Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes
Regular Meeting

Monday, November 15, 2004

Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall 7:10 pm

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, K. Brown, Daley, Drabold, Duerr, Dyer, Grimes, Helm, Ingram, Just, Lopez, McLaughlin, McMills, S. Reilly, Sarnoff, and T. Young: Business: Sherman, Stephens, and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, Pecora, Miller and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Gulino, Hale, and Pasic; Fine Arts: Cardenas, A. Reilly, Scott, and D. Thomas; Health and Human Services: M. Brown, Chabot, Graham, and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano, Simpson, and Stroh; Chillicothe: Parker and Simmons; Eastern: T. Flynn; Lancaster: Becker; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver; Group II: M. Thomas and D. Young. 

Members ABSENT were: Engineering: Braasch; Lancaster: Heineman
Outline of Issues Discussed

I.   
Associate Provost Marty Tuck
II. 
Roll Call and Approval of the October 18, 2004 minutes
III. 
Chair's Report -- Phyllis Bernt 

a. Ohio Faculty Council Report

b. Strategic Planning Progress
Next Senate Meeting January 10, 2005

IV.   
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) - David Ingram 

a. Resolution regarding changes to the new general education program -  First Reading

V.
Referendum on Revisions of the General Education Program – Steve Reilly

VI.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Steve Grimes
VII.
Adjournment
Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

November 15, 2004

· Associate Provost Tuck announced funds are available for general education implementation, AQIP and student engagement initiatives
· Tuck said search committees for open administrative positions have been formed
· Tuck said a Budget Planning Committee and Salary Equity Group have been established
· Tuck said a consulting firm will be hired to fill interim enrollment management needs
· Bernt reported on the November 12, 2004 meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council
· Hill requested support of Senators for Kennedy Lecture Series

· Bernt reviewed Senate Strategic Planning progress and reports from constituents
· Ingram presented EPSA’s General Education proposal

· S. Reilly presented a faculty referendum on the General Education program
· Bernt announced that PRC, FCC and P & T Committee matters will be re-scheduled for the January Senate meeting
· Grimes announced a January 14, 2005 Promotion and Tenure Workshop date.

The Complete Minutes
Phyllis Bernt, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10.  The Senate adjourned at 10:55 p. m.

I.      Associate Provost Marty Tuck - Reporting for President McDavis and Provost Krendl
Tuck announced that funds ($650,000) have been budgeted for general education implementation, AQIP and student engagement initiatives.  He said a Request For Proposal process has been suggested as a means to access these funds. The RFP process could address possible: release time for faculty to serve as a project manager, professional development for faculty, proposals for continuing support of general education, workshops that address re-tooling of courses for general education, course release time for teaching large lecture courses, additional GTA lines.  He said proposals could be reviewed by a committee which included members from the Chairs and Directors Council, the General Education Council, EPSA, and faculty appointed by the Provost’s Office upon the recommendation of the Faculty Senate. 

Questions for the Associate Provost:

R. Stewart asked about the scope of the funding available for this initiative.  Tuck said that $250,000 was budgeted for this academic year and that the Provost is interested in accessing some of the New Faculty Initiative funding.  Cardenas asked what the projected timeline for proposals would be.  Tuck said that would depend on Senate decisions with respect to general education but that a January 2005 date is predicted.  A. Reilly asked what the expected annual budget for this program would be.  Tuck said that $250,000 was budgeted for this next year with support for the next few years.  Daley suggested that not all the funds should be allocated or distributed through the RFP process and asked if a process could be established to help address needs that emerge once the general education program is in place.  A. Reilly suggested that funds be set aside for imaginative approaches to include general education in majors.  Flynn said that a project manager seemed to be a necessity and asked if the Provost’s Office could describe the specific needs of the position and solicit applications.  Tuck said that the Provost’s Office could consider this possibility.  R. Stewart asked if the funds not spent this year would be carried forward.  Tuck said they would and the largest portion of the funds is uncommitted.

