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Academic Senate Task Force on Academic Interdisciplinary Collaboration 

Report to Senate Retreat and to Ferris State University Community 

August 2016 

In September 2015, the Senate authorized a task force to investigate and prepare recommendations to 
improve opportunities for academic interdisciplinary collaboration at Ferris State University.  In what 
follows, we report on the status of our progress.  We anticipate having final recommendations and 
report for Senate approval by the end of the 2016-17 academic year. 

I. Executive Summary of Recommendations and Related Discussion Points 

At present, the task force is considering the following recommendations: 

1. Academic Affairs should annually set aside a fixed amount of funding to be used to support 
proposals specifically for collaborative, interdisciplinary academic projects that fit the mission of 
the university and do not overlap with existing internal grant opportunities (such as research).  
 
The following are examples of the types of proposals or projects we envision this funding could 
support: 
 
- Team-teaching an interdisciplinary course: funding would allow for the faculty members 

who are a part of the team-teaching effort to each have the course count fully toward 
“load.”  The team-teaching would involve more than one faculty teaching an 
interdisciplinary course at the same time and in the same place 
 

- Linked courses with some measure of a shared interdisciplinary focus: funding could 
support, for example, the development and implementation of the shared interdisciplinary 
focus or project, and/or enabling the faculty to sit in on one another’s classes. 

 
- Team-designed interdisciplinary courses: funding could support the development of a new 

interdisciplinary course that could be taught by a single faculty member or by a team. 
 
We have not yet determined the level of funding necessary to support collaborative, 
interdisciplinary academic projects.  We believe additional conversations about the level of 
funding among faculty and administrators should occur. 
 

2. Interdisciplinary teaching projects should be designed to minimize the need for long-term 
funding. In particular, Academic Affairs should establish a schedule matching course caps to load 
in order to sustain funding for team-teaching in the long term.  For example, if two people team-
teach an interdisciplinary course, then the initial creation, pilot, and assessment would be 
funded by a grant using funds from recommendation 1.  In this case, the course would have a 
course cap typical for such a course (say, 25, for example) and the load of the faculty members 
involved in team-teaching the course would be funded by grant funds.  Once the provisional 
period is over, the course cap could be increased in order to compensate for the load of the 
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team-teaching faculty members.  The multiplier (i.e. the number by which we multiply the 
course cap) should be less than 2 (so 25 might increase to 40, but not 50, for example).   
 
We have not decided on the precise multiplier. 
 

3. Academic Affairs should sponsor an annual showcase for faculty who are working on academic 
interdisciplinary projects to share their work with the university community.  We discussed the 
timing of the showcase and agree that the best time would be either early or in the middle of 
the Spring term, but not in April where the calendar is already very crowded. 
 

4. Faculty should coordinate the efforts at academic interdisciplinary collaboration through an 
Interdisciplinary Collaboration Director and a supporting committee.  The director (funded by 
reassign time) would bring interested faculty together to work through projects and identify 
connections, lead faculty learning communities to facilitate the creation of interdisciplinary 
academic projects, and with the support of the committee (with representatives from each 
college) review grant proposals in accordance with recommendation 1 and plan the showcase in 
recommendation 3.  The director would also maintain an office containing records to serve as 
the “institutional memory.”   The director should be selected through a competitive process, but 
we have not yet discussed the details of that process (e.g., who makes the selection, what is the 
process, how long does the director serve). The director may be housed in the FCTL, but that has 
not been firmly decided.  We have not decided on the appropriate amount of reassigned time 
for the director.   
 
We have also discussed the possibility of having a structure of committees that mirrors other 
processes on campus such as the Curriculum Committee.   
 

5. Academic Affairs should sponsor an award to recognize academic interdisciplinary collaboration.  
If such an award is created, and if there is a director as described in recommendation 4 above, 
that director should not be eligible for the award.  We have not discussed whether the 
committee described in recommendation 4 above would select the winner of the award or not. 
 

