Cepp Minutes

March 20th, 2007

Members in attendance: Beau Breslin (Chair), Jon Brestoff, Deb Hall, Pat Hilleren (Scribe), Matt Hockenos, Dan Nathan, Kyle Nichols, Muriel Poston, Heather Vickery.

Invited guests:  Ann Henderson and Michael Ennis-McMillan  

CEPP discussed two broad topics at this meeting

I.   Grading of Internships

II.  Dean of Studies Restructuring

I.  Internship Grading

Beau began by introducing to us the recent history of CEPP discussions (Spring 2006) on the issue of college credit for physical activity (PA) courses and internships. The ensuing discussion focused primarily on internships.

Several issues contribute to the complexity of the internship grading issue.  First, Skidmore students are allowed to take up to 12 credits of internship...roughly 25% of Skidmore students complete at least one 3 credit internship- a significant cohort register for two, and fewer register for three internships.  Since the vast majority of internship grades given are As- this has the potential to be used as a mechanism to simply increase GPAs.  Furthermore, internships are sometimes allowed to cross-count for double majors.  Second, there is considerable variability in the expectations by the faculty...according to Michael Ennis McMillan, the work that a professor requires a student to submit is often the same for a 3 credit or 6 credit internship.  Moreover, there is considerable variability in other expectations of the internship (# of hours worked, etc.). Some faculty ‘grade’ by confirming that the student has shown up the required number of hours, or that the student is doing the work their on-site supervisor has arranged.  Others try to ask how much progress the student was able to make- what level of expertise did they come into the internship with, compared to the level of expertise they achieve as a consequence of their experience. 

Ann Henderson gave a brief summary of action taken by Jon Ramsey in the late 90’s to move that all internships be graded as S/U.  That move failed, in part, owing to the claim by some faculty/departments that it was important to be able to differentiate internship experiences by grade.  Michael Ennis-McMillan, indicated that today, some departments do make S/U an option, but indeed, some faculty still find that being able to assign a grade affords them more control (scale) over assessing what constitutes work or what was accomplished during the internship.  

Several questions emerged from this initial discussion: 

· How can faculty grade a non-academic experience where there is traditionally 


very little opportunity for continual feedback to both enhance and assess a 
students performance, or when the internship lies outside of the expertise of the 
faculty advisor?

· Is it fair that academic grades, in some cases, are determined by the assessment provided by non-faculty worksite supervisors?

· Would a change to S/U grading discourage internships?  CEPP recognizes that internships are valuable and should be encouraged.  In some cases internships are a required component of the major.

One proposal that surfaced was to make S/U the default for all internships, but allow faculty the opportunity to petition to grade- then it is up to individual faculty to defend how they will assess grading for credit. 

It was suggested that this complex issue be brought to Academic Staff for their collective input.  At this point, Ann Henderson and Michael Ennis-McMillan left the meeting.

II).  Dean of Studies Restructuring

As a consequence of the administrative reorganization that occurred during the 2005-06 academic year, CEPP agreed to perform a 2-year review on the Dean of Studies restructuring.  There was not, however, ever a formal charge written that described how this review was to be structured.   To that end, CEPP is considering a structure for this review with the following considerations:

· CEPP should develop a formal charge for review of the Dean of Studies Restructuring.

· CEPP should assemble a subcommittee to carry out the charge.  The following format of the committee was suggested:



2 members of CEPP



1 member of CAS



1 member of FEC



1 member of Administration (i.e. the Registrar)


CEPP would enlist names from the various committees for those willing to serve 
on the subcommittee and from that list select the members.

· What should the review encompass? CEPP (or the sub committee?) will develop a set of questions that may include i) the clarification of key issues in the restructuring including the rationale that fueled the decision to restructure, ii) the actual changes made in administration, iii) the distribution of work and oversight, and iv) ways in which the success of the reconstruction might be measured.   