Tuck reported on committees and working groups.  He said the new Budget Planning Council, described as a UPAC-like committee, would evaluate budget issues and communicate their deliberations to the university community.  He said the make up of the BPC is similar to UPAC with members from the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, and faculty at large.  It will be chaired by the Provost and by the Vice President for Finance and Administration.  He said that the Budget Planning Council will have more responsibility than UPAC had, because it will also look at Regional Higher Education and the College of Osteopathic Medicine, and will address issues having to do with enrollment management, capital appropriations.   In future years, when funding is available, the BPC will have more responsibilities.  He said a Salary Equity Group has been formed chaired by Howard Dewald.  Membership includes Meryl Mantione, Dennis Irwin and Phyllis Bernt.  Darrell Winefordner will serve as a resource for the group.  He said that search committees have been formed for the open administrative positions Vice President for Finance and Administration, and Associate Provost for Enrollment Management, and Director of Admissions.  Advertisements will be published and search committees will begin meeting shortly.  He said that consulting firm Noel Levitz will be hired to fill interim enrollment management needs.   This firm has previous experience working with Ohio University in the Financial Aid area and is familiar with our institution. He said the target is to have someone in place by the end of this year.  

Ingram asked what the role of the enrollment management committee will be.  Tuck said it will operate in an advisory capacity.

II.
Roll Call and Approval of October 18, 2004, minutes
Approve minutes of October meeting:

MOTION: - to approve minutes of the October 18, 2004 meeting

Thomas, D./Grimes
MOTION PASSED

III.
Chair’s Report -  Phyllis Bernt
a.
Report from the Ohio Faculty Council Meeting
Bernt said she and Louis Wright attended the meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council, November 12, 2004, to represent Ohio University.  One of the issues of business was to reconstitute a Legislative Committee that has been talking with the Ohio House Ways and Means Committee.  Paul Sracic of Youngstown will chair the committee.  John Current from OSU and Louis Wright from OU will be the other members.  She said House members are hearing from their constituents that universities just want to build buildings and that professors are too liberal.  It seems that the Ways and Means Committee members have been hearing from university presidents and lobbyists and now they want to hear from professors about what is needed for higher education.

Bernt reported that Dick Arndt, the Director of K-16 Initiatives at the Board of Regents, spoke about the Transfer Assurance Guides System (TAGS).  The Articulation and Transfer Council, on which all universities have representatives, has been working on a way to facilitate transfers, especially between the 2-year and the 4-year colleges.  This effort has been spurred on by H.B. 95.  The legislature does not want students to pay twice for the same course, and the legislature does not want to pay subsidy twice for the same course.  There is a call for a system that assures that when a student takes Calculus at one institution, the student will not have to take it again if he or she transfers to another institution.  That is what the TAGS project is all about.  The project is based on identifying desired learning outcomes for specific courses—including essential outcomes.  Courses have to match 70% of the outcomes, including all essential outcomes to be transferable.  This is seen as a way to grow higher education enrollment and increase graduation rates.  This is supposed to benefit faculty by better preparing transfer students.

The OFC also heard from Jamie Abel, who is on the communication staff at the Board of Regents, and works on media and campus relations.  Abel and Eric Almonte from the Board of Regents staff are working with the Student Access and Success Coordinating Council of Ohio.  She said this Council is made up of institutions, companies and organizations across Ohio who are working together to increase college enrollment in Ohio.  The Council goals are collaboration, creation of a statewide strategic marketing plan, and development of success measures.  She reported that Ohio is 39th in the country in terms of college graduates.  The Council is working on creating a student portal, along the lines of what the state of Indiana did, and a student hotline where questions about financial aid, application processes etc. can be answered.  She encouraged Senators who are interested in what is being done, to go to their website at ohioaccess.org
b.      Strategic Planning Process