II. Definition 

It is probably not surprising that, in the literature, there are many definitions of “academic 
interdisciplinary collaboration” and its offshoots (multidisciplinarity, crossdisciplinarity, collaboration, 
interdisciplinary thinking, etc.).  Broadly speaking, interdisciplinarity is “a process of answering a 
question, solving a problem, or addressing a topic that is too broad or complex to be dealt with 
adequately by a single discipline or profession” (Klein & Newell, 1997, p. 393).  When the concept is 
linked to education, interdisciplinarity is: 
 

a mode of curriculum design and instruction in which individual faculty or teams identify, 
evaluate, and integrate information, data, techniques, tools, perspectives, concepts, and or 
theories from two or more disciplines or bodies of knowledge to advance students’ capacity to 
understand issues, address problems, appraise explanations, and create new approaches and 
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solutions that extend beyond the scope of a single discipline or area of instruction. (Rhoten, 
Mansilla, Chun, & Klein, 2006, p. 3) 

For the purposes of our survey, we have tentatively adopted the following description of 
“interdisciplinarity”: 

When two or more academic disciplines or professions combine their expertise to jointly 
address one or more areas of common concern, such as problems that are too complex or 
cannot be addressed by a single discipline or profession.  Such interdisciplinary work 
encompasses curricular, scholarly, and creative work and service (such as with community 
partners). (adapted from Davies and Devlin, 2007): 

 

Models that operationalize academic interdisciplinary collaboration in the classroom include team-
teaching, linked classrooms, and team-designed courses. 

III. Benefits 

The benefits of academic interdisciplinary collaboration to students are myriad, and the following 
benefits are supported by the literature identified in the references: 

• Opportunities for students to engage in complex, 21st century problems 
• Improved student outcomes, especially concerning critical thinking, problem solving, 

appreciation of ethical considerations, and tolerance of ambiguity 
• Improved student motivation and enthusiasm 
• Students become more innovative thinkers 
• Deeper learning (as opposed to rote learning) 
• Early opportunities for students to participate in scholarly or creative work 
• Improved student attitudes toward responsible citizenship and lifelong learning. 

In addition, the literature listed in the references also provides evidence of the following benefits for 
faculty: 

• A wider variety of design, teaching, and assessment methods 
• Increased production of scholarly and creative works  
• Increased campus collegiality 
• A more self-conscious approach to teaching, learning, and assessment 
• More accurate and authentic assessment 
• An atmosphere of risk and experimentation that tends to generate student engagement and 

learning 
• Deeper trust between students and instructors. 

 
IV. Examples and Models 

John Aldrich (2014) argues that, in higher education, modern interdisciplinary teaching takes three 
major forms.  In the first form, one instructor teaches one course by bringing “together methods, 
perspectives, evidence, and texts from several disciplines to bear on a question or course topic” (p. 136).   
This may take the form of team-designed courses, where an interdisciplinary group of faculty 
contributes to the design and materials for a course intended to be taught be one faculty member (Bass, 
2012).  In the second form, multiple educators teach one course in sequential sections or multiple 
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courses that are linked.  The third and most integrated form of interdisciplinary teaching involves 
multiple instructors from multiple disciplines teaching one course as a team (also known as team-
teaching). 

Aldrich also contrasted different ways of promoting interdisciplinary teaching and coursework.  The first 
is a “Bottom Up” (p. 144) method that is commonly employed across the country.  This approach starts 
with faculty members that begin the process themselves.  The example that is explored in some detail 
comes from the Women’s Studies program at Amherst College (p. 144).  The program evolved over 
several years into a department in which every course is interdisciplinary.  The faculty were motivated 
by their experiences in the women’s liberation movement, and led to a re-structuring of the traditionally 
separated departments in political science and women’s studies into an integrated “Women’s and 
Gender Studies” department that has control over hiring decisions and course offerings at both the 
undergraduate and graduate levels. 

