
 ACADEMIC SENATE:  SANTA CRUZ DIVISION 
 

 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

MINUTES 
Wednesday, June 11, 2014 

11 am-1:30 p.m., Kerr Hall, Room 307 
 
Present: Ben Carson, Olof Einarsdottir, Tracy Larrabee (Chair), Roxi Power (NTSF Rep.), Mary Beth 
Pudup (UCEP Rep.), Tchad Sanger (Registrar, ex-officio), Heather Shearer, Ted Warburton, Susanna 
Wrangell (staff).  
 
Absent:  Ronnie Lipschutz (Provost Rep.), Michael Mateas, Vanessa Morales (SUA Rep.), Kayla Oh 
(SUA Rep.). 
 
Guests: None 
I. Announcements and Updates: 

 
CONSENT AGENDA: 
Approval of Minutes: June 04, 2014  approved with corrections. 
 
All Items were pulled from the Consent Agenda for Discussion: 
Program Statements:  
Arts Division:  
Humanities Division: 
Engineering: TIM approve. 
PBSci:   
 
EEB: 
CEP members decided to remove the mathematics requirement from the qualification policy to the BA 
Biology major based on statistical information provided by the VPDUE. At this juncture, the math 
requirement is still in place for other EEB majors. CEP will request the department  re-submit the 
qualification policy next year with data supporting the inclusion of mathematics for the success through 
the major. 
 
MCD: 
Members approved the additional language proposed by the department, stating that students enrolled 
in their final qualification course following the major declaration deadline may submit a petition. 
Please amend the student planners and change the following sentence: 
“Students who want to declare the human biology B.S. must also pass (BIOL) 20L.”  change to 
 
”Students who want to declare the Human Biology B.S. are strongly encouraged to complete BIOL 20L 
prior to declaring.” 

Update language on non-grades: “Students with non-grades (I, IP, DG, Z, AC, NC, etc.) in any of the 
policy courses will not be eligible to declare until a grade has been assigned.” 
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II. Computational Media (CM) Department MOUs Review 
Overall members were pleased to read in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that both faculty 
groups put the best interests of the students first. Members did not have any concerns with regard to 
undergraduate students, while not in CEP purview,  members are concerned about the notation  
On page 4, under the heading, “Doctoral and Masters Admissions, and Doctoral Student Support” is 
this statement: 
 

“Concerning admission to the CS Master’s program, students will be admitted at the request of 
a CM faculty only if their admission does not stress the capacity of CS graduate courses.  
Graduate students admitted at the request of and/or advised by a CM faculty member will be 
housed in space controlled by the CM Department.” 
 

Members found the exclusion to be troubling and will request an interpretation from the VPAA. 
 
III. Academic Integrity Policy from Council of Provosts 
CEP members will review and discuss the draft policy from the Council of Provosts. Members agreed 
that a huge effort was put in to revising the policy and want more time to decide. Members felt the 
changes were not just conforming and another version should be re-submitted for comment in the fall 
for CEP 14 -15 to review and comment on. 
 
IV. Honors Sub-Committee Report 
Sub-committee members presented the the recommendations in the final report. CEP will send a 
response on the following to VPDUE Hughey: 

• Members support the report's call to decouple the funding of Honors from revenue generated by 
international students. If the university is committed to offering a First Year Honors Program 
(FYHP), permanent funding should be located that does not require the program (even through 
implication) to admit a specific group of students. 
 

• Members reaffirm the JHSC's recommendation to require ELWR satisfaction of Honors 
students. However, we also recommend that if ELWR unsatisfied international students are 
recruited for membership into the Honors Program, then ELWR unsatisfied domestic students 
should be recruited. 

 
• Dovetailing the First-year Honors Program and Challenge would represent an important step 

toward leveraging the recruitment mission of the FYHP with retention mission of the Challenge 
Program. Ultimately, this would benefit the university, as it would allow us to recruit honors-
level students and keep them here. While CEP is agnostic at this point about how to integrate 
these programs, it does look forward to a more detailed articulation of how an integration might 
occur.  
 

• CEP would like Honors Director Matt O’Hara to provide a mid-quarter report to CEP on our 
points above as well as performance of ELWR-unsatisfied Honors students in Crown Core at 
the end of fall 2014.  
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V. Request for Sponsoring Agency Subject Code from VPDUE  Hughey 
Members discussed the proposal and have concerns with regard to oversight and reporting issues. 
Committee members had concerns with more than the timing of the proposal, however, and observed 
that the Division of Undergraduate Education is growing rapidly, and members questioned if the 
Division has adequate human resources to handle the workload associated with sponsoring courses.  
Aside from the workload question, CEP members expressed the reservations about the following 
issues: 

• The source and consistency of academic resources (i.e., funding) to support courses being 
sponsored by the DUE. 

• The overall budget implications of DUE course sponsorship.   
• The chain of command governing DUE course sponsorship; i.e., to whom is the VPDUE 

accountable as a course sponsoring agency? 
• The coordination of courses sponsored through the DUE with those sponsored by other 

divisions.   
• Is CEP the appropriate body to approve the proposal or should this matter be brought before 

other senate committees (i.e., CPB), too.    
. 
Our final concern is best put as a question.  Members openly asked “what problem is the proposal 
trying to solve?”  Members would like the problem specifically defined.  Are there administrative or 
curricular gaps that need to be filled?  CEP members were unsure about the need for the DUE assuming 
this new prerogative and without adequate time for discussion or consultation, was unable to approve or 
disapprove it. 
 
VI. General Education Discussion 
After reviewing past documentation on the decision made for allowing only one general education 
requirement per course, members agreed, there are clearer arguments for allowing two on a course but 
only receiving credit for one. Members will draft a letter of concern to the incoming 2014 -15 CEP 
Chair. Members reached consensus on the importance of this issue. This must be well thought out and 
executed when the technology can accept revisions that departments will submit for revisions. Here are 
some of the concerns: 
•The Registrar will have to look deeper if this is possible in AIS, and requires further study 
•This will be on the first agenda for the 2014-15 CEP committee to discuss 
•The call for proposals must indicate that these will be exceptional cases, if departments can make a 
case that a course could naturally carry two general education requirements, but students would only 
receive credit for one after completion of the course. 
 
 
 
 
Committee on Educational Policy, 2013 – 14 