Bernt said that reports of meetings with constituents were received from the Colleges of: Arts & Sciences, Business, Communication, Education, Fine Arts, Health and Human Services, and Osteopathic Medicine, and regional campuses: Chillicothe, Eastern, Southern, and Zanesville, and Group II faculty.  She said major themes that emerged were: General Education, Budget and Resource Allocation, Workload/Research Expectations, Educational Quality, Workplace/Campus Environment, and Evaluation/Categorization. Concerns about General Education included questions concerning the need for a new program, and concerns about the complexity of the new program, its impact on time to graduation and college requirements, quality control and rigor and the loss of humanities, literature and the interdisciplinary approach of Tier III.  Budget and resource allocation themes included: concerns that shared governance has been eroded in budgeting, planning, and decision making in general; a desire for transparency and faculty involvement in budgeting and strategic planning; the need for the academic mission to guide budgeting and resource allocation with more Group I faculty positions and an “academic administrator” classification; ongoing concerns about the erosion of salary and benefits. Concerns about workload/research expectations included: the impact of the growing emphasis on research on the teaching mission; adequate support for research; the need to determine how faculty define research and the involvement of faculty in setting research priorities; measurement of quality and quantity in metrics used to determine productivity; and citing P-Card administration, the shift of effort to academic units. Concerns about workplace and campus environment included: lack of respect or recognition for the work and achievements of faculty; the desire for the development of a faculty community; issues related to safety and privacy; the need for better coordination between Athens and Regional Campuses; and town/gown relationships. Regarding issues of evaluation and categorization, the faculty voiced concerns that current evaluation of upper administrators is not in compliance with the Faculty Handbook, specifically the VP for Regional Higher Education, and that evaluation of administrators and administrative units should be expanded.  Additional concerns about classification and rights of faculty, specifically Group II position security, salary and promotion, clinical faculty designations in OU-COM, and regional campus concerns were voiced.  She said that constituent suggestions for the Senate included: maintaining communication with administration, developing a relationship with the Trustees, keeping lines of communication open through distribution of minutes and summaries, active interaction with faculty, micro-waved meetings of the Senate to Regional Campuses, and maintaining its watchdog role.  She said the next step is for Senate to identify specific things to accomplish.   

Comments/Questions for Bernt:

Stewart asked if these results would be distributed the Senate.  Bernt said an e-mail link to her webpage would be sent and the results of the survey would be appended to Senate minutes. 

c.       Kennedy Lecture Series
Bernt introduced the Chair of the Kennedy Lecture Series, Butch Hill. Hill said that the Series has brought nationally recognized speakers to campus for free-of-charge lectures and credited the Director of Publication Occasions with facilitating arrangements for more speakers than in the past despite funding shortfalls.  He said that attendance at events has been good but not outstanding and that he agrees with President McDavis’ desire to link the Kennedy Lecture Series with general education, student reading groups and the intellectual life of the community.  Plans are underway to assemble next year’s Lecture Series.  He asked the Senators to suggest speakers that could enrich their courses and enhance audience attendance.  He asked for suggestions that would draw on faculty connections and help balance entertainment value with intellectual stimulation.  He reminded Senators that the remaining lectures of the year are: Russell Simons (hip-hop pioneer, credited with creating the “Black CNN”) on January 25 and Barbara Ehrenreich (author of Nickel and Dimed: On (Not) Getting By in America) on May 4. He encouraged Senators to share ideas, leads, complaints, and questions, with him at 3-4269 or hill@ohiou.edu.
d.      Next  Senate Meeting January 10, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235

IV.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) - David Ingram, Chair   

a.      Resolution regarding amended General Education Program

Ingram presented a motion crafted by EPSA for first reading and discussion.  He said that discussion and comments from this Senate meeting would be incorporated into a resolution for second reading and vote at the January Senate.  Ingram said that features of the General Education program have been modified or eliminated in EPSA’s proposal.

He said the proposal addresses issues related to Foundational Skills and Research and Creative Activity features of general education first and that the Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives features of the General Education program would be considered at a later date.        

