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Uni versity of South Carolina
BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Academ ¢ Affairs and Faculty Liaison Conmittee

June 17, 2004

The Acadenic Affairs and Faculty Liaison Conmttee of the University of South
Carol i na Board of Trustees nmet on Thursday, June 17, 2004, at 1:05 p.m in the
Carolina Pl aza Board Room

Menbers present were: M. Robert N MkLellan, Chairnman; M. Janmes Bradl ey;
M. Samuel R Foster, II; M. WIlIliam C. Hubbard; Ms. Darla D. More; M. John C
von Lehe, Jr.; M. Ohniel H Wenges, Jr.; M. Mack |I. Wittle, Jr., Board
Chairman; and M. Herbert C. Adams, Board Vice Chairman. Ms. Helen C Harvey was
absent. QO her Trustees present were: M. Mark W Buyck, Jr.; Dr. C Edward Fl oyd;
M. Mles Loadholt; M. Mchael J. Muingo; M. James A Shuford, I1l; M. M Wayne
Staton; M. Eugene P. Warr, Jr.; and Trustee-elect, 14'" Judicial Grcuit, The
Honorable WIliamW Jones, Jr.

Faculty Liaison Conmittee nenbers present were: Dr. Janmes R Augusti ne,
Chair of the Faculty Senate; Dr. WIIiam Bearden, Chair of the Faculty Advisory
Conmittee; and Professor John Logue, USC Sunter, representative for the Regional
Canpuses. Menbers absent were Dr. Peter Graham Chair of the Faculty Welfare
Conmittee and Dr. Warren Carson, USC Spartanburg, representative for the Senior
Campuses.

O hers present were: President Andrew A. Sorensen; Secretary Thomas L.
St epp; Associate Provost John N. O sgaard; Vice President and Chi ef Financial
Oficer Richard W Kelly; Vice President for Information Technol ogy and Chi ef
Information Officer WIliamF. Hogue; Vice President for Research and Health
Sci ences Harris Pastides; Vice President for Advancenment T.W Hudson Akin; Vice
President for Human Resources Jane M Janeson; Vice President for Student Affairs
Dennis A Pruitt; General Counsel Walter (Terry) H Parham Assistant Vice Provost
for Enroll nment Managerment N. Kip Howard; Vice Provost and Executive Dean for
Regi onal Campuses and Conti nui ng Education Chris P. Plyler; Chancellor of USC Ai ken
Thomas L. Hal | man; Chancel l or of USC Spartanburg John C. Stockwell; Dean of USC
Lancaster John Catal ano; Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, USC A ken, Suzanne
OQznent; Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, USC Spartanburg, Reginald
Avery; Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, College of Nursing, Opal Brown;

Assi stant Treasurer Susan D. Hanna; Director of the Department of Internal Audit
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Al ton McCoy; Executive Director of the Alumi Association, D vision of University
Advancenent, Marsha A. Cole; Professor in the More School of Business WIlliamT.
Moore; Professor in the College of Pharnacy Eugene C. Reeder; President of the

St udent CGovernnment Association Zachery Scott; Information Resource Consultant,
Division of Student Affairs, Ryan S. Webber; University Legislative Liaison John
Gregory; and Director of University Conmunications, Division of University
Advancerent, Russ MKi nney, Jr.

Chairman McLellan called the neeting to order and invited those Board nenbers
present to introduce thenselves. M. MKinney stated that no nenbers of the nedia
were in attendance. Chairman MlLellan stated that notice of the neeting has been
posted and the press notified as required by the Freedom of Infornmation Act; the
agenda and supporting materials had been circulated to the Committee; and a quorum
was present to conduct business.

Chairman MclLellan stated that there were personnel matters dealing with
honorary faculty titles, tenure and pronoti on and appointnents with tenure which
were appropriate for discussion in Executive Session. Chairman MLellan called for
a notion to enter Executive Session. M. Bradley so nmoved and M. W enges seconded
the notion. The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

The following individuals were invited to remain: Dr. Sorensen, M. Stepp,
M. Jones, Dr. O sgaard, Dr. Hogue, M. Kelly, Dr. Pruitt, M. Janeson, M. AKin,

Dr. Plyler, M. Parham M. Gegory, M. MKinney, M. Stone, and Ms. Tweedy.
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Executi ve Session

l. Honorary Faculty Titles: Four requests for honorary faculty titles had

been mailed with the materials for this neeting.
There were no objections; therefore, these four requests for honorary faculty
titles would be presented to the full Board in Executive Session

. Tenure and Pronpti on Recommendations: Two lists of tenure and

promotion recommendati ons had been nmailed with the materials for this neeting. One
list was for USC Colunbia faculty, and the other list was for faculty from other
canpuses.

