
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
MINUTES 

 
November 15, 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, Roxanne Monnet (ASO staff), Loisa 
Nygaard, Jaye Padgett (Chair). 
 
Absent:  Flori Lima (SUA rep), Sarah-Hope Parmeter (NSTF rep). 
 
Guests:  Margie Claxton (Associate Registrar), Bill Ladusaw (VPDUE), Michael McCawley 
(Associate Director, Admissions), Stacey Sketo-Rosener (academic preceptor). 
 
 
I. Announcements. 
 
The Committee was reminded of Friday’s Senate Meeting and encouraged to go.  The group 
discussed how best to present the proposed modification to 10.2.2.3 on transfer credit for the 
Topical course requirement.   
 
Regarding the research done by members on writing-intensive requirements at other institution, 
Chair Padgett asked those same members to get more detail regarding that institution’s 
expectations for courses to be granted the writing GE designation.  For example, do they have a 
word or page minimum, class size limit, restriction on level of the courses, are they to be taught 
within the major program of the student, etc.  Members were asked to return their responses to 
the CEP analyst by November 30, for the December 6 meeting packet.   
 
II. Minutes.  November 1 minutes accepted as amended. 
 
III. Preparation for the November 17 Senate Meeting. 
 
The group considered the planned oral presentation on general education reform for Friday’s 
Senate Meeting.  In the presentation, CEP wants to make it clear to the Senate that they have no 
pre-conceived ideas for the outcome of a GE review, other than solving the access issue for the 
writing-intensive requirement. 
 
Goals for the current year on this topic were discussed.  The Committee would like to assess 
what the objectives were for the current GE system and whether or not those should be the 
objectives for the near-term future.  One idea would be to work toward having written objectives 
to report by the spring Senate Meeting.   
 
CEP would like to ask the faculty, “Are you satisfied with the GE requirements as they currently 
exist?  If so, why?  If not, what should we do?”  How to reach the faculty was discussed.  One 
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possible plan would be for the members to learn more about GE structures, and to visit the 
departments in their divisions with some choices in hand—a traveling (brief) slide show. 
 
IV. Confidentiality and consultation statements. 
 
Revised statements were considered and accepted as amended by a unanimous vote. 
 
V. External review discussions. 
 
Anthropology:  Suggested revisions were offered to the draft letter.  Further input will be 
solicited via email for completion of the letter within a week.   
 
Art:  An overview was given to the group regarding the external review for the Art Department.   
The situation appears from the documentation to be controversial.  Negative comments were 
made by the review committee, some of which were not accepted by the department and/or 
division.  CEP wonders if the departmental response is sufficient regarding the points raised by 
the external review committee.  During the coming week, the CEP leaders of this discussion will 
more closely review the catalog copy to see if more restructuring could lead to greater depth, or 
if the recommendation of the External Review Committee to restructure should be supported.  
The Committee wonders whether there would be benefit to offering at least two levels of studios 
(lower- and upper-division)?  It was not clear whether the department is working toward capping 
the major.  CEP would need a specific and detailed request for further consideration of a cap. 
 
Electrical Engineering:  The Committee held its initial discussion of the Electrical Engineering 
review.   The matching of teaching assistantships to courses is an issue, based on the 
documentation.  It concerns the Committee that the curriculum has basically no room for free 
electives.  There only appears to be time for 3-4 non-major courses during their time at UCSC.  
Do the high costs for lab courses pose an issue for students?  As their graduate program is 
redeveloped, CEP thinks that the department should pay close attention to the repercussions for 
undergraduates.  Due to the lack of time, this discussion will continue next week. 
 
VI. Testing out of courses and reference on Transcripts (Chem 1A and premed). 
 
This topic was carried forward to a future meeting to give more time for the Registrar to consult 
with other UC Registrars. 
 
 
Attest, 
 
Jaye Padgett, Chair 
Committee on Educational Policy 
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