
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ ACADEMIC SENATE 
 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY 

MINUTES 

Wednesday, February 4, 2015 

11 am-1:30 p.m., Kerr Hall, Room 307 
 

Present: Faye Crosby, Matt Guthaus, Sean Keilen, Barak Krakauer (staff), Roxi Power (NSTF Rep.), 

Mary Beth Pudup, Tchad Sanger (Registrar, ex-officio), Heather Shearer, John Tamkun(Chair),  Susanna 

Wrangell (staff), Max Hufft (SUA Rep.), Alicia Malmberg (SUA Rep.) 

 

Guests: Margie Claxton (Associate Registrar) 

 

I.  Announcements and Consent Agenda 

 

The minutes for January 21 were approved. 

 

Program statements for Greek, History, History of Consciousness, Italian Studies, Jewish Studies, 

Language Studies, Linguistics, MCD Biology, Astronomy & Astrophysics, Anthropology, Economics, 

and the Sustainability Studies Minor were approved. 

 

The program statement for TIM was sent back to clarify language related to transfer students. 

 

Chair Tamkun reported that that the Physical and Biological Sciences Division has begun looking into 

issues related to Math 2, Math 3, and Math 11a; the math placement exam may not be doing an adequate 

job of placing students in the correct course. The division will also look more carefully at the calculus 

requirement for many of the majors in the division; this requirement may not always be necessary, and 

may not need to be taken as early as is often being recommended. 

 

II. Expanded Grading Options Report 

 

Members continued their revisions of the report to the Senate on expanding available grading options to 

include C-, D+, and D-. In the interests of keeping the document focused on the relevant issues, many 

parts of the text and attached figures were simplified or removed. 

 

The committee also anticipates that, should this legislation ultimately be approved by the Senate, 

program statements will likely have to be changed, as (for example) many refer to some maximum 

number of “C, D, or F” grades. If other grades are added, this language would have to change. CEP will 

have to be aware of this when reviewing program statements in the coming years.  

 

III. Bioengineering and Bioinformatics Program Statements 

 

The program statements for both bioengineering and bioinformatics were changed to reflect a new 

technical writing disciplinary communication course that was developed to satisfy the disciplinary 

communication requirement. Members found this change to be straightforward and unproblematic, as 

this course was adapted from another department’s disciplinary communication requirement.   

 

IV. Film and Digital Media Program Statement  
 

In 2013-2014, faculty members from the Film and Digital Media Department were awarded a DC grant 

to reexamine their department’s disciplinary communication requirement. The department is now 

proposing to remove an existing course and replace it with the new DC sequence that resulted from this 
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grant. Committee members found this proposal to be in line with CEP’s guidelines for the DC 

requirement. Some members noted, however, that since there are different options for fulfilling the DC 

requirement, some students may fulfill the requirement multiple times, which would increase student 

workload and lead to redundant instruction. Members decided to wait until the new DC courses are 

approved by the committee before approving the new program statement. 

 

V.  Guidelines for joint BS/MS Programs 

 

Members reviewed the guidelines for joint BS/MS programs developed by VPAA Lee. These programs 

are covered as “non-degree programs,” since they establish links between existing degree programs. 

While some members were interested in how these joint programs deal with the double-counting of 

upper-division credits, the committee as a whole found these guidelines to be unproblematic. 

 

VI. Writing Program External Review 

 

Members discussed the results of the closure meeting for the Writing Program’s external review. The 

review focused entirely on issues related to the Writing Program’s curriculum, such as its use of 

graduate students from across the campus and the structure of its pedagogy course, Writing 203. Broader 

issues that CEP is concerned about, such as the links between the Writing Program and the Colleges 

(especially in relation to the Core courses), the various departments (especially in relation to the DC 

curriculum), and the various writing requirements were not discussed at this meeting.  

 

The committee discussed the nature of the college system and its ability to experiment with different 

ways of offering the C1 requirement as well as its role in providing a community-building experience. 

Members also discussed the role that CEP should have in determining the writing curriculum across the 

campus in the long-term as well as whether the goal of writing pedagogy should be traditional, academic 

writing or intellectual communication more broadly construed. 

 

Members agreed to begin to address these complex issues by focusing on how writing is being taught at 

the colleges. These colleges could be reviewed, perhaps using the recently-discussed community studies 

model as a template. The committee will produce an overview of how the Core courses are being taught 

at each college and look for a common purpose to these courses. Members will then decide how to 

review these courses and make suggestions for how to address this part of the campus’s approach to 

writing in future meetings.   
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