There were no objections; therefore, the nanes on the two lists of tenure and
pronoti on recommendati ons woul d be presented to the full Board in Executive
Sessi on.

I, Appoi ntrrents with Tenure: The followi ng four requests for appointnents

with tenure had been nailed with the materials for this neeting:

A Dr. Marianne C. Bickle would be awarded tenure at the rank of

Professor in the Departnent of Retailing effective with her appointnment as
Pr of essor.

B. Dr. Don Doyl e woul d be awarded tenure at the rank of

Professor in the Departnent of History effective with his appointnent as
Pr of essor.

C. Dr. Marjorie Spruill would be awarded tenure at the rank of

Associ ate Professor in the Department of History effective with her appointnment as
Associ ate Professor.

D. Dr. Richard Webb woul d be awarded tenure at the rank of Professor

in the Departnent of Physics and Astronony effective with his appointnment as
Pr of essor.

There were no objections; therefore, these four requests for appointnents
with tenure would be presented to the full Board in Executive Session.

Since there were no other matters appropriate for discussion in Executive

Sessi on, Chairman MlLellan declared a return to Qpen Session
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Return to Open Session

l. Pr ogr am Proposal s/ Modi fi cati ons:

A Center for Nursing Leadership - College of Nursing, USC Col unbi a:

Chairman McLellan called on Dr. Opal Brown who stated that the Center for
Nur si ng Leadership offered a variety of prograns to increase the |eadership
capacity of the nursing conmmunity; this proposal would incorporate several existing
progranms and woul d provide an opportunity to add others. Programs currently
of fered included the Any V. Cockcroft Nursing Leadership Devel opment Program which
had graduated 75 individuals during the past 10 years; participants fromacross the
country attended this one year programto discuss and | earn about their particul ar
| eadership styles. At the conclusion, each person was assigned a project which
must be conpleted in the respective comunity; recently, it had been approved for
graduate credit at the University.

Anot her program which the Center offered was the Nursing Summit, a one day
wor kshop presented annually. Experts gathered to address issues of common interest
to the nursing community and to nursing education

And, the Viana McCown Lectureship presented various progranms to nursing
alumi and the comunity.

It was anticipated that additional innovative prograns woul d be devel oped to
i nfl uence nursing and health care as well as health care policy. Chairman MLellan
noted that sources of funding would include the reallocation of existing funds;
donati ons; and the Viana McCown Lectureship endowrent.

M. von Lehe noved approval of the Center for Nursing Leadership program
proposal as described in the materials distributed for the nmeeting. M. Wenges
seconded the notion. The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

B. USC Spartanburg: Chairnan MLellan called on Dr. Avery who

expl ai ned that USC Spartanburg was seeking Board approval to offer the follow ng
three canpus prograns at the University Center of Geenville because of an
i ncreased demand in the conmunity:

1. Bachelor of Arts in Mddl e Grades Educati on Program

Modi fication, University Center of Greenville: M. Foster

noved approval of this program nodification as presented. M. Bradl ey seconded the
notion. The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

2. Bachel or of Science in Special Education - Learning

Disabilities Program Modification, University Center of

Greenville: M. Bradley noved approval of this program
nodi fication as presented. M. Foster seconded the notion. The vote was taken

and the notion carri ed.

I'1-46



3. Bachel or of Science in Crininal Justice Program

Modi fication, University Center of Geenville: M. von

Lehe noved approval of this program nodification as presented. M. Bradley
seconded the nmotion. Responding to Chairnman MLellan’s inquiry about enpl oynent
opportunities, Dr. Avery indicated that many of the graduates were finding
positions in | aw enforcenment because of increased security issues in this country.
The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

. USC Ai ken Faculty Manual Changes: Chairman MLellan recogni zed Dr.

Oznent who reported that USC Al ken was requesting Board approval of several Faculty
Manual changes. Most were editorial; substantive changes had been listed in a
cover neno to President Sorensen and had been included in the materials distributed
to Commttee menbers. O particular note was a new policy which addressed the
interimevaluation of tenure track faculty. A third year review of those
i ndividuals was required to provide these individuals a cunul ati ve assessnent of
t heir progress.

