Approved 11-19-14
Teaching & Learning Committee
November 5, 2014 (Meeting #4)

Present: Paul Bates, Ann Bergeron Cindy Christian, Nick Dalton, Luiggi Donayre, David Edmund,
Nathan Ernst, Sheryl Grana , Daniel Hoff, John Kratz, Lara LaCaille, Mackenzie Liebl, MaryAnn
Marchel, Claudia Martin (subbing for John Hatcher), Jerry Pepper, Janet Pribyl, Burke Scarbrough,
Julie Slowiak, Julia Williams

Excused: Jessie Eaton, Amanda Evans, Paul Kiprof, Jennifer Mencl, Weiquing Zhang

Minutes from the 10-22-14 meeting were approved.

Report from subcommittees

The curriculum subcommittee is hearing reports from the Advisory Group on UMD seminar. The
assessment committee meets monthly and is in the process of identifying what is currently happening
across campus in terms of collecting data, reporting, external processes, various survey data, how it is it
used, etc. The SITL committee has met four times this semester. Discussion items have included IT
communities of practice, security tiers, ESUP, video collaboration, and capital projects. A Digital Arts
Sciences & Humanities (DASH) representative will be on campus Nov. 20. Departments interested in
meeting with this rep can contact Matt Rosendahl. ITSS is currently reviewing higher ed learning
marketing systems, tracking trends to gauge the best time to transition to a new system.

Transfer of undergraduate credit

Draft changes to this policy were discussed by this committee last March. This item was then forwarded
to UCC but was not acted upon by other groups. The draft policy was brought back to this committee
with one additional revision (2a) which reads “UMD does not accept remedial or non-credit bearing
courses for transfer.” A motion was made and seconded to approve the policy as revised. The motion was
approved. This item will again go to UCC for review and action.

High school prep requirements

This item was previously discussed by this committee in September. Revisions were drafted to update the
master list of high school prep requirements and the courses that can be used to fulfill each. This draft was
sent to the Associate Deans to distribute to departments for review or additional changes and suggestions.
There was minimal feedback, but the items that were suggested were incorporated into the new draft.
Although a comment was made by the English department that Communication and English are not
considered equivalent subject areas, relative to high school prep requirements, they are not considered
different at the high school level. Writing 1120 has been removed as an option to fulfill high school prep
deficiencies. For the science category, students are able to fulfill all deficiencies by simply following the
lib ed program. By double dipping, are these students as prepared as we want them to be? They are in
effect completing much less coursework than the students who did not come in with deficiencies.

The Twin Cities uses the high school prep requirements as guidelines; UMD uses them as graduation
requirements. For petitions that come to Academic Affairs, if students have fulfilled all other degree
requirements, they will not be kept from graduating to fulfill a high school requirement. A member noted
that if prep requirements are not tracked, why do we even have them? Having guidelines in place has an
impact on students; there needs to be some message for students to follow. Deficiencies are flagged on a
student’s APAS, but it does not keep them from registering. Why do we admit students with deficiencies?
There are a variety of reasons that students come in with deficiencies. Students from a small school with
limited curriculum, for instance, should not be penalized for not taking coursework that was not available
to them.



What would the process involve if we were to track deficiencies? Putting a hold on students’ records at 60
credits has already been tried but was ultimately abandoned because it was routinely being waived and
was impossible to enforce. It puts a barrier between students and their progress toward graduation.

A motion was made to accept the proposed changes to the language in the high school prep

requirements for purposes of updating the outdated existing information on website, and that this
document move forward to UCC. Faculty noted that although this document was shared with associate
deans, it was not widely shared within units. Given this, Jerry asked that UCC share this document with a
broader faculty audience. The motion was approved. It was requested that Jerry obtain data on the number
of students currently admitted with deficiencies, along with any information on success rates of those
students. Continued discussion will be held once this data has been collected.

Committee members agreed to include as an agenda item for an upcoming meeting further discussion on
whether high school deficiencies should be "guidelines" vs. "requirements, or even exist.

Class size in freshman level courses

Does large class size have a negative effect on student learning? There are many variables involved, but it
was noted that the original topic had to do with enrollment in intro courses made up predominately of
freshmen. SCSE has started conversations on what it would take to cut down the size of 1xxx classes. It
was noted that for many large lecture courses, there are small discussions twice a week in groups of no
larger than 25. This seems to be a very effective method. Large lecture courses likely have different
learning objectives than small courses; just because they are different does not mean that students are not
learning. It was moved and seconded that we table this item until next semester. The motion was
approved.

Increased support for pedagogical research

What are the various forms that we have on campus for sharing information on pedagogy? Speed research
was noted as one. Another member noted that the Academy of Distinguished Teachers holds an annual
teaching & learning conference on the Twin Cities campus. This conference has been an excellent
discussion and networking opportunity with faculty in other disciplines. There are not many opportunities
for faculty to cross-pollinate with other faculty to talk about effective teaching. It was noted that
department meeting discussions are never about sharing teaching practices. A committee member
suggested that central funding be provided for faculty to attend a national conference on teaching &
learning and for that group to then share best practices. It is a climate issue to affirm that teaching is
important. Can IDS funding be used for this purpose? Jerry will look in to this issue. In some units there
seems to be a healthy participatory culture for research topics, but brown bags for sharing teaching ideas
are not typically well attended. How should the committee proceed with this topic? The committee could
set aside regular time for this conversation or develop a subcommittee to talk about this more specifically.
It was suggested that members discuss this issue within their units and solicit feedback from colleagues
about the types of support and/or resources that already DO exist on this campus, as well as try to get a
better sense of what types of support are desired. Members were asked to bring that information with
them to the next meeting for further discussion in order to determine how best to move this issue forward.

Meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm.



