UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM COUNCIL

MINUTES

September 22, 1995

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 A.M. by the chair, Bill Voige. Those present were Jerry Benson, Dorothy Boyd‑Rush, Doug Brown, Diane Fuqua, Norm Garrison, Cynthia Gilliatt, Steve Hanson, Robert Hoskins, Paul Kipps, James Leary, Jesse Liles, Rick Lippke, Sean McCrae, Ed McKee, Jeff Nobel (representing Dennis Robison), Dorn Peterson, Kate Raikes, Russ Smith, Ric Thompson, Dick Travis, Bill Voige, Terry Wessel, and Richard Whitman. Minutes of the September 8 meeting were approved with one addition made by Bill Voige. The addition was made to paragraph four and read, "He suggested that the President's proposed changes to the constitution and bylaws be considered along with the examination of the curriculum review process."

Chairman's Report: Bill Voige announced a new student member, Justin Voshell, requested agenda items a week in advance and asked members to leave folders at the end of each meeting. Bill Voige also directed attention to the document, UCC. Modifications to Constitution and Bylaws given to him on September 8, 1995 in a meeting with Jeff Nobel, speaking for the President, and Doug Brown. The document specifies the President's changes to the Constitution and Bylaws adopted by the UCC. He called attention to item number 3, Proxy Voting (see document). He also referenced a memo from Jeff Nobel of September 18 reminding him of the issue of proxy voting. Bill Voige responded to Jeff Nobel stating that he intended to conduct a review of the bylaws during this academic year and it would seem appropriate to consider changes at that time. This issue was mentioned at the August 30 meeting of the UCC. If, however, any member of the UCC wishes to discuss this issue prior to review of the constitution and bylaws, this discussion would take place. Jeff Nobel responded that the document, UCC: Modifications ‑to Constitution and Bylaws, sets forth the rules under which the UCC is operating effective immediately. He clarified that the Physics Academic Review is the only issue that the UCC would be asked its recommendation as "things stand right now." The issue was then opened for discussion. Jeff Nobel asked if this was the first time UCC members had seen the modification to the bylaws proposed by the President. Bill Voige said that it was. Jeff Nobel stated that he had no problem putting the item on the agenda for the next meeting. Several members asked if a brief explanation could be given for the document so that they could better consider the issues. Jeff Nobel explained that the report setting up the UCC gave the body specific duties, those which resulted in disputes between College C & I committees and General Education proposals. It was felt that the UCC would have other areas of responsibility based on recommendation of the Governance Committee and Advisory Committee of both the faculty and administration. As the Advisory Committee has been disbanded, Doug Brown had recommended that the Physics Program review go through the UCC. It was also hoped that a procedure would be worked out which would make it possible for the UCC to be an active participant in the Academic Review process. At this point this has not happened. Review of the Physics Program will allow both the UCC and the administration to look at the procedures.

The voting issue has to do with the number and length of meetings. When the UCC was created, it was thought that it would act on certain things and would not meet regularly, especially when no specific issues were on the table. The President is not interested in having eight administrators come each time simply to be there in case something comes up. Assigning voting privilege to a designee would be helpful. Having agenda items in advance would also make it possible for those with strong opinions or concerns to be present at important meetings. Number five requires changes in the Constitution or Bylaws to be approved by the President rather and restricts suspension of rules to nonsubstantive matters. The President and administration are also very interested in having the UCC function during the summer.