The second example of the development of interdisciplinarity was the “Top Down” approach used at 
Lafayette College to establish a “Policy Studies Program” following an external review of the 
Department of Economics” (p. 146).  Support for the program came from the administration, alumni, 
and the board of trustees.  Faculty support came from an interdepartmental committee and a faculty 
member hired specifically to implement the new program.  There were several key components to the 
process that led to its success.  First, every unit involved gave input during the development of the 
program, which may have been facilitated by the small size (less than 200 faculty) of the institution.  
Second, the faculty were presented the opportunity at a public meeting to comment during the process, 
which led to the disappearance of any opposition from the Faculty Senate. A third factor was the use of 
“existing courses and restraint in creating new courses that might prompt “turf wars” [which] permitted 
a relatively easy process and integrated the program fairly well within the existing curricular framework” 
(p. 147).  Physical proximity of the involved faculty members was cited as an important factor as well. 

The third example was described as the “Top Down and Bottom Up” approach (p. 147) used at the Kahn 
Liberal Arts Institute at Smith College.  An endowment was established by an alumna to support 
“interdisciplinary teaching on contemporary issues” (p. 148).  The college has a “Coordinating 
Committee” and “Organizing Fellows” that review individual proposals from faculty members that desire 
to “participate in a project shared with other faculty and students” (p. 148).  One remarkable feature of 
the program is that students are heavily involved in the process, becoming “nearly equal participants” 
(p. 148).  Course release is given to participating faculty.   

There are many examples of successful initiatives across the country.  Northern Illinois University offers 
“themed learning communities” (TLCs) to their first-year students.  These learning communities function 
as an extended first-year seminar.  They consist of more than one (ideally 3) course where the faculty 
work together to establish a common theme.  Examples of themes from Fall 2013 include: 

• Business and Society 
• Calculus and Physics 
• Competing Global Perspectives 
• Conflict and Creativity: The Impact of War on Art 
• Health Psychology 
• Service in Society 
• Making your Case for Law School 
• Growing a  Mindset of Success 
• Teachers as Ambassadors for Social Change 
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A team from the NIU’s Office of Student Engagement and Experiential Learning coordinates the TLC 
program.  Faculty who wish to create a TLC must submit a proposal to the coordinating team.  
Requirements for approval include, among other details, a minimum number of specific, integrated 
assignments that cross course boundaries.  Faculty who teach TLCs coordinate closely to plan an 
integrated curriculum and are provided with stipends and professional development.  A handbook was 
produced to guide faculty through the process.  In addition to helping faculty, the university course 
schedule and catalogue help students by indicating specifically which courses are connected as TLCs.  
For example, in Fall 2013, one section of the course “COMS 100” (Fundamentals of Oral 
Communication”) in the schedule included the following note: 

This course is part of the Making your case for Law School themed learning community. To 
enroll in this class you must also be enrolled in UNIV 101 (section T104 class number 4699) and 
PHIL 231 (section T105 class number 7542). Freshmen ONLY. 

Themed learning communities were introduced at NIU in the Fall of 2010, and grew from having 46 
student participants in that initial term to 335 by Fall of 2013.  NIU noted that in Fall 2013, students in 
the TLC had an average first semester GPA of 2.85 compared to an average GPA of 2.6 among a group of 
similar students (based on ACT and HSGPA) who did not participate in TLCs.  Similarly, 93% of first-year 
students who participated in a TLC were retained from Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 compared to 89% 
among the comparison group.  Finally, MapWorks surveys indicated that students who participated in 
the TLC tended to have a lower risk level than those who did not participate.  

Other institutions have a less controlled, more bottom-up approach.  A “thought piece” written by the 
University of Wisconsin-Madison Associate Vice Chancellor for Teaching and Learning in March 2004 
showed the variety of interdisciplinary programming that was developed by faculty over the years.  
These included interdisciplinary curricular programs such as Afro-American Studies and Women’s 
Studies as well as organizations such as the Institute for Cross-College Biology Education.  While 
opportunities for interdisciplinary graduate research is commonplace at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison, they also have interdisciplinary initiatives for undergraduate students including courses that 
simultaneously satisfy communications and quantitative reasoning requirements and a “writing across 
the curriculum” program. 

