
California State University, Stanislaus 
University Educational Policies Committee 

October 11, 2001 
 

Present: B. Betts, D. Demetrulias, J. Elliott, C. Floyd, M. Guzman, P. Peters, S. Phillips, M. Sanchez-
Walker, and K. Stone 

Excused: A. Wagner 
Guests: J. Klein, G. Murti, P. Rutishauser, and M. Thompson 
 
I. Call to Order.  C. Floyd called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. 
 
II. Approval of Agenda.  The agenda was approved as distributed. 
 
III. Approval of Minutes.  The minutes of September 27 were approved with the following 

modifications:  Item VI.D., replace “M. Schmidt” with “M. Schmandt”; item VI.E., replace “the 
shrinking budget” with “the relative shrinking budget.” 

 
IV. Announcements/Reports.  P. Peters announced that the Committee for Review of Academic 

Calendars (CROAC) has scheduled two sets of forums on the academic calendar.  The first set is 
scheduled on October 23 and 24; the second set is scheduled on November 19 and 20.  
Information has been distributed to the campus community. 

 
V. Old Business. 
 

A. STAN Registration Concern.  G. Murti attended the meeting to share a situation he has 
been trying to resolve regarding STAN registration.  On the first day of class (spring 2001) he 
allowed two students to enroll in his class after giving consideration to several students who 
wanted to add the class.  The addition of these two students was done with the add/drop 
form. Unfortunately, a student who was not approved to add the course did so by persistently 
calling STAN registration and registered before the two students with the approved add slip 
forms were processed. 

 
 P. Rutishauser attended the meeting, responded to questions, and explained the STAN 

registration process and the benefit of waitlists.  The information she shared was helpful to 
the committee and in aiding G. Murti and other faculty with a possible solution to this 
situation.  The UEPC requested that P. Rutishauser document the information she shared 
during the meeting for distribution over facnet and that she meet with the College of Business 
faculty to discuss the use of the wait list and other possible options. 

 
VI. New Business 
 

A. Summer Terms 2001 and 2002.  D. Demetrulias reported on Summer Term.  She 
distributed a draft document describing course and enrollment information which included the 
following: 

• 202 total course offerings (ALS = 126 or 62%; COB = 33 or 16%; COE = 43 or 22%) 
• Target term FTES = 356; actual term FTES = 610 (includes 47 for Stockton) 
• Target headcount students = 1,200; to date = 1,971 

 
J. Klein stated that discussions have taken place in the College of ALS about the number of 
course offerings during Summer Term 2002.  The number of courses to be offered is 
questionable due to high faculty costs versus the actual allocation received from the C.O.  
The workload issues will need to be discussed.  Currently, faculty receive extra 
compensation for summer.  The academic year FTES target is now summer through spring, 
with summer as the lead term. 
 
D. Demetrulias requested UEPC’s recommendations for Summer Term 2002.  Shall we 
replicate that of 2001 in terms of a six-week Session A and a 4-week Session B?  Perhaps 
two 5-week sessions might be considered?  Is there a student audience for August only 
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courses?  The UEPC felt that two sessions within the term are acceptable if they were 
successful in meeting student needs and enrollments justify the offering.  Courses should be 
offered in flexible ways and times to meet student needs.  Having all courses begin on the 
same date, regardless of the length of courses, may be more efficient but may have negative 
impact on enrollments. 
 
Other questions/comments during the course of the discussion: 
 
Will there be funding for department chairs, program coordinators, graduate directors, 
department secretaries, and other staff support necessary for summer? 
 
Will we receive supplemental funding since our achieved FTES exceeded significantly our 
budgeted FTES? 
 
What is the number of faculty who taught C factor courses (eliminating S factor courses)? 
 
What is the minimum class size for courses to break even given the average salary of a full 
professor? 
 
How were one-time and permanent base funds allocated?  Do we have sufficient funds to 
cover costs? 
 
What is the correlation of canceled courses in the two sessions? 
 
How many students attended both sessions? 
 
What fees will be paid by international students (UEE/state)? 
 
May we offer courses through Extended Education, if not able to be funded through state 
(low enrolled, special topics, individual studies, etc.)? 
 
Will there be sufficient facilities to offer more courses in summer 2002? 
 
What organizational structure is best for summer term?  If a task force is necessary to 
coordinate and communicate, possibly continue meeting with it.  If so, faculty representatives 
would continue to serve on the task force.  A subcommittee of the UEPC is not desired at this 
time. 
 
What is the FTES target for Summer Term 2002? 
 
The final examination schedule should be determined and printed in the published course 
schedule. 
 
Regarding staffing, the principle used when planning for Summer Term 2001 was that the 
office that performed a function during the regular academic year would continue to do so for 
Summer Term. 
 
C. Floyd raised the question about the assessment of Summer Term 2001.  Has the Office of 
Institutional Research and Assessment assessed Summer Term 2001?  Have faculty and 
student satisfaction surveys been done?  What information do we have to plan for next 
summer? 
 
D. Demetrulias will share this discussion with the Provost’s Deans Council. 

 
B. New Grading Option.  The UEPC continued discussion regarding the request for the 

grading option A, B, C (with +/- if the instructor desires) and NC and the e-mail response from 
S. Oppenheim.  The Department of Mathematics also has requested this grading option.  The 
UEPC is awaiting information from Financial Aid regarding how the new grading option would 
affect students and the number of students that would be affected.  C. Floyd will review the 
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grading systems used at the other CSU campuses and share his findings at the next 
scheduled meeting.  The UEPC agreed that C. Floyd should send an email to Facnet 
explaining the potential addition of this new grading option and request concerns/feedback. 

 
VII. Subcommittee Reports. 
 

General Education Subcommittee.  S. Phillips reported that M. Jaasma attended the September 
28 G.E. Subcommittee meeting.  Two new clusters are planned to begin in fall 2002.  A 
difficulty has arisen in that there are only six departments in the Humanities category and six 
in the Natural Sciences and Mathematics category.  The current rule stipulates that a 
discipline may only offer one course in a cluster in the Summit program.  As a result, 
M. Jaasma foresees a potential problem in acquiring courses for these two categories.  The 
G.E. Subcommittee approved that, in the event no courses are proposed from programs not 
currently participating in the Summit program, the rule could be relaxed to give M. Jaasma 
flexibility to request a second course from disciplines that are currently participating in the 
Summit Program. 

 
Assessment of Student Learning (ASL) Subcommittee.  K. Stone reported that the Assessment 

of Student Learning Subcommittee met and discussed the draft Principles of Academic 
Assessment document.  [The ad hoc Assessment Advisory Committee originally adopted this 
document.  Since the composition of the Assessment of Student Learning Subcommittee 
differed from the ad hoc committee, the draft document was referred to the ASL 
Subcommittee with the request that they review the principles and report back to the UEPC.]  
The ASL Subcommittee will be refining the eight principles contained in the document. 

 
VIII. Other.  None. 

 
IX. Adjournment.  The meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 Jeanne Elliott 
 Recording Secretary 
:je 