M. Foster noved approval of the USC A ken Faculty Manual changes as
described in the materials distributed for this neeting. M. Bradley seconded the
notion. The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

I, USC Col unbi a Faculty Manual Changes: Chairman MLellan called on Dr.

A sgaard who expl ai ned that the proposed USC Col unbi a Faculty Manual changes
primarily reflected facility and organi zati onal structure changes and provi ded
clarification of existing policy.

Ms. Moore noved approval of the USC Col unbi a Faculty Manual changes as
described in the materials distributed for this neeting. M. Foster seconded the
notion. The vote was taken, and the notion carried.

VA Enrol | rent Managenment Proposal: Chairman MLel |l an recogni zed President

Sorensen who made the followi ng remarks:

Thank you very much, M. Chairnan.

| want to present to you the enroll nment managenent plan that | outlined
in less detail at our Wanpee Retreat. One of the advantages that this plan
has is that it offers a |l ong range strategic enrollment plan based on fi scal
denogr aphi c, and conpetitive realities.

Last year, as you know, we had a very lively discussion around the plan
for the coming year. It occurred to ne with the support of nunerous nenbers
of the Board of Trustees, that rather than having a | ong and sonetines
arduous di scussion of enrollnment every year, it would be nore sensible and
enornmously nore beneficial strategically for us to develop a nultiple year
plan; so, this is the plan | ampresenting to you.

We had a group of specialists from Noel -Levitz, arguably the | eading
enrol | ment managenent consulting firmin the United States, cone and do a
very careful and thoughtful evaluation of our enrollnent program They
suggested that there are three separate el enents of devel opi ng an enrol | nent
managenent plan and devel opi ng the | eadership which is necessary for its
i mpl enent ati on.

The Board of Trustees needs a long termcommtnent to an enrol |l nent
plan as well as a long termcomitnent to a fiscal plan to support successfu
outcomes. The President, with his team needs to design high quality broad
strategi es to achieve the established enrollnment plan and then the Board of
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Trustees and the President, in harnmony and in collaboration, need to identify
the performance indicators to deternine success outcones.

VWhat | am proposing is that your yearly evaluation of nme includes an
assessnment of the enrollment plan so that it beconmes part of the eval uation
of my own performance.

There are four factors | would submit of inescapable inportance in
devel opi ng an enrol | nent nanagenent plan. First, and these are in no
particul ar order of priority, is institutional capacity; that is, can the
Uni versity accommodate the students who are identified in the plan? Second,
does the enroll nent managenent plan facilitate inproving the academ c
reputation of the University? The presidential search conmittee nade it
abundantly clear to ne that the Board of Trustees expected and, indeed,
demanded that | set ‘inproving the academ c reputation of the University’ as
one of ny goals. That was very explicitly and consistently conveyed to ne.

It is also inportant to have an operating budget that will enable the
enrol Il ment plan to be inplenented. And, finally, a plan necessitates a |ong
termfiscal responsibility.

The plan | am presenting to you today will require your conmitnent to
goals that will be expressed in 2010. Thus, we have a six year comitnent
begi nning with the Fall of 2004. | am asking you to make the conmtnent in

fiscal year 2004 for the programthat will begin in 2005 and that will
continue for six years. This is the long termfiscal responsibility that
nmust be in place.

VWhat are the el enents of the University of South Carolina enroll ment
pl an? There are obviously a huge nunber, but | would like to present three
el ements that currently we do not have as specifically or as articulately as
| should Iike.

First of all there is the element of holistic admission. Currently,
for undergraduate adm ssion, we conpare the grade point average and the SAT
score. Those two factors are put into a nmultiple regression and they can be
inversely related; if a student has a very high SAT score, it can offset a
| ow grade point average. Conversely, a very high grade point average can
of fset a | ow SAT score. But we do not consider other factors and many of you
have quite justifiably and appropriately pointed out that we do not consider
factors such as the high school |eadership acconplishments or the extenuating
circunstances in sone famlies when there is a death in a fanmly. Holistic
admi ssions allows us to | ook at a nunber of factors other than test scores
and grade point average. The Suprene Court decision regarding the University
of Mchigan's affirmative action program specifically alludes to holistic
admi ssions; therefore, we have Suprenme Court approval for an opportunity to
| ook at a nunber of factors together

Wt al so need to continue being attentive to diversity in order to
bal ance access with excellence. W are obviously concerned about
acconmodati ng African Americans, but the fastest growing ethnic group in the
state of South Carolina is the Hispanic/Latino popul ation; we need to be
sensitive to the adm ssion of students in this ethnic group

And, then, | also want to introduce |legacy as a factor in holistic
adm ssions. That is, did a parent or grandparent of a child who is applying
attend the University of South Carolina? A holistic adm ssions process
allows us to include that consideration as a factor. |If you approve this,
you will be broadening the criteria substantially by which we eval uate
applicants for adm ssion.