There are many other examples in the literature cited in the references.   

At Ferris, a survey of deans, directors, and coordinators in the fall of 2015 yielded a list of 22 distinct 
interdisciplinary teaching initiatives currently in process (although there are some overlaps). 

V. Assets and Obstacles 

FSU has many assets that support academic interdisciplinary collaboration as well as several obstacles.  
Aldrich (2014) found that successful implementation of an interdisciplinary approach to undergraduate 
education requires a combination of motivated faculty, support from the institution, and “properly 
designed incentives” (pg. 139).   

Among our assets, first and foremost is the interest of faculty.  While we will perform a broader survey 
of all faculty, the findings from fall 2015 show an interest and enthusiasm from some administrators and 
faculty, despite the evident response bias.  In addition, the mission of Ferris as a career-oriented 
institution whose core values include collaboration, along with a strategic plan that encourages 
collaboration, depict the value of academic interdisciplinary collaboration at Ferris.  The size of our 
student population and the small classes that we typically offer support interdisciplinary collaboration.  
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We have a strong Faculty Center for Teaching and Learning with resources for faculty professional 
development to help instructors cross disciplinary lines.  Finally, while easy to overlook, our Big Rapids 
campus is relatively small and multiple departments are often housed together.  For example, all three 
of the colleges related to health are located in the same part of campus.  The floors housing offices for 
most of the Arts and Sciences faculty include two or three different departments.  Aldrich found that 
this physical proximity is a valuable asset in encouraging collaboration across disciplines. 

Our obstacles tend to fall into one of two categories: incentives (identified by Aldrich) and logistics.  
These obstacles are not unique to FSU.  Among incentive-related obstacles are recognition, workload 
and compensation, and department and college funding mechanisms.  Promotion and tenure decisions 
are based mostly on recommendation of faculty, and faculty often reward contributions at the 
department level.  This is common in academic culture, and was identified by Sapiro as an issue at the 
University of Wisconsin-Madison (2004).  The work required to participate in an interdisciplinary 
teaching experience is nontrivial. McCoy and Gardner (2012) listed questions that universities must 
consider in order to implement interdisciplinary collaboration, and the first question concerns whether 
faculty have sufficient time to dedicate to projects.  The annual 24-credit teaching load required of most 
faculty at Ferris and similar institutions needs to be considered in light of this question.  Finally, 
departments and colleges are funded based on student-credit hours.  As a consequence, administrative 
support may be withheld for interdisciplinary courses where the student credit hours are awarded to a 
different department or college. 

There are also logistical obstacles.  These obstacles include communication, sustainability, and 
scheduling.  While FSU is small and has the benefit of housing faculty from different disciplines near one 
another, there isn’t necessarily a mechanism for different departments to communicate with one 
another in order to identify student needs that they can work together on.  Sometimes conversations 
start, but there isn’t continuing support to turn initial conversations into operational plans that can be 
acted on.  Courses and programs that are initially started with enthusiasm may lose the support of the 
administration or the interest of the faculty involved.  We also do not have the “institutional memory” 
to revive previous initiatives or learn the lesson of projects that didn’t work.  Finally, many who 
responded to the Fall 2015 survey indicated that scheduling classes or finding time to work together was 
a challenge.   

It should be noted that some faculty have raised the possibility that the FFA contract may pose an 
obstacle to interdisciplinary collaboration, but we found no clauses or language in the contract that 
would raise such barriers. 

VI. Recommendation Justifications 

Based on the discussion above, the benefits of interdisciplinary education are important enough to 
encourage and support faculty-driven endeavors to collaborate across disciplinary boundaries.  The 
following recommendations we believe will help, as indicated in the justifications. 