Ingram said that efforts to implement the new program revealed serious obstacles.   He proposed setting aside the learning unit as a tracking mechanism because the Student Information System can not accommodate the complexity of the program. This would revert program tracking to numbers of courses or number of credits required.  He said that dedicated and enriched course designations would result in unwieldy tracking on DARS and programming issues for departments. The inability to incorporate these features in the program would inflate the number of credit hours required. Discussion addressed the need to recognize the relationship of state mandated Transfer Articulation Guidelines to general education programs.  Bernt noted that the impact of Transfer Articulation Guidelines, advising issues and concerns about the percentage of required credit hours in the General Education program are key concerns for program revision.

With respect to Foundational Skills in English Composition, Ingram reviewed the EPSA proposal to increase the credit hours in writing courses from eight to twelve.  Also discussed were: the need for rigorous quality control in writing courses; the need to clarify grading practices as they impact content in writing courses in the major; the need for additional writing experiences in the major to allow for the repeated exposures which improve writing skills; a need for flexibility with regard to accepting writing courses taken in departments outside the major; impact of the program on students who change majors; the challenges inherent in the intersection of accreditation requirements and a general education program; and a concern that the 25% requirement for a writing intensive course is weak.

With respect to Foundational Skills in Mathematic and Logical Thinking, Ingram said EPSA’s proposal would require two math courses selected from existing Tier 1 approved courses.  Senators voiced concerns that this would double the number of required math courses and modify the focus of foundational skill coursework by excluding logical and symbolic thinking courses. 

Ingram reviewed Foundational Skills in Oral Expression in the proposal.  Discussion included concerns about the definition and delivery of a 25% content enrichment.  Advocates for courses provided by COMS Department addressed the need to preserve the rigor of the requirement.  Ingram said the General Education Advisory Committees are in place to assess the quality of courses.  Comments noted there are implications of resource allocations to meet increased teaching loads if a dedicated Oral Expression course is required of all students.  The impact of additional credit hours on student loads was discussed.  It was noted that EPSA’s revision with the 12 credits in English, 8 in Math, an additional requirement in Oral Expression would add four credits to the Foundational Skills and that this would require modifications in other areas of the program and recalibrating the total required credit load of the program. 

Ingram noted that courses fulfilling Breadth of Knowledge or Perspectives requirements currently exist.  Appel said she did not think sufficient courses for these areas were in place and noted that a shortfall in ethical perspectives courses is likely.  Recommendations were made to include these components for a full consideration of the program in a Second Reading.  

Ingram introduced Research and Creative Activity (RCA) of EPSA’s revision.  He said a department would be allowed to define how its majors fulfill this requirement.   Issues discussed included: capstone courses, major specific RCA courses, cross discipline possibilities in RCA courses, and credit hour requirements.        

Ingram noted that the proposed timeline for implementation assumes all existing general education courses will be a part of the new program.  He said it would be practical to have a sufficient number of courses on the books ready to meet the need.  New courses would move through the regular approval process.  Appel said that to approve inclusion of 25% writing in an existing course would require the regular course change process. A college could submit its entire program for approval at once.

The EPSA motion is scheduled for Second reading and vote at the January Senate.   

Bernt noted that the Executive Committee had received a petition and gave the floor to S. Reilly.  

V.
Referendum on Revisions of the General Education Program – Steve Reilly

Reilly reviewed Faculty Handbook language governing the process for a referendum (Section VI. B. 6. & 7.).  He said that 124 faculty, more than the ten percent required, had signed a petition calling for action with respect to revision of the General Education Program.  The petition identified five actions: 1) notify faculty that General Education is on hold, 2) present  a new General Education proposal that includes a detailed concise report to the entire faculty on the resolution to amend General Education,  3) call for feedback on and testing of the proposed system by curricular chairs in majors,  4) revise and propose the new general education program with respect to feedback and implementation,  5) call for faculty-wide referendum prior to a Senate vote on the program to accept or reject the program to replace the current Tier system. The complete petition is appended to these minutes.

