ACADEMIC AFFAIRS AND CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
A2C2 Minutes for March 14, 2007
Kryzsko Commons Dining Rooms C & D

3:30 p.m.

Attendees:  Ann Rethlefsen, Larry Bergin, Rodney Nowosielski, Ed Thompson, Sara Hein, Paul Schumacher, Dan Kauffman, Melanie Reap, Beckry Abdel-Magid, Paul Johnson, Greg Schmidt, Allison Quam, Bill Murphy, Robin O'Callaghan, Pat Paulson, Susan Sefkow, Ron Elcombe, Ruth Charles, Brian Aldrich, Barb Boseker, Sang Min Kim, Richard Shields, David Bratt
Guests:  Erin Sperling, Glenn Petersen, Cathy Summa, Tess Kruger
I. Call to Order- the meeting was called to order at 3:35pm by Chair Ann Rethlefsen

II. Adoption of Agenda: Add Item IX. C: Erin Sperling
Move/second-Boseker/Elcombe
Discussion-none
Vote-passes unanimously
III. Approval of Minutes: February 28, 2007; MINUTES WILL BE SENT ELECTRONICALLY; this agenda was prepared ahead of the 2/28 A2C2 meeting, so no minutes are currently available

Move/Second-Schumacher/Murphy
Discussion-add Richard Shields as attendee
Vote- passes unanimously
IV. Chair’s Report: None
Move the agenda to IX. C
V. General Education Course Substitution Requests: None
VI. Course & Program Proposal Subcommittee Report: Ed Thompson—There has been no CPPS meeting between A2C2 meetings: None
VII. University Studies Subcommittee Report, J. Paul Johnson – There has been no USS meeting since the last A2C2 meeting. None
VIII. Notifications:  Announced by chair.
A. Course name DIS 462: Decisions and Support Systems and Prerequisites DIS 362 & DIS 340 to Course name MIS 462 and Prerequisite: MIS 362

B.  MIS 372 will be added as a minor option; currently it is a major option only

IX. Old Business:

A. Discussion about Student Data, Grading, Privacy Laws (this agenda is being sent before the meeting on 2/28)  
THE POLICY UNDER CONSIDERATION IS INSERTED HERE: A2C2 Minutes continue following this policy draft.
Student Grading Policy

Definitions:

Student Grader is an undergraduate student who is an hourly employee of the university whose work assignment includes grading other undergraduates’ work.

Clerical Grading is grading done by a student grader that requires no judgment on the part of the student grader on whether the answer is right or wrong.  Essentially a machine does the grading.

Subjective Grading is grading done by a student grader that requires a value judgment on the part of the student grader to determine a student’s score.

Policies:

1.  Prior to employment, student graders are to receive training on the Data Privacy Rules by the Human Resource office and are to be given a copy of these rules.

Student Rights
2. A Student Grader’s first obligation is to their education. A student grader has the right to turn down a grading assignment without jeopardizing a student’s employment with the department.

3.  The responsibility and the liability for grading and the security of the exams resides with the faculty member whom the student grader is grading for.

Clerical Grading:

4.  Student graders are allowed to grade course content that requires no judgment on the part of the student grader on whether the answer is right or wrong

Subjective Grading

5.  Student graders used for subjective grading must have completed the course that they are grading and received an “A” or “B”.

6. No more that 20% of the grade should be determined by subjective grading by a student grader. 

7.  Student graders cannot be used in 300 or 400 level-classes.

8.  Student graders cannot be used to grade research papers, essays, exams, or final exams.


Richard Shields reported on the subcommittee meeting.
He went through a list of definitions and policies.  
Comments:  Policy #1 should not be responsibility of HR dept, should rest with department secretary or office manager.  HR would be willing to provide the trainers to train secretaries/office mangers.  Web based data security training is being put together by the system office.  It will be rolled out on WSU in the near future.  Covers topics such as what is private data, how should it be handled.
Comment on student’s rights-students should be told what the job entails before they are hired, to make sure there are no misunderstandings.  In effect, have a job description available.
Suggest removing the word ‘liability’ for grading in item 3.  
Typographical changes made.
Clarification asked for on student rights-the committee intended that a student should have the right to turn down an individual assignment due to a final exam or if they knew one of the students they were grading.
Students should be required to disclose conflicts of interest at the time employment is being offered.
Definition of clerical grading-‘machine grading’ is not consistent with ‘no judgment’ required under item 4.  
Departments differ as to grading idiosyncrasies, should be something to this effect in the Student Grading Policy.
To what extent should a faculty member be able to subcontract professorial duties to a student worker?  Becomes a contract issue.
Comment that student grading policy should be set by the department, because there is such a diverse set of grading arrangements.  Not all agree, some feel there should be a university-wide policy.  Others want to have the college Dean be the arbiter of disagreements, and not require a university-wide policy, which is seen as restrictive of faculty professional duties.
If a university-wide policy is to be implemented, A2C2 is the proper forum for all departments to bring up and discuss their issues related to this student grading policy.
How does this student grading policy affect possible future student grade appeals?
Issue-what, if any evidence is available to support or disprove the need for a student grading policy on campus?