Recommendation 1: Academic Affairs should annually set aside a fixed amount of funding to be used to 
support proposals specifically for collaborative, interdisciplinary academic projects that fit the mission of 
the university and do not overlap with existing internal grant opportunities (such as research).  
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The following are examples of the types of proposals or projects we envision this funding could support: 

- Team-teaching an interdisciplinary course: funding would allow for the faculty members who are a 
part of the team-teaching effort to each have the course count fully toward “load.”  The team-
teaching would involve more than one faculty teaching an interdisciplinary course at the same time 
and in the same place 
 

- Linked courses with some measure of a shared interdisciplinary focus: funding could support, for 
example, the development and implementation of the shared interdisciplinary focus, and/or 
enabling the faculty to sit in on one another’s classes. 
 

- Team-designed interdisciplinary courses: funding could support the development of a new 
interdisciplinary course that could be taught by a single faculty member or by a team. 

We have determined the level of funding necessary to support collaborative, interdisciplinary academic 
project.  We believe additional conversations about the level of funding among faculty and 
administrators should occur. 

Justification: An obstacle raised consistently in the literature and in conversations address the time 
required to engage in the collaborative process.  This time should be compensated, and this 
compensation should depend on the needs of the proposed project.  A team-designed course to be 
taught by a single faculty member may need stipends, while team-teaching may require reassign time.  
For this reason, we feel that a competitive grant process that requires proposers to justify their 
requested funds and how they will serve the needs of their project is the best mechanism to fund 
collaborative efforts. 

In addition, internal grant funds are typically recognized in the promotion and tenure process. 

Recommendation 2: Interdisciplinary teaching projects should be designed to minimize the need for 
long-term funding. In particular, Academic Affairs should establish a schedule matching course caps to 
load in order to sustain funding for team-teaching in the long term.  For example, if two people team-
teach an interdisciplinary course, then the initial creation, pilot, and assessment would be funded by a 
grant using funds from recommendation 1.  In this case, the course would have a course cap typical for 
such a course (say, 25, for example) and the load of the faculty members involved in team-teaching the 
course would be funded by grant funds.  Once the provisional period is over, the course cap could be 
increased in order to compensate for the load of the team-teaching faculty members.  The multiplier 
(i.e., the number by which we multiply the course cap) should be less than 2 (so 25 might increase to 40, 
but not 50, for example).   

We have not decided on the precise multiplier. 

Justification: Sustainability for true team-teaching can be particularly challenging given the cost.  This 
recommendation is directed to both faculty and administration.  The idea is that a grant from the 
program listed in recommendation 1 can kick-start a team-taught course by including sufficient reassign 
time to allow 2 or more faculty to teach a single class with a “regular” course cap (relative to the 
department in which the course is offered).  However, this funding will be time-bound.  In order to make 
sure that the university can afford to continue to offer the team-taught course, increasing the course 
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cap will generate revenue to cover the cost of the additional faculty.  Since there will be more than one 
faculty teaching the course, the prep work and in-class workload will naturally be reduced.  Since the 
grading workload may not be reduced, we would like the multiplier to be less than 2. 

Recommendation 3: Academic Affairs should sponsor an annual showcase for faculty who are working 
on academic interdisciplinary projects to share their work with the university community.  We discussed 
the timing of the showcase and agree that the best time would be either early or in the middle of the 
Spring term, but not in April where the calendar is already very crowded. 

Justification: An annual showcase will serve as a way to recognize faculty for their interdisciplinary work.  
This event is a way to bring attention to the community of innovative and collaborative efforts at Ferris, 
which may contribute toward a shift in culture (if necessary).  In addition, such recognition is often 
viewed positively in the tenure and promotion process. 

Recommendation 4:  Faculty should coordinate the efforts at academic interdisciplinary collaboration 
through an Interdisciplinary Collaboration Director and a supporting committee.  The director (funded 
by reassign time) would bring interested faculty together to work through projects and identify 
connections, lead faculty learning communities to facilitate the creation of interdisciplinary academic 
projects, and with the support of the committee (with representatives from each college) review grant 
proposals in accordance with recommendation one and plan the showcase in recommendation three.  
The director would also maintain an office containing records to serve as the “institutional memory.”   
The director should be selected through a competitive process, but we have not yet discussed the 
details of that process (e.g., who makes the selection, what is the process, how long does the director 
serve). The director may be housed in the FCTL, but that has not been firmly decided.  We have not 
decided on the appropriate amount of reassigned time for the director.   

