
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
MINUTES 

 
October 4, 2006 

12-3 p.m., Kerr Hall, RM 307 
 
Present:  Heather Bullock, Joel Ferguson (provost rep), Russ Flegal, David Helmbold, Pamela 
Hunt-Carter (Registrar, ex-officio), Anatole Leikin, Flori Lima (SUA rep), Roxanne Monnet 
(ASO staff), Loisa Nygaard, Jaye Padgett (Chair). 
 
Guests:  Margie Claxton (Academic Editor), Bill Ladusaw (VPDUE), Barbara Love 
(Articulation Officer), Michael McCawley (Associate Director, Admissions), Stacey Sketo-
Rosener (preceptor rep). 
 
Absent:  Sarah-Hope Parmeter (NSTF rep). 
 
 
I. Introductions and announcements. 
 
The provost representative Joel Ferguson and preceptor guest Stacey Sketo-Rosener were 
introduced. 
 
Chair Padgett assigned the members the homework of ranking the topics that will be discussed 
today, as far as level of interest and to also rank them as far as prioritization of need.  The group 
was invited to give other items of interest as well. 
 
Next week’s CEP meeting will begin with a 45 minute executive session. 
 
II. General Education. 
 
VPDUE Ladusaw gave the Committee the history on general education at UCSC that and 
presented the existing GE requirements from the perspective of current issues in high education.  
A handout was provided.  There has been no large scale revamp of UCSC’s GE curriculum since 
~1984, though incremental changes have occurred over the time since. Students are required to 
take three courses (two introduction to the division and one topical per division) from each of the 
three broad disciplinary areas, which corresponded to the three academic divisions at the time.  
The topical (“T”)courses were intended to approach a topic from a general or interdisciplinary 
perspective.  They were designed for students who were not likely to major in that department.  
Whereas Introdutory (“I”) courses are generally introductory major courses which may be 
prerequisite to upper-division major curriculum. 
 
The educational objectives or learning outcomes of the current general education requirements 
could be more clearly stated.  This is fundamental to assessing whether the courses that are being 
offered to satisfy these requirements are achieving the intended objectives.  
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An overview of the Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) program 
was given.  Transfer students who enter UCSC with all (or nearly all) of the IGETC courses are 
excused from lower division general education requirements.  Breadth is the focus for the overall 
IGETCI requirements. Approximately 55 percent of the transfer students to UCSC have satisfied 
IGETCI for fall 2006 and are, therefore, exempt from campus GE requirements.  IGETC 
requirements are reviewed annually by BOARS, which has representation for each UC campus.  
The recently approved SciGETCI, a version of IGETC intended for potential science and 
engineering majors, will soon be in place. An implementation team is working on it presently.   
 
The Committee expressed a particular loss of vision for the distinction between the I and the T 
courses in the current GE curriculum. It was expressed that students often just take what courses 
are available for the needed GEs, especially after they have selected their major.  A desire was 
expressed for methods to be put into place to maintain consistent quality in GE offerings. 
 
A topic raised for future consideration was whether or not students should be required to take a T 
in the division of their major.   
 
VPDUE Ladusaw encouraged the group to read Robert Shoenberg’s “Why do I have to Take 
This Course” for a sense of current practice in explaining the rationale and objectives for general 
education.  He has a few copies to lend upon request. 
 
Chair Padgett gave handouts to the Committee to outline the information that he would relay to 
start the GE reconsideration process.  He described the difference between distributional GE 
curriculum versus a core curriculum model.   
 
If students are taking GEs first in order to “get them out of the way”, it could be 1.5 years before 
they are engaged in their major.  Often that is too long to retain students.  It is also prohibitive of 
integration between GE objectives and one’s major curriculum. 
 
As one member pointed out, WASC encouraged that UCSC develop more of a culture of 
evidence—that is, gathering of supportive data before making decisions. 
 
An interest was expressed to have data on grades issued in GE versus non-GE courses, and the 
time students spend toward those courses.   
 
A member speculated that calling this portion of the curriculum “general education” sets up an 
artificial belief that it is not as valuable as their major curriculum or is disconnected to what 
happens in the rest of their career. 
 
Possible reasons for CEP to devote time to this topic were relayed including:   
 

CEP is the Senate body charged with overseeing GE, 
Undergraduates have departments looking after their major curriculum whereas the GEs are 

spread campuswide,  
Other than CEP and the VPDUE, no body oversees GE as a whole, 
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GE requirements amount to as much as 1/3 of an undergraduate’s UCSC education 
(depending on the number of multiple GE courses the student takes), 

UCSC’s GE program has not been significantly changed in over 20 years, 
There has been a lot of thinking about GE across higher education, from which UCSC may 

find benefits, and  
There are specific criticisms of UCSC’s GE program which may warrant current attention. 

 
An overview of the possible benefits of reform was given including the potential for more 
coherence in the GE experience, more rigor in GE courses, strengthening UCSC’s public profile 
and sense of identity, and help for admissions and retention. 
 
