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Abstracted Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting
25 February 1997

Present:

C. Canier, B. Carlson, A. Desrochers, G. Handelmann, M. Hanna, T.
Harrison, L. Kagan, M. Kalsher, J. Newell, B. Racicot, M. Tomozawa, A.
Wallace

Guests: S. Nason, F. Scott

Announcements

A. Desrochers announced that the Call for Nominations for open positions on
the Faculty Senate has been distributed. Asked Senators to help identify
people willing to serve.

Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee
Presenter: Mike Hanna

Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee Working Agenda

. Guidelines for writing intensive courses.

Streamlining the course approval process.
Add/Drop/Limited Enrollment policies.

Repeating courses.

Problems with transfer credits.

Duplication and overlap between courses.

Is the writing requirement the only communication skill?
4x4 templates expected this Academic year.
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M. Hanna began his presentation with the Faculty Senate Curriculum
Committee’s (FSCC) “working agenda”. After a brief description of the list,
he provided an update of several items included on it.

The School of Architecture submitted the templates for several degrees
simultaneously. Hanna noted that they’'ve been one of the first schools to
“flex” the core; that is, request that courses judged to have sufficient
math/science content be substituted for Engineering/Science core
requirements. Departments within the School of H&SS have completed their
templates, except for LL&C and Economics (they will change as they teach
the courses). There is no uniform template in place within the School of
Science, and instead, changes are being decided/implemented separately by
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and these changes are being implemented this year. Chemistry is not ready to change
because of dramatic staffing changes. Within the School of Management, all template
changes are complete and the changes implemented. Template changes in the School of
Engineering are complete, but none of the individual departments’ templates have been
reviewed by the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee. The Faculty Senate Curriculum
Committee (FSCC) has tried to accommodate each department’s wishes, and therefore, course
changes have been largely left up to individual departments.

Much discussion centered on Engineering’s desire to develop a set of leadership training
courses and have these courses count as 4 credits of the H&SS core requirement. Although the
issue is not yet resolved, members of the FSCC are encouraging both sides (Engineering and

- H&SS) to come to some reasonable compromise. The gist of the disagreement is whether the
proposed content is acceptable academically to faculty in H&SS. It was also noted that this
issue is being watched closely since dropping H&SS credits from the core will have significant
future implications.

M Hanna then turned to a discussion of the following handout. The primary goal is to provide
" a consistent set of procedures for dealing with a variety of potential course changes (e.g.,
implementation of new courses, course changes, changeover of existing courses to the 4 x 4
format, etc.). '

Course Approval Guidelines for School Curriculum Committees

The following courses should be forwarded to the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee with
complete detail (as done in the past).

. All new courses. School curriculum committees are asked to pay particular attention to
possible overlap between proposed course and pre-existing courses.

. All writing-intensive courses.

. Major course revisions, including all those with significant impact across schools; e.g., level
changes, new audience, delivery/format changes, addition of laboratory sections.

. All courses that have an impact on the Humanities and Social Sciences core or the Science
and Engineering core.

The following courses may be decided within the School Curriculum Committee with
notification to the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee. In cases where there is some inter-
school or interdepartmental impact, the school curriculum committees are asked to seek
advice from the relevant schools or departments affected by the change.

. Course deletions, unless broad out-of-school impact.

. Changes to pre-existing courses required to conform to 4 x 4 curriculum. The school
curriculum committee will be responsible for maintenance of educational integrity of these
changes. All courses must be reviewed in the semester after they are first taught in the
new format (i.e., compare old and new syllabi). :

. Course content changes, unless broad out-of-school impact..

M. Hanna then turned to the following handout (on the next page), noting that the FSCC
worked closely with LL&C to develop these guidelines for writing-intensive courses.
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All courses identified as writing-intensive must have the following characteristics:

. Writing must be an integral part of the overall course design, enabling students to
accomplish the work of the course.

. Identify the kinds of writing consistent with the goals of the course.
. Provide students with several opportunities to present their ideas in written terms.
. Consider students’ success in writing in giving grades.

. Provide students with clear and consistent criteria by which their grades are given.

. Provide students with timely commentary to help them improve their ability to meet these
criteria.

. Administer an end-of-the semester writing-intensive survey and consider the results in
future development of the course.

Mechanism of submission for writing-intensive courses

Use standard Course Change Form if it is a pre-existing course or an Add Form if it is a new
course. On a separate sheet of paper, address each of the guidelines listed above. Courses
should be approved at the Department and School level before being submitted to the Faculty
Senate Curriculum Committee.

M. Hanna pointed out that no department is obligated to offer writing-intensive courses. He
also added that the FSCC is considering changing the designation of writing (not writing-
intensive) courses to "44" to make it easier for students to identify. Finally, he stated that in
the past, most writing courses are offered at the 200 level. Much of the discussion centered on
the effort and paperwork that will be necessary to “re-instate” courses as writing intensive.

In addition, some Senators questioned the current requirement for a writing intensive course
survey, noting that it adds unduly to faculty workload. It was also pointed out that there is
no standard evaluation form available. Hanna also mentioned that there is a desire to have
writing-intensive courses designated as such in the Institute’s course catalogue. Finally, one
Senator posed the following potential problem: if instructors/departments are not being forced
to teach these courses, and there are no rewards for doing so, what will this lead to?

New Business

1. A. Desrochers announced that J. Newell's editorial in a recent issue of Rensselaer's Review
resulted in a phone call and a subsequent letter to him. He was asked by the caller/author to
read the letter to the Faculty Senate with the understanding that it not be entered into the
Minutes of the meeting. The gist of the concern, however, is that J. Newell's letter is critical of
the caller’s department. The caller/author felt strongly that J. Newell had abused his status
as an elected representative of the faculty. In response, J. Newell indicated that he already
contacted the caller/author of the letter directly. They mutually agreed that it is important for
there to be open, honest communication among the faculty. However, the caller/author felt
that Newell should not criticize another faculty member in a public forum since it may stifle
such communication. Newell suggested that it is axiomatic that people will disagree on a
variety of issues. He feels that it is critical that open discussion/disagreement take place, and
in fact, be encouraged. He feels that public criticism--fairly done--is very appropriate. Newell
was unconcerned that the disagreement was published in a publication that goes beyond the




[image: image4.png]faculty. He suggested that the caller/author might write a rebuttal in the Review in keeping
with Newell’s view that faculty should voice their opinions.

2. A. Desrochers announced that he, A. Wallace, and E. Rogers would be attending an
upcoming Trustee retreat to discuss a set of priorities set during the February-March Board
Retreat. Desrochers then read the major points, as outlined below (a detailed listing of these,
and related points, is included as Attachment 1 in the detailed Minutes of this meeting).

Increase Revenue for the future from tuition and research funding
Enhance the national stature of the School of Engineering

Create an empowering environment for learning and discovery
Invigorate the Rensselaer Community

Establish Institutional theme: “Technological Entrepreneurship”
Play key role in the revitalization of Troy and the Capital District
Begin the “Comprehensive Campaign”

Adjournment at 4:00 p.m.