We have also discussed the possibility of having a structure of committees that mirrors other processes 
on campus such as the Curriculum Committee.   

Justification: We are specifically adopting a mixture of the “bottom-up” and “top-down” approaches 
described by Aldrich (2014), but at every level the faculty directs the process.  This approach is a good fit 
for the culture of Ferris and takes advantage of the enthusiasm of some faculty while not forcing other 
faculty to participate.  Having a single director serve as a point person will help to improve the 
communication and sustainability obstacles while also helping to implement other recommendations.  
Other institutions have used similar approaches, such as the use of the Office of Student Engagement 
and Experiential Learning to coordinate the Themed Learning Communities endeavor at Northern Illinois 
University.  Another approach described by Pharo et al. (2012) involves funding a “network facilitator” 
to serve a role similar to the proposed director.  This approach was designed to overcome institutional 
obstacles to interdisciplinary collaboration. 

We feel that what is described in recommendation 4 would replace the “Academic Incubator” which is 
viewed as too limited in its scope and too tied to a single faculty member.  Having a faculty committee 
that supports a faculty director, and having the director serve a fixed number of years, increases the 
participation and faculty-buy in.  Housing the director in the FCTL will take advantage of that asset and 
make it easier to mix funding with faculty development and learning communities. 

Deleted: seem to 

Deleted: in the Spring term or in the 

Deleted: , etc.

Deleted: level 

Deleted: of compensation 

Deleted: c

Deleted: .



9 
 

Formatted: Font: 10 pt

Formatted: Font: 10 pt

Recommendation 5: Academic Affairs should sponsor an award to recognize academic interdisciplinary 
collaboration.  If such an award is created, and if there is a director as described in recommendation 4 
above, that director should not be eligible for the award.  We have not discussed whether the 
committee described in recommendation 4 above would select the winner of the award or not. 

Justification: An award will encourage and incentivize collaborative work.  In addition, Academic Affairs 
Awards are looked favorably upon in the promotion and tenure process. 

VII. Process 

Members of the entire university were invited to join the Task Force on Academic Interdisciplinary 
Collaboration.  Early in the process, we had a meeting with all members.  Given the size of the group, 
this required two separate meetings.  During these two initial meetings, we brainstormed all of the 
dimensions to the task.  As a result of this brainstorming, the task force divided itself into the following 
subgroups: 

1. Literature Review 
 
Description:  Identify defining features, potential benefits to students, and potential downsides of 
academic interdisciplinary collaboration found in scholarly literature. 
 
Group Members: Virginia Hines, John Scott Gray, Sarah Rescoe, and Victor Piercey 
 

2. Market Analysis (“environmental scanning”) 
 
Description:  Identify how interdisciplinary collaboration helps our students meet employer 
demands and expectations along with societal needs. 
 
Group Members: Matt Wagenheim, Dave Nicol, and Daniel Cronk 
 

3. What Other Institutions are Doing 
 
Description:  Identify examples and models for academic interdisciplinary collaboration at other 
institutions, along with those institutions’ assets that support that model. 
 
Group Members: Peter Balanda, Anil Venkatesh, and Andy Karafa 
 

4. Accreditation 
 
Description:  Describe how academic interdisciplinary collaboration may improve our standing with 
HLC and other accreditors, and potential accreditation-related obstacles. 
 
Group Members: Roberta Teahen, Wendy Samuels, and Rebecca Sammel 
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5. What FSU Already Does 
 
Description:  Identify instances in which academic interdisciplinary collaboration already has or 
currently does take place at FSU, along with assets that enhance that collaboration and lessons 
learned from those experiences. 
 
