Minutes of the Educational Policy Committee December 1, 2010

Approved 12-15-10
Educational Policy Committee
December 1, 2010 (Meeting #6)

Present: Bob Carlson, Pat Dennis, John Evans, Sue Farmer, David Gore, Jennifer Jones,
Sovann Khong, Jim Klueg, Carmen Latterell, Jonathan Lundberg, Fay Maas, Vince Magnuson,
Mike Mullins, Pauline Nuhring, Maureen O’Brien, Megan Perry-Spears, Michael Pfau, Andrea
Schokker, Bilin Tsai, Neil Witzig

Excused: Julia Williams

Absent: Kim Yeske, Jennifer Schultz

The minutes from the 11-10-10 meeting were approved.

Credit standards

The most recent changes to this draft policy were in regard to definitions of laboratory courses
and the addition of a link to the course numbering policy. The committee approved to post this
policy for campus-wide review.

Course numbering/cross listing

New language has been added to this existing policy regarding cross-listed courses. It was
suggested that the language for 1xxx courses be changed from “primarily for undergraduate
students in their first year of study” to “course content primarily for undergraduate students in
their first year of study.” It was suggested to change the language for 5xxx courses from
“‘undergraduate students in their third or fourth year may enroll in such courses” to “advanced
undergraduate students may enroll in such courses.” Although this policy sets forth guidelines
for the types of courses that first, second, third, or fourth year students should take, students are
not always able to register for these courses in the recommended sequence. It was noted that
although this is a legitimate issue, it is not a problem that relates to this policy language. The
committee approved to post this policy for campus-wide review.

Grading

Data was distributed regarding average grades by collegiate unit. The data show differences in
grading practices amongst collegiate units, and an upward trend in grades in all units from 1999
to 2009. Are the grading differences amongst colleges a problem? It was requested that we look
at other factors that may be influencing grading, and that additional data may be helpful in
framing this discussion, such as the quality of entering students (ACT scores by college),
grading by faculty type (tenured versus term), and grading by course type (lecture versus lab).
Higher GPA requirements for admission to a major (adopted since 1999) may also be a factor in
grade inflation. It is important to remember that the real issue in all this should not be about
GPA'’s, but about high quality student learning. If you look at other colleges and universities, you
will see the same trend in grade inflation. The data would indicate that the quality of our
incoming students is higher, but this does not necessarily translate to better prepared students.



In addition, many high school students have false expectations of grades when they enter
college. Several members noted that the answers to our questions are not in the data. The real
discussion has to do with the definitions of letter grades in our recently adopted grading policy,
the differences in grading culture, the need to consistently communicate academic expectations
to our students, and an enhanced focus on student learning. It was recommended that
members discuss this topic with their colleagues. One of the main goals of this discussion is to
bring about a better understanding of this issue for the wider campus community.

Meeting adjourned 4:25 p.m.