Bernt said that the petition indicated a loss of faith on the part of many faculty regarding the new General Education program and the implementation process.   She said that Senate needs to be sensitive to the concerns addressed in the petition by such a large number of faculty.  Discussion noted that the eventual success of General Education depends on the investment and support of the faculty and therefore the concerns outlined in the petition must be addressed.  Concerns were voiced regarding the process necessary to comply with the petition, in particular re-writing a program that could be voted down.  Sherman said that the referendum has forced the issue of getting a new program in place since implementation of the previous version has been suspended. The referendum, which calls for a full and complete program curriculum, voted on by the full faculty, requires EPSA to revise and develop its proposal.  Ingram asked if the referendum was a resolution presented for a first reading.  Bernt said only EPSA has the authority to present a resolution.  Appel said the referendum was a ballot-able document and that, if S. Reilly wished, he could ask the Senate to vote on the referendum this evening.   

It was noted that the petition asks the Senate to assemble and present a full and complete curriculum.  The feasibility of complying with the 30-day time frame, outlined in the Handbook (VI.B.7.) was discussed.  S. Reilly affirmed that the intent of the petition was to get a clear and lucid plan in place and that timeline compliance is not salient. He agreed that the Handbook requirement should be waived in order to complete the necessary work. The 30 day window would start when a final plan is ready for faculty vote.

With respect to the late hour, McLaughlin asked if a quorum was present at the meeting to take a vote.  Bernt said no.  She asked EPSA to work with the General Education Council to develop a full plan that could be sent to the faculty for vote.  S. Reilly said this might take until the end of winter term to accomplish.  Bernt noted that the Breadth of Knowledge component had not been addressed at this meeting.  Just said there is a need for an alternative plan to address general education needs because Tier 3 no longer exists.  Appel reminded the Senate that it passed a resolution to eliminate Tier 3 that had not been signed by the Provost.  Bernt said that general education program revision should include sensitivity to relative percentages of coursework required to complete General Education and said that in most universities, the percentage is about 30% of total hours required to graduate. She said that consideration of transfer articulation guidelines concerns will be important.  

Noting the lack of a quorum present, Bernt said that the Finance and Facilities, Professional Relations, and Promotion and Tenure Committees will report at the January Senate.  

Bernt recognized Grimes who announced that the Promotion and Tenure Committee workshop scheduled January 14, 2005 and that all faculty will be notified by e-mail.  

MOTION – to adjourn:

Sherman/Stephens 

MOTION PASSED 

Meeting adjourned at 10:55 p. m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Madeleine Scott

Secretary 

APPENDIX A, ITEM 1
PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM OF SPEECH 

AND ARTISTIC EXPRESSION

FOR SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE
Whereas,

In 1965 Ohio University was declared by the faculty and administration to be an “open campus,” one which supports free speech because free speech is not simply an aspect of the educational enterprise to be weighed against other desirable ends.  It is the very precondition of the academic enterprise itself. 

Whereas,

The freedom of speech is protected by the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and,

Whereas,

The First Amendment is not just a suggestion: the rights of individuals to assemble, share diverse views and beliefs, and to express those views to the public is at the very core of public higher education. Hence, there is no place for censorship of any medium of expression at Ohio University.

Be it therefore resolved that the following language be inserted into the Faculty Handbook at the beginning, under the first heading titled I. A. Academic Freedom, Professional Ethics and Tenure:

Ohio University supports the principles of free speech in all its forms and without censorship.  Accordingly Ohio University adopts and subscribes to the “Statement on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression” (1) endorsed by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP, 1990), and reaffirms a commitment to the AAUP document entitled “On Freedom of Expression and Campus Speech Codes” (2), (AAUP, 1992) and reproduced in the AAUP Handbook of Policy Documents and Reports, (“The Redbook”, ninth edition, 2001), as well as the “Library Bill of Rights” (3) adopted by the American Library Association (ALA, 1948, amended in 1980, and reaffirmed in 1996). 