Motion to table this discussion until the March 28th meeting, so that A2C2 representatives can discuss this possible policy with their departments.
m/s Schumacher/Reap, 1 against, 19 for.  Motion passes.

B. Calendar: There has been no meeting of the University Calendar Committee 
C. Erin Sperling: MNSCU-moved to the first item on this week’s agenda.  Ms. Sperling is the Director of Academic Programs in the Office of the Chancellor.  She gave a presentation titled “Academic Programs: Policy and Procedure’.  Question arose, why does the OOC keep tabs on all Academic Programs at all MnSCU institutions.  Mandated by the trustees.  They look for things like unnecessary duplication of courses, which mainly pertains to 2 year institutions.  Since Mankato State University is 60+ miles away, course duplication does not pertain to WSU.  
Covered items like:  Overview of the Academic Program Office, Policies and Procedures, Program Review, Documentation, Processes, Resources and Contacts.
Question-issue arose on why new programs are based on student demand data and occupational; professional demand data, when possibly introducing a new programs for a specific major-such as Geography may be difficult to do if you do not have demand data, but you know there is a need for these type of skills.  And there is a lot of value in a traditional liberal arts education.
Ms. Sperling is happy to work with anyone at the individual institutions in order to answer questions and help resolve issues.  Glenn Petersen stated he has found Ms. Sperling and her coworkers to be very helpful in resolving issues.
Question arose on the question related to the professional/occupational demand data-can APO help with this?  Ms. Sperling stated they do not do original surveys, but can help find the data that is available from various sources.  It was pointed out that the program change forms require the department to provide data.  This can be done by the APO.  It was asked that a note to this effect be put on the form.  Faculty were overwhelmed when they thought they had to provide this data on their own.  Glenn Petersen offered the services of the Registrar’s office to help in completing this form, as they have quite a bit of experience in doing this.  
Ms. Sperling will provide the MnSCU link to the New and Revised Program forms.
The APO receives input from a lot of input from legislature and others- she was asked if there was a way that type of information could be forwarded to the MnSCU institutions.
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X. New Business:

A. None
XI. Adjournment-the meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m. by chair Ann Rethlefsen.
_1235457080.ppt


Academic Programs:  Policy and Procedure

Erin Sperling

Director of Academic Programs

Office of the Chancellor

March 14, 2007







Overview

		Responsibilities of Academic Program Review and Approval office

		MnSCU Board of Trustees academic program policies and procedures

		Program review processes 

		Contact information









Academic Program Review and Approval office

		Four staff; one support person

		Manage system academic program review inventory



Communication with campuses (email, phone, visits)

Form processing (new, redesign, suspension, replication, relocation, closure)

PRINSYS

		Manage academic program-related policies

		Provides labor market information

		Website:  http://www.asa.mnscu.edu/researchandplanning/programreviewunit/whoweare/frontpage.html 









MnSCU Board of Trustees policies and procedures (http://www.mnscu.edu/board/policy/index.html) 

		3.10:  Academic program review

		3.12:  Academic program suspension, reinstatement, and closure

		3.14:  Academic program approval

		3.17:  Degrees, diplomas, and certificates

		3.19:  Academic program redesign

		3.20:  Academic program replication/relocation

		3.24:  System and institutional missions

		NOTE:  All policies expected to be replaced by 3.36, academic programs, in June – July, 2007









Program review procedures

		New program



21-day notice for comment based on intent or completed application)

Program approved by AVC Manuel López

		Redesign



51% or more of course credits come from existing program; 

New award is in same CIP code; and

Award is at same or lesser level

		Relocation/replication



Posted for 21 days if program is relocated within 60 miles of another, similar existing program

		Suspension



Three years; one year extension possible

		Reinstatement

		Closure









Documentation

		All program applications



CIP information

Committee meeting minutes supporting change

Letters of support (optional)

		New programs only (undergraduate and graduate)



Student demand data***

Occupational/professional demand data

		New programs only (graduate)



External review (1 if at Masters level; 2 if at doctorate level)







Processes

		New programs



CAO submits signed notice of intent or completed application

21-day comment period

Institution has 60 days after 21-day comment period to submit completed application

Recommendation written; forwarded to AVC Manuel López for approval

Campus CAO notified of decision via email

		Other applications



Submit completed application to Erin Sperling

Application is processed

Campus CAO is notified of program change







Resources

		WSU program inventory: http://www.programreview.project.mnscu.edu    

		CIP information: http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/cip2000/cipsearch.asp 

		Labor market information: http://www.careeronestop.org/lmi/LMIHome.asp; http://www.deed.state.mn.us/ 

		Forms: http://www.asa.mnscu.edu/researchandplanning/programreviewunit/programapproval/frontpage.html 









Contacts

		Ron Dreyer, System Director for Program Review and Approval



ron.dreyer@so.mnscu.edu; 651-296-9596

		Erin Sperling, Director of Academic Programs



erin.sperling@so.msncu.edu; 651-296-8930

		Bruce Steuerangel, Labor Market Analyst



bruce.steuernagel@so.mnscu.edu; 651-297-1475

		Marge Takash, Program Assistant



margie.takash@so.mnscu.edu; 651-297-3550

		FAX



651-296-3214