Two extreme models were introduced: Distributional and Core.  UCSC’s current system is 
distributional.  In a Core model, every student takes the same set of courses. Such a system might 
promote institutional identity and help ensure shared objectives and outcomes. 
 
The perceived weaknesses of the typical (distributional) GE curriculum were highlighted.  One 
perceived weakness is a lack of coherence and depth.  By design, the curriculum imparts breadth 
but little ties the experience of one GE course to that of another.  Other possible weakness are a 
relative lack of seriousness or rigor (students may see them as requirements to get out of the way 
and faculty may be less invested in them).   
 
The distributional design often emphasizes the subject areas to be taught (IH, IN, ...) but leaves 
out something arguably more important: the intellectual skills, ways of learning, values, etc. we 
want to impart (e.g. critical thinking, writing and other communication skills, quantitative/formal 
reasoning, research experience, understanding of different cultures, ethical exploration, etc.) 
 
An admired (recently reformed) GE curriculum exists at Duke University.  Although theirs is 
also distributional in nature, it has a two-dimensional focus, crossing  subject area and “modes of 
inquiry.”  Modes of inquiry can tie some courses together, adding depth and rigor. At Duke, any 
course can bear the GE designations, whether upper- or lower division, or a course for the major.  
This could allow earlier engagement with a major and reduce the divide between the major and 
general education curriculum. 
 
III. Writing-intensive requirement and associated issues. 
 
Chair Padgett summarized the Divisional Regulations on the writing-intensive (“W”) 
requirement as well as practices and guidelines that have developed over the years. 
 
Here are a couple of questions for future consideration.  Where should the W reside?  How far 
ahead of the senior comprehensive requirement does CEP think the W should occur? 
 
Committee members expressed concern over the resources needed to maintain this requirement 
as it currently stands.  At the time that it was originally approved, Writing Program faculty were 
to be available to provide support for departmental offerings of W courses.  That funding has 
gone away. 
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An idea that surfaced for further consideration was for divisional rather than departmental W 
courses.   
 
The group agrees that clearer guidelines for this requirement are greatly needed. 
 
Concern was expressed over the challenges of incorporating the intended theory and practice of 
the course topics with a high-workload GE such as the W within one quarter.  The idea of a low 
credit section or lab required in conjunction with the 5 credit course is one possible solution to 
that issue.   
 
A distinction between composition courses versus writing courses given at the meeting was that 
writing courses involve more thinking and less of the structural focus of composition courses. 
 
Chair Padgett pointed to the “mini W” courses that UCSB offers where students must take a 
defined number of courses each of which has at least 1,800 words of writing.  He also informed 
the group of the course sequence approved last year to carry the W designation for Health 
Sciences majors. 
 
IV. Graduate instructors. 
 
Chair Padgett provided a handout outlining the issues and topics associated with review of 
graduate instructor titles at the systemwide level and local practices.   
 
The systemwide Regulation permits graduate students to teach only at the lower-division level. It 
requires that they be advanced and have two years of teaching experience.  CEP is given the 
discretion to make appointment decisions for the upper-division plus exception to the two-year 
requirement. 
 
Past UCSC CEPs formulated guidelines indicating that even requests for appointment to lower-
division courses should come to the Committee when they either carry a GE designation or are 
required for the major.  This is in addition to seeing all requests at the upper-division level. 
UCSC’s practice is the most restrictive in the UC system, necessitating that nearly all graduate 
instructor appointments come before CEP (either Chair, subcommittee, or full committee) for 
decision. 
 
The review process of these appointments continues to differ between the academic year quarters 
and summer session.  Although summer session appointments now use the same supplemental 
form as for the rest of the year, those appointment requests go before the relevant CEP 
subcommittee via the Registrar’s Office whereas the academic year requests come before the 
committee chair via the Academic Senate Office.  Academic year decisions have been made 
appointment by appointment, whereas summer session has been able to appoint the same person 
to teach the same course, without the need for another review and decision.   
 
At a future meeting CEP will consider the UCEP draft document as well as ways to clarify and 
simplify local policies and procedures.  One idea is to review courses independently of the 
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individual who might be appointed to teach it, in order to determine whether it is a type of course 
appropriate for a graduate student to teach.   
 
V. Retention. 
 
VPDUE Ladusaw reviewed retention data for the Committee with a focus on freshman statistics.  
He provided handouts of the statistics prepared by Institutional Research.  
 
CEP members would like for there to be a survey of departing students in order to support the 
Committee’s thinking on areas of focus for improvement. 
 
Moving forward on the Senate Resolution on retention from the May 2006 meeting, CEP will 
need to designate a representative for the requested Taskforce on Retention. 
 
 
Attest, 
 
Jaye Padgett, Chair 
Committee on Educational Policy 

CEP Minutes October 4, 2006 5 
 


