, this seems to be more of an individual instructor’s syllabus than a “syllabus of record”.

C. Need to create a generic syllabus of record format with instructions for each section.

1. For Section IV and V, syllabus of record needs to make a statement that allows the instructor the freedom to define course evaluation methods and attendance policy.  Evaluation methods need to somehow measure the defined objectives of the course.  They also need to offer how students will be informed of their evaluation status in the course.

2. Need a response in paperwork process from either department and/or college as to discipline-specific evaluation methods being appropriate to these course objectives.

VI. Meeting adjourned at: 4:59 PM.

Respectfully submitted by:

Barb Blackledge