In order to do all of this, we need to determ ne the optimm size of
t he undergraduate student body; we need to articulate to all constituents our
recrui tnment philosophy with benchmarks to track performance. |f you approve
this managenent plan, | will be instructing the people who devel op our
recruitnment materials and our recruiters when they visit high schools this
sumer and fall to | et people know precisely what our philosophy is. For
exanple, if we include | egacy adm ssions as one of nunerous el erments in our
admi ssi ons deci sions, applicants have a right to know that.

And then, finally, we nust develop a long termfiscal plan to support
t he achi evenent of the program | have to nake sure that we have the noney
to pay for this. |In fact, it will be relatively expensive if we do this.

Therefore, we need to articulate a long termfinancial aid plan based
on nerit and need. One hundred percent of the lottery schol arship prograns
that we have (the Palnmetto, Life, and Hope Schol arships) are all based on
nerit or academi c achi evenent. There are students who desperately need the
financial aid assistance; right now, we do not have as much noney avail abl e
i n schol arship support for needy students.

| had a neeting yesterday about a programentitled “The College Summt”
which is a nationally distributed program desi gned specifically to appeal to
young peopl e who have grown up in very poor circunmstances. By utilizing the
lottery schol arshi p noney which is so abundant and so enticing, the
University risks the possibility of forgetting about those students who are
desperately poor and cannot cone here unless they have need based aid. As an
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el ement of my enroll nent nanagenent plan, | amgoing to increase the anount
of nmoney that is distributed because of need.

We nust focus on retention rates, that is, do freshmen stay here as
sophonores, and so forth? W are at about a 60 percent graduation rate which
nmeans that 60 percent of the students who enroll as freshnen receive a
bachel ors degree within 6 years. | want very nmuch to see that figure
increase. | have put in ny enroll nment nanagenent matrix, of which you have
recei ved a copy, an increase in graduation rates.

I am al so focusing on student/faculty ratios. W have had a 3,000
student increase fromthe Fall of 2000 to the Fall of 2004. As we have done
so, the size of the full tine tenured and tenure track faculty has renained
stable. Consequently, on average, we have nore students that each professor
is responsible for teaching. | amgoing to propose to reduce the
student/faculty ratio so that we will have fewer students per faculty nenber.
We are at 16.4 now and ny proposal w Il reduce that number to 15.

The | anentabl e situation we have right nowis that there are nany
students who have to wait until they are seniors to enroll in freshnman
English classes or introductory Spanish classes. This situation has
absolutely nothing to do with the size or nunmber of classrooms. Quite
frankly, it dimnishes the quality of the education we offer.

What di stinguishes us fromthe other institutions? It is the quality
of the education we offer and the ability of the faculty nenbers to interact
with the students. Faculty menbers are becom ng increasingly distressed by
this dramatic rise in adm ssions. Therefore, | am suggesting that we pay
nore attention to student/faculty ratios; that we hire nore faculty; and that
we reduce the nunber of students per faculty nenber.

In addition, | amusing transfer students to adjust total capacity.
am going to present to you the mnimum goal for growth every year. | suspect
that if the University continues to be perceived as highly attractive, it
will grow nore than | have proposed in the enroll nent managenent plan. |If
that occurs, | amgoing to have to | ower the nunber of transfer students we
admt because many of our students transfer fromour four two-year schools as
well as fromthe three four-year schools. However, as those schools inprove
in their quality, and each of themis, fewer students who begin at Aiken
Beaufort, or Spartanburg will choose to transfer here. These canpuses are
al ready beginning to see an increase in their retention rates.

Presi dent Sorensen presented the proposed enrol |l ment managenment plan through
the year 2010 to position the University of South Carolina as a top 50 public
university. In the Fall of 2000, 15,266 undergraduate students were enrolled at
the University of South Carolina; this nunber had increased to an estimted 18, 150
for the Fall of 2004 or nearly 3,000 additional students during that period of
time. More than half of the growth (55 percent) had occurred since beginning his
termas President of the University. O that nunber, 80 percent were South
Carolina residents; this year it will increase to 81 percent. Qut of state
admi ssion will decrease from20 to 19 percent.