Endnotes

(1) “Statement on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression is a concluding statement by the participants in the 1990 Wolf Trap Conference on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression, sponsored by the American Association of University Professors, the American Council on Education, the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, and the Wolf Trap Foundation. The statement was endorsed by AAUP's Committee "A" on Academic Freedom and Tenure and by its Council at their meetings in June 1990. 

(2)” On Freedom of Expression and Campus Speech Codes” was endorsed by AAUP's Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure and by its Council at their meetings in June 1992. As with all AAUP policy statements, it is in the public domain. It was published in the July-August 1992 Academe. 

(3) The American Library Association adopted “Library Bill of Rights”, June 18, 1948.  Amended February 2, 1961, and January 23, 1980, inclusion of “age” reaffirmed January 23, 1996, by the ALA Council.

(4) Changed from 1

(5) Changed from 2

(6) Changed from 3
APPENDIX C, ITEM 1
DISCUSSION DRAFT

Whereas the Faculty Senate has over the past four years approved the principles governing a new General Education Program by passing resolutions regarding the various components of the program:  Foundational Skills (June 2001), Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives (May 2002), and Research and Creative Activity (September 2002); 


Whereas the new General Education Program envisions:

1. Strengthening foundational skills in writing, mathematics and logical thinking, and oral communication.

2. Improving students’ breadth of knowledge in the three domains of fine arts and humanities; science, mathematics and technology; and social sciences. 
3. Exposing students to cultural, ethical, aesthetic, and scientific/technological perspectives.

4. Providing research and creative activity as a component in all Baccalaureate degrees conferred by Ohio University


Whereas the new General Education Program uses learning units as the units of measurement for General Education requirements and specifies that these may be met by dedicated or enriched courses;

Whereas, specific difficulties in implementation of the new General Education Program have been identified including the use of learning units and enriched courses, the number of courses required, difficulties for transfer students, complexity in advising and tracking General Education requirements;
Whereas, all resolutions regarding General Education passed by the Faculty Senate state that the Faculty Senate will work in consultation with the General Education Council to amend the program, should implementation problems arise;

Be it therefore resolved, that the Faculty Senate, after consultation with the General Education Council, makes the following changes to the resolutions previously accepted by the Faculty Senate (and listed above) regarding the new General Education Program:  
Resolved, that the Faculty Senate endorses the concept of integrating General Education into the major wherever feasible; and further that the Faculty Senate supports an approach that allows individual programs to identify the specific ways in which their students will fulfill General Education requirements and that recognizes that General Education requirements should be aligned with the needs of specific disciplines;

Resolved, that learning units will not be used as units of measurement for the new General Education Program in any of the components of the program:  Foundational Skills, Breadth of Knowledge, Perspectives, and Research and Creative Activity; 

Resolved, that for a course to be included in the program, engagement with the general education objective in the course should involve, as an approximate measure, a minimum of 25% of the course work.  

Resolved, that for Foundational Skills in Written Communication students will be required to complete 12 credit hours of courses.  The courses will include a freshmen composition course, which can be one of the courses currently identified as fulfilling the current freshmen composition requirement.  Students will complete 8 additional hours from courses at the sophomore level or above where at least 25% of the course work  involves written expression.  These additional 8 hours may be completed through courses offered by departments outside the student’s major (such as the current “J” courses) or through courses in the student’s major.  It will be the responsibility of the department or school to identify the courses in the major that will fulfill this requirement using the process outlined in the addendum to this resolution.


Resolved, that for Foundational Skills in Mathematical and Logical Thinking students will be required to complete a total of two courses or 8 credit hours.  The first of these courses can be one of the courses currently approved as fulfilling the Tier I Quantitative Skills requirement.  The second course will be selected by each department as meeting the needs of that specific discipline, and may be taken outside or within the student’s  major  (See addendum for process for identifying courses).


