 
CSULB Educational Policies Council Minutes Oct. 22, 2003 Meeting 2003-4: 3
Present: L. Andersen, Library; L. Farmer, Education; M. Finney, Liberal Arts; H. Fung, VP Academic Affairs; D. Huckaby, Natl. Sciences & Math; A. Kaminsky, Liberal Arts; P. Lewis, Center for Intl. Education; K. Merryfield, Natl. Sciences & Math; A. Naimpally, Engineering; R. Parentela, Engineering; E. Pasztor, Health & Human Services; K. Polakoff, Academic Affairs;R. Sexauer, Art; J. Strauss, Business Admin.; S. Stanley, Health & Human Services; T. Stevens, Student Services; Michael Johnson, Associated Students, Inc. Guests: Wayne Dick, Academic Senate; Eileen Link, English.
The meeting was convened by David Huckaby at 2:05pm in BH 203.
1. It was M/S/P to approve the agenda as amended, to focus entirely on the GWAR documents.
2. It was M/S/P to approve the minutes as amended. (attachment 3-1).
3. Announcements: none.
4. Graduation Writing Assessment Requirement (attachment 3-2)
The Executive Committee (EC) of the Academic Senate (AS) returned the GWAR to the Educational Policies Council (EPC) with several recommendations.
Wayne Dick presented work on the WPE/GWAR document. EPC's documents had brief policy and long guidelines, but Wayne noted that policies are more stable. The senate probably won't want to delegate authority to a subcommittee. Changes were meant to make the document even better; they were impressed with the EP process.They also had another committee look at it. They wanted to make the appointment process more faculty-based.
They made substantive changes. There were too many ex-officio members and special representatives, so some aspects of membership were moved to the charge with the idea that the committee consult those special interests (e.g., international education). They wanted to make sure that lecturers were involved. EPC would be the main supervisory body, but GWAR wouldn answer to them; no single council that is involved. Therefore, GWAR would answer to the Academic Senate. Alternatives to the WPE exam will have financial impact on colleges (e.g., courses), and will involve review committees.
Tom Stevens stated that there should be a small set of criteria that had to be met for alternatives. The university WPE committee now decides the passing score for the exams.ENG 100 has portfolio grading done by other faculty so standards are evened out. Any writing alternative will need to go through checks and balances, with AS approved needed. Kent Merryfield said that the first test case will be important, but it would be useful to have criteria. Alternative exams that have been recommended are standardized tests with rubrics.
David distributed his synthesis of the EC and ECP documents.. He didn't include the Grad Council recommended, but thought it would be best to start with the EC recommendations. (GC didn't have EC's documents.) The group discussed each point.
* III and IV speak to graduate students (and Grad Council). The idea for IVB is to develop an articulation list (memorandum of understanding between two institutions). It's really of matter of equivalents. It was decided to cross out that articulation basis.
* English Department chair Eileen Klink was concerned about the process of revising the GWAR document and process.
* V and VI: The GWAR coordinator will eventually be a paid job.. The provost wants to write the job description. There is an administrator function and an advising function. It was noted that there is now a WPE advising center.
* Could the EPC appoint the coordinator with consultation of the Provost and Sr. VP for Academic Affairs? Could there be a committee of elected and appointed faculty to develop a plan to choose the GWAR coordinator? Add "with appropriate experience and qualifications" to oversee the implementation of this policy.
Qualifications that need to be fixed in time can be in the piolicy, but there should be flexibility for the provost's discretion. An implementation document doesn't need to be approved by the AS. It sounds as if some qualifications and responsibilities might need to be put back in.
* VI. Make it parallel in format like VIB.
* The GWAR Committee would be a recommending body rather than a decision-making body. AS approval is needed to make sure decisions will be followed regardless of campus leadership. * VI. 4,5 Will the crossed-out sections mean that content will lose what is important? The Council was directed to consider this issue.
* VI. 6. This reflects present practice.
* VI. 7. The Council should look at the changes.
* VI. 8. The committee would recommend rather than establish * VI. 10. This point changes whom the committee reports to.
* VI. 11. This point reduces positions. The GWAR development committee would be appointed by the AS committee on committees. Would this group have the expertise to appoint; what are the alternatives? It is important to separate the development and appeals committee.The Council was instructed to consider these issues.
* VI. 12. Just one coordinator will exist.
* B. 1. Restate as: .. must be probationary or tenured... Do we need the lecturer statement? AAC and International charges will probably be reviewed to be set as policy.
5. The meeting was adjourned at 4:00pm.
Respectfully submitted, Lesley Farmer