In the Fall of 2000, there were 2,542 freshnen; 3,450 were anticipated for
the upcoming fall semester. The nunber of resident freshmen had i ncreased from
1,945 to 2,522 during that period; non resident freshman enroll nent had increased
386. Total freshman enrollnment for the South Carolina Honors Col |l ege was 253
students in the Fall of 2000; 275 will attend this fall. President Sorensen was
proposing to raise that figure by 10 per year

For the overall freshman enroll nent, President Sorensen was projecting a 50
student per year increase with a proposed total University enrollnment increase of
75 per year; he enphasized that these proposed figures were absol ute m ni nuns.

As suggested by various Board nmenbers and others, President Sorensen was

recommendi ng an “Arts and Sci ences Schol ars Progrant (between 1250 - 1325 SAT
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score) for those students who were not quite at the Honors Coll ege | evel. Those

i ndi vidual s sel ected woul d receive special recognition and financial aid;
anticipated was a total of 300 students in this category in the Fall of 2005 with a
proj ected increase of 25 per year

President Sorensen indicated that African American freshman enroll nment had
decreased from 426 in 2000 to the current projected total of 385 for 2004; proposed
was an increase of 15 per year.

It was anticipated that the 4 year graduation rate for the upconing fal
senester would total 41 percent. President Sorensen was proposing an increase of
both 4 year and 6 year rates by 1 percent per year

On canpus housi ng capacity had grown by 1200 because of the construction of
the Geek Village and other residence halls which were opened recently. That tota
woul d decrease if the Board approved the destruction of the Honeyconmb housi ng;
however, if the University decided to purchase one of the existing hotels under
consi deration for that purpose, avail abl e campus housi ng woul d nost probably
i ncrease substantially.

In 2000, the student/faculty ratio was 14 to 1; currently, that figure was
16.5 to 1. President Sorensen was reconmendi ng a decrease in that figure of Y
percent per year by hiring additional faculty; it was hoped to establish a ratio of
15 to 1 by 2010. That proposal will be presented |ater today to the Executive
Conmittee as part of the budget plan

Presi dent Sorensen explained that U S. News and Wirld Report eval uated SAT
scores by conparing the 25" percentile to the 75'" percentile (25 percent of
students had scored below a certain figure and 25 percent had scored above). In
2000, 1,000 students had scored at the 25'" percentile and 1,210 at the 75'"
percentile; for this fall, 1,030 students scored at the 25'" percentile and 1,250 at
the 75'" percentile. It was proposed to raise that figure by 5 every year on the
| ower and upper ends.

The yield for 2000 (students who were accepted and chose to attend the
University) was 43 percent; for this fall it was anticipated that the yield will be
41.9 percent. It was proposed to raise that figure % percent per year

As requested earlier, President Sorensen comrented about the proposed
denolition of the Honeyconb Towers. Renoval of these facilities would have both an
econom ¢ and an institutional inpact; on canpus housi ng woul d be reduced 935 beds
($1.2 mllion generated annually). Also to be factored into that figure was the
cost of relocating, renovating, or constructing 20,000 square feet of office space
for the Housing Ofices currently located in the Towers. The deferred nai ntenance

cost to upgrade the sprinkler and fire alarmsystens would total $4 mllion; those
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upgrades did not address the structural condition of the decades old buil dings.
And, too, President Sorensen pointed out that various private housing facilities
| ocated close to the canpus were avail able to students.

M. Wenges asked if the University could inprove academ cally w thout
restricting enrollnent. In response, President Sorensen indicated that he was
recommendi ng an enroll ment increase and to raise the acadenic level. He hoped to
continue to grow the size of the University while maintaining the standard for
providing a high quality educational experience.