A memo addressing the Physics Program review was sent by Bethany Oberst to Andy Kohen, Speaker of the Faculty Senate, and Bill Voige. In the memo Dr. Oberst noted that "some or all of the five college

Committee Reports: Jim Leary gave a progress report on the Program Review Subcommittee for Physics (entire report attached.) Three recommendations were made by the subcommittee during their September 15 meeting. These were that: 1) some minor modifications in the criteria for evaluation of program review might be appropriate; 2) the document, Criteria for Evaluation of Program Reviews be included as an appendix to the document Academic Program Review Guidelines 1995‑96 and that all individuals participating in the program review be given this appendix as soon as possible; 3) because of the short time line under which the internal and external reviews of Physics took place, the subcommittee's evaluation of the program should not be viewed as precedent setting and that due to the diversity of programs, each review may be unique. The subcommittee will meet again on Monday,

representatives selected by the UCC to perform" the Physics Program review are members of the FRC, "the group which is suing the JMU Board of Visitors to reverse the very decisions which led to that program review." The memo recommends identifying five other faculty who are not members of the FRC to conduct the review. (The entire memo is contained in the folder for the September 22 meeting.) Rick Lippke stated that the academic review process was discussed in detail at several UCC meetings in the spring and that he did not get the impression that program review was not within the purview of the UCC. Jeff Nobel clarified that at several meetings he challenged this assumption by stating that the UCC did not have actual authority on program review. Each time the Chair of the UCC and the UCC at large elected to continue the discussion. After this explanation, the body agreed to defer further discussion of the issues raised by the President's proposed modifications to its next meeting. Bill Voige also pointed out his response to Dr. Oberst's memo concerning FRC membership on the Physics Review Committee. His response (enclosed in folders) clarifies that the members to the committee were appointed in accord with the bylaws of the UCC and were unanimously approved at the September 8 meeting. No objections to the committee were raised at that time.

General Education Report: Doug Brown gave a report on the progress of the General Education Committee. The committee is now working on the final report of the General Education Program which will come to the UCC for review some time in October. The report will include areas of general education and recommended credit hours and rationale for each area. The committee continues to solicit and synthesize objectives from faculty and programs. The report of the General Education subcommittee will be shared with the entire committee on September 29 at the regular meeting. After a ' consensus is reached, the report will be sent forward. The General Education Committee will then be phased out and a process for implementing the General Education Program instituted. It is clear that more resources must be provided for the coordination and implementation of the program. 'Me phase‑in of the new General Education Program will begin during the 1996‑97 academic year and be fully implemented in three to five years. In discussion, Dorn Peterson pointed out that in a memo from Dr. Carrier discussing general education, the UCC was not mentioned. Doug Brown clarified that this was mentioned on the back and that the general education literature is filled with references to the UCC. Cynthia Gilliatt also mentioned that she did not see references to College C & I Committees in Dr. Carrier's memo. Doug Brown said that the College C & I Committees were certainly identified in the process as described in numerous flow charts. Bill Voige mentioned that History faculty have been told that their Western Civilization course would not be acceptable for the new General Education Program. Doug Brown and Dick )Whitman responded that clusters and courses have not been identified and no course has been excluded from the process. Doug Brown explained that he has no idea the source of this type of information. Bill Ingham, visitor, referred to an exchange between Pat Reynolds and himself on the Faculty‑staff Bulletin Board which indicated that the ISAT curriculum satisfies the general education requirements. A copy of the SACS report confirms this. He presumes that what is meant is that the ISAT curriculum will satisfy the math and science requirements of general education. Russ Smith asked for clarification regarding the processes of curriculum review established by the UCC and the criteria that will be used to determine if courses "meet the test or do not meet the test." Doug Brown said that the General Education Committee has been asked to look at these criteria and that it will be an ongoing issue as the program is implemented. Russ Smith recommended that these criteria be informally passed by the UCC for feedback and input as they are developed and discussions in advance might help avoid needless confusion. Dick Whitman and Doug Brown agreed that communication between the General Education Committee and the UCC is important.

September 25. Russ Smith mentioned that in their deliberations, the committee has several suggestions concerning improving the model for program review. Bill Voige stated that the UCC would welcome a second report addressing these suggestions.

