
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
MINUTES 

 
October 18, 2006 

12:30-2 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), Sarah-Hope Parmeter (NSTF rep). 
 
Guests:  Margie Claxton (Associate Registrar), Bill Ladusaw (VPDUE), Barbara Love 
(Articulation Officer), Stacey Sketo-Rosener (academic preceptor). 
 
Absent:  Sarah-Hope Parmeter (NSTF Rep). 
 
 
Executive Session (12:30-12:50) 
 
Associate Registrar Claxton attended the executive session to provide information and answer 
questions regarding the current course approval forms.  The discussion was lead by CEP Chair 
Padgett. 
 
The Committee was reminded that: 
 

Final exams are required unless otherwise approved by CEP (typically by 
subcommittees); 
 
To watch for GEs being requested in association with courses of fewer than 5 units--not 
that these requests should be denied but in order to ensure that sufficient material will be 
covered to warrant the designation; 
 
Courses may have repeat for credit status only when students would get something new 
out of the future offerings of the course; 
 
Suspension of courses and reactivating with the same instructor do not need to go to the 
subcommittee, based on past delegation by CEP to the Registrar’s Office;  
 
Requests for cancellation go to the subcommittees. 

 
Issues for future consideration:  What should CEP do when there are other courses substantially 
overlapping in content with to the one being proposed?  What concerns should CEP have 
regarding requests to restrict enrollments?  When are cross-listed courses appropriate?  What is 
the future of the discovery seminars?   
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Full Session (12:50-2 p.m.) 
 
I. Announcements. 
 
The legislative deadline for the November 17 meeting is Friday, October 27. 
 
II. Minutes. The September 27 minutes were accepted. 
 
III. Course to course transfer and articulation for topical courses. 
 
The Committee discussed the issues around the current limitations on transfer credit for the 
Topical (T) course requirement. 
 
The Committee considered draft legislation and decided that they want to propose to remove 
mention of waiving T requirements by credit count.  They support course to course articulation 
for this general education requirement.  CEP Chair Padgett will modify the draft legislation for 
further consideration at next week’s meeting.  
 
IV. Draft Academic Plan Review. 
 
The timeline for responding to the Draft Academic Plan was reviewed with the Committee.  The 
Senate Executive Committee (SEC) will discuss Committee feedback at its November 7 meeting,  
after which CEP will prepare its formal response to the plan. 
 
It was noted to the Committee that the new Dean of Humanities would like to rewrite that 
division’s plan. 
 
CPB has made its draft response available, which will be provided electronically to the 
Committee.  Additionally, the divisional plans reviewed last year will be added to the 
Committee’s password protected web site. 
 
Chair Padgett provided the group with a handout of points for possible consideration at next 
week’s longer discussion of the plan.  Members were asked to consider the benchmarks on page 
42.  For example, the Committee should be prepared to discuss whether using the current 
retention benchmarks is the best approach. 
 
It was noted that University Extension is not mentioned in the report even though UCSC 
extension directly affects UCSC’s financial picture. 
 
It is of concern to CEP that the plan does not mention a goal of excellence in undergraduate 
instruction.   
 
There was a brief discussion regarding the interdisciplinary themes mentioned in the plan. The 
Committee wonders how they were developed.  They also wonder how viable a human health 
studies major can be in the absence of a medical school.  The group expressed general concerns 
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about an apparent disconnect between the themes and where the money currently goes on 
campus, such as the lack of funding for the languages.  
 
The Committee would like to know from where the student to faculty ratio information was 
drawn and how it is defined. 
 
V. Graduate Instructors:  Possible delegation of authority. 
 
CEP discussed possible considerations associated with a delegation of authority to the academic 
divisions to make decisions for certain graduate instructor requests.  Topics for the group to 
consider include:  Advanced to Ph.D. candidacy; the amount of teaching experience to set as the 
bar; GSI mentoring guidelines; how class size may affect the decision to delegate; how GE 
designation or status of course as a major requirement may affect the decision to delegate; 
reporting requirements from divisions to CEP; what would be a limit on the proportion of the 
curriculum that may be taught by non-ladder rank faculty; whether CEP needs to be involved 
when the same individual is proposed to teach a course for which that person has already been 
appointed as a graduate student instructor. 

 
Chair Padgett will work on a draft document for the Committee to consider via email. 
 
VI. Writing-intensive update from members. 
 
Since the last meeting, CEP members researched writing-intensive type requirements at a 
number of other universities (Dartmouth, Duke, UCD, UCI, UCLA, UCR, UCSB, UCSD, and 
the University of Michigan).  In the remaining time of the meeting, members briefly reviewed 
their findings for the group and were asked to send one-page summaries to the Committee 
analyst. 
 
 
Attest, 
 
Jaye Padgett, Chair 
Committee on Educational Policy 
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