Resolved, that for Foundational Skills in Oral Expression students will be required to complete 4 credit hours.  The course(s) to fulfill this requirement will be selected by each department as meeting the needs of that specific discipline and may be taken either outside or within the student’s major.  (See addendum for process for identifying courses).   


Resolved, that the Foundational Skills component of the new General Education Program, as amended above, be required for students entering in the Fall of 2006.

Resolved, that the Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives categories proposed in the new General Education Program be retained and that students be required to complete one course in each category of Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives.  Be it further resolved that the Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives be implemented for students entering no later than the Fall of 2008. 

Resolved, that for Research and Creative Activities, students will be required to complete one course or 4 credit hours, preferably in their major, that involves a) an inquiry into and critical evaluation of the information, ideas, and creative works and approaches that are central to the discipline; b) the study of particular methods of scholarly research or artistic creation used by faculty in the discipline; or c) a personal experience of the process of synthesis resulting in the creation of knowledge or examples of artistic expression.  Each department will identify the course(s) that fulfill this requirement. (See addendum for process for identifying courses).

Resolved, that the Research and Creative Activities be implemented for students entering no later than the Fall of 2007.



Resolved: that, should further changes be needed in order to implement this program, the Faculty Senate will make those changes after consultation with the General Education Council.   

Addendum:

The following process will be used to expedite the inclusion of the above requirements in the catalog:

· Each existing course or set of existing courses to meet a particular requirement in a major is identified by a department or school (consultation with the relevant General Education Council Advisory Committee is strongly encouraged) to its college curriculum committee for approval.  The college curriculum committee has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If the college curriculum committee takes no action, approval is assumed for the course or courses and they are sent to the General Education Council.

· The General Education Council will consult with the relevant advisory committees and has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If no action is taken, approval is assumed and the course or courses are sent to the University Curriculum Council

· The University Curriculum Council has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If no action is taken, approval for inclusion in the catalog is assumed.

· If a course is rejected for inclusion at any stage it must be for a substantial reason and the department may resubmit it to the committee that disapproved it for reconsideration with additional explanation or clarification.  The committee will have 45 days to approve or disapprove the course; no action will constitute approval.  

· The 45-day periods listed above exclude summer and the winter intersession.

· This process is designed to expedite the inclusion of existing courses into the General Education requirements.  New courses will proceed through the regular approval process.

APPENDIX C, ITEM 2
	Gen Ed Category
	Current Gen Ed
	New Gen Ed 
	Resolution

	Tier I/ Foundational Skills
	Quantitative Skills: 1 course 

English Composition: 2 courses
	Logical and Mathematical Thinking: 4 learning units*

Written Expression:  8 learning units

Oral Expression:  3 learning units
	Logical and Mathematical thinking:  8 credit hours

Written Expression:  12 credit hours

Oral Expression:  4 credit hours

	Tier II/Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives
	30 hours taken in 4 of 5 areas:

Applied Science and Technology

Cross Cultural Perspectives

Humanities and Fine Arts

Natural Sciences and Mathematics

Social Sciences
	Breadth of Knowledge:  2 courses each in

Fine Arts and Humanities

Science, Mathematics and Technology

Social Sciences

Perspectives:  3 learning units each in

Aesthetics

Culture

Ethics

Science and Technology
	Breadth of Knowledge: 1 course each in

Fine Arts and Humanities

Science, Mathematics and Technology

Social Sciences

Perspectives: 1 course each in  Aesthetics

Culture

Ethics

Science and Technology

	Tier III/Research and Creative Activity
	Tier III: one course
	Research and Creative Activity:  4 learning units
	Research and Creative Activity:  4 credit hours


* Learning units:  Dedicated courses carry 2 learning units; enriched courses carry 1 learning unit for each enrichment (25% criterion for each enrichment).
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