Bill Voige stated that the deadline for the report of the Physics Program Review Committee was originally set one week from today. However, the committee was not fully formed until September 15 and could not begin their work. Therefore, they have not had three weeks. It was suggested that the date be moved to October 6 at which time a special meeting would be held. Dorn Peterson asked if President Carrier's modifications to the constitution and bylaws would also be discussed at that meeting. It was pointed out that several UCC members have class at 9:00 A.M. on Friday. Dorn Peterson suggested that we deal with as much business as possible on October 6, then meet on October 13 if necessary. Both the report of the Physics Program Review Subcommittee and recommended changes to the bylaws will be discussed October 6. There will not be a meeting on September 29 and the decision to hold a meeting on October 13 will be determined at the October 6 meeting.

Old Business (see the agenda for the September 22 meeting). Bill Voige asked Doug Brown to address changes in the program review model. Doug Brown directed attention to the 1993‑94 program review documents in the packet. He explained that most programs elected to use Model I or 3 and rarely Model 2. The single set of guidelines was developed by the Academic Council using input from programs that had gone through review. The Elements of History and Mission of Option 2 and 3 were moved to Option 1, goals and objectives of Option I were left, and several elements were added to the documentation based on departmental reports' Most programs indicated that they would have preferred to have responded to Option I and tailor it to their needs. The model provided is "the best thinking of the Academic Council" in an attempt to provide a model yet leave room for individual program adaptation. He reiterated that the purpose of program review is for department renewal and long range planning. He sees the model shifting as other programs go through review and emphasized that it was always anticipated that there would eventually be one set of guidelines as opposed to three. Russ Smith asked about the time line for program reviews and expressed concern with time lines being shortened. Doug Brown responded that time lines are always being negotiated with programs and that no review has a time line less than two semesters. Bill Voige asked about the intention to review very small informal programs that have no specifically designated faculty and no resources. One option suggested by Doug Brown was that department heads and deans would ask for resources to conduct the review.

New Business: Jim Leary introduced the following motion:

The UCC requests that the VPAA provide a recording secretary for its meetings, which are usually held at 7:30 A.M. on Friday mornings. We make this request because of the important position that the UCC holds in the academic life of JMU, and because a person who is a secretary by training is likely to be more efficient at this chore than the typical faculty member. We realize that this hour might be inconvenient for some secretaries, but compensation in terms of flexibility involving when the workday ends would almost certainly make this more appealing.

Jim Leary prefaced remarks by stating that he had asked Bill Voige to look into the issue. Bill Voige stated that he had sent the full text of the motion to Bethany Oberst and Doug Brown and had proposed a face‑to‑face meeting to discuss the issue. He had received a response that did not suggest a meeting, but did state that it was assumed that Diane Fuqua was "fine" about taking the minutes considering the support she would receive from Brenda Kidd. Doug Brown commented that someone thoroughly familiar with the business of the group could more accurately take minutes. He added that it takes considerable time to help a secretary interpret notes and put information in context. Cynthia Gilliatt noted that the person taking minutes is essentially disenfranchised from discussion. Jesse Liles concurred. Terry Wessel suggested several sources of resources to compensate a secretary, one of these sources being the money spent on juice and coffee for the meetings. Jerry Benson suggested rotating the secretary's job and also taking minutes using Robert's Rules of Order, which defines minutes as a summary of

significant actions taken. Jeff Nobel supported this suggestion stating that it would allow the person taking minutes to be more fully involved. Bill Voige mentioned that the UCC decided last year that it wanted detailed minutes. Jeff Nobel commented that the meetings are recorded and the recording can serve as a detailed account. Russ Smith suggested that we follow Robert's Rules of Order and have a one-page summary of key action items. After several additional comments and support of the suggestion for a short summary, a "straw poll" was taken. An overwhelming majority supported summary minutes. Jim Leary suggested a single person be designated as secretary rather than have it rotating and encouraged that the UCC continue to identify funds to support a secretary. Bill Voige asked for a show of hands for a single secretary. There was clear support for a single secretary. A vote was then taken on the original motion by Jim Leary. The motion carried. The motion was then made by Dick Travis that the secretary provide summary minutes of each meeting. The motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:50 A.M.

Respectfully submitted

Diane Fuqua, Secretary