M. Staton asked if the University had avail abl e need based financial aid;
approxi mately $350, 000 per year was available. President Sorensen comented that
it was very inportant to bal ance access with excellence. “W want to give them an
excell ent quality of education, but we want to nmake sure that it is accessible to
everyone so that the University does not beconme a place where only niddl e and upper
cl ass students cone.” Currently, 600-700 students had qualified for this
assistance. It was noted that 69 percent of these students had earned a 3.0 or
better G P. A

Dr. Floyd expressed di sappoi ntment regardi ng the proposed increase of
students per year. He believed that the University had a greater responsibility to
the state and should increase the freshman class nore than 50 per year. Dr. Floyd
further pointed out that several years ago the graduate school adm ssion rate had
been decreased to accommpdate a | arger undergraduate adm ssion

Di scussi on ensued regarding the size of the freshman class. Responding to
M. Buyck's remark that the size of the next incom ng freshman class had been
reduced, Chairman Wiittle stated that it was a reflection of the “ability to retain
t he undergraduate popul ati on which is an endorsenent of an inprovenent in the
undergraduate studies at the University.” And, further, he noted that the Fal
2003 freshman class was the second largest in the history of this institution

Dr. Pruitt conmented that the University's retention rate had increased 4
percent since 1999, partially because nost of the students were full-tinme; the
average age had dropped from22 to 21. Students were required to pass 30 hours
each year in order to maintain their lottery schol arshi ps.

In addition, President Sorensen referenced the proposed holistic adm ssion
process which will rely |l ess on high SAT and grade point average scores as

“

benchmarks; rather, this process “will denocratize the incom ng freshman cl ass and
cast a wider net” in order to consider factors other than high academn c scores.
Ms. Moore expressed concern about the challenge of hiring at |east 25

additional faculty per year to lower the current faculty/student ratio of 16.5 to

1. She believed that such a task woul d al so provide an opportunity to change the
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face of the entire University. |In addition, replacenment of those faculty nenbers
who will retire during this time frame would also factor into the equation

Presi dent Sorensen remarked that Vice President Pastides had presented to him
an innovative plan to hire 100 research faculty; anticipated was the possibility of
hiring 550-700 faculty during the next six years. “That will have a dramatic
i mpact which can potentially transformthis University.”

M. von Lehe was encouraged by the fact that the in state/out of state ratio

“

woul d remain the sanme as previously (80 percent vs. 20 percent) so that “we are
still trying primarily to educate South Carolina students.” M. Adans was pl eased
that South Carolina students were nmeeting the challenge of the University’'s

i ncreased admi ssion requirenents; “we have been able to recruit and get good
students right here in South Carolina and keep them here.”

M. Bradley shared Dr. Floyd' s hope that “this institution will be able to
educate every young South Carolinian that we have the financial and academ c
ability to educate and I will continue to hold that theory. | believe that the
adm ni stration has done a fine job of weighing all the factors at play.”

M. Bradl ey nmoved approval of the proposed 2005-2010 enrol |l ment managenent
plan as presented. M. Foster seconded the notion. The vote was taken, and the

notion carri ed.

V. O her Matters:

A Report on Palnetto College: Chairman MLellan called on Dr.

Plyl er who updated the Committee on the status of the Palnetto College initiative;
several nmonths ago he had presented this concept during an Acadenic Affairs
Conmittee neeting. He reiterated that the Palnetto Coll ege was a neans by which
the University could offer upper division coursework and certain needed

baccal aureat e degree prograns at the four two-year regional canpuses which were
only authorized to award associ ate degrees in arts and in sciences. Mny of those
graduat es who wi shed to pursue a four year degree were unable to | eave their
respective conmuniti es.

Assessnents were currently being conducted at these campuses to deterni ne
whi ch baccal aureate degree progranms were needed. In addition, the University was
installing a $1.5 mllion “wi de area network” to offer these progranms via distance
education. Also under consideration was the possibility of offering web based and
“face to face” courses.

Dr. Plyler conmented that this initiative was a very anbitious undertaking
which woul d ultinately require the involvenent of nany individuals. It had taken
four years to reach this point and, with the support of this admnistration

ext ensi ve progress had been made. Recently subnmitted to the President and to the
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Provost was a report outlining a plan for the inplenmentation of the concept.
Conversations with the Colunbia faculty, the libraries, and the essential elenents
of the infrastructure will begin in the near future to ensure that a well devel oped
proposal will be presented to this Conmittee for consideration.

Dr. Plyler noted that the Palnetto College initiative was “anot her
opportunity for outreach and extension by the University of South Carolina and a
means of showi ng the great efficiency that this systemoffers to the citizens of
the state.”

B. Adj ournment: There were no other matters to cone before the

Conmittee, and Chairman MlLellan declared the neeting adjourned at 2:10 p. m

Respectful ly subm tted,

Thomas L. Stepp
Secretary
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