Group Members: Michele Harvey, Daniel deRegnier, Steve Reifert 
 

6. Faculty, Staff, and Administration Input 
 
Description:  Identify attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions of stakeholders from Ferris regarding the 
academic interdisciplinary collaboration, specifically regarding interest and willingness to engage in 
collaborative projects, whether this is valued, and whether this is supported. 
 
Group Members: Vanessa Wyss, Todd Stanislav, and Piram Prakasam 
 

7. Internal Logistics 
 
Description:  Identify assets supporting and obstacles to academic interdisciplinary collaboration in 
the policies, contracts, procedures, practices, and funding models at FSU, along with suggesting 
potential ways to overcome those obstacles. 
 
Group Members: Peter Bradley, Kirk Weller, and Jim Rumpf 

Early in the discussion we noted overlaps between these subgroups, so they were encouraged to 
communicate with one another and collaborate, furthering by example our underlying charge! 

During the course of the academic year 2016-17, we met as a task force 3 times to update one another 
on our subgroups’ work.  The recommendations described above arose out of those discussions. 

During the Fall 2016 semester, we will share our preliminary recommendations to the university 
community and ask for their input.  In addition to getting feedback on our recommendations, we would 
like to use our conversations across campus to identify assets to support academic interdisciplinary 
collaboration and obstacles to implementation.   

These conversations will come from town halls and surveys, including surveys administered at each of 
the college meetings during welcome week. 

VIII. Task Force Members 

We are grateful to one another for our contributions.  The following have so far served on this task 
force: 

1. Peter Belanda, Faculty, College of Arts and Sciences 
2. Megan Biller, Staff, Doctorate in Community College Leadership, Academic Affairs 
3. Peter Bradley, Director, Honors College 
4. David Cronck, Faculty, College of Business 
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5. Daniel DeReigner, Faculty, College of Health Professions 
6. John Scott Gray, Faculty, College of Arts and Sciences 
7. David Griffith, Faculty, College of Arts and Sciences 
8. Kristi Haik, Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 
9. Michele Harvey, Faculty, College of Engineering and Technology 
10. Virginia Hines, Faculty, College of Education and Human Services 
11. Andy Karafa, Interim Dean, College of Arts and Sciences 
12. Dave Nicol, Dean, College of Business 
13. Victor Piercey (chair), Faculty, College of Arts and Sciences 
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UCC Goals for 2015-2016
• Promoting Academic Excellence

– To review all curriculum proposals at the University
– To support/promote a student-centered academic curriculum 

• Foster Collaboration
– To promote curricula revisions, improvements and collaborations across the 

university

• Initiate Best Practices
– To streamline proposal submission process for faculty and staff.
– To simplify the proposal development process for faculty and staff



Best Practices

• To initiate best practices on how to streamline proposal 
submission process for faculty and staff.

• To simplify the proposal development process for faculty 
and staff
– Cyber security for new and developing ideas
– Provide members timely access to proposals for 

review
– Improve efficiency and expedite proposal review
– Revise UCC Manual and bring it up-to-date



UCC Action Plan – 2015-2017

Problems Proposed 
solution:

Start 
date

Desired 
completion 
date

#1. Lack of security 
for new/developing 
proposals, thus 
exposing new ideas 
to outside individuals 
and/or competing 
institutions prior to 
approval and/or 
implementation of 
proposals  

Creating a 
password 
protected 
shared 
access.

Summer 
2015

Fall 2016



UCC Action Plan – 2015-2017

Problems Proposed 
solution:

Start date Desired 
completion 
date

#2. Delayed 
access to 
proposals for 
timely review by 
members 
resulting in 
inadequate time 
for review. 

To create a 
shared access 
for UCC 
members that 
will not require 
third party 
approval before 
members gain 
access to the 
proposals.

Summer 
2015

Fall 2015

Completed



UCC Action Plan – 2015-2017

Problems Proposed solution: Start 
date

Desired 
completion 
date

#3. Outdated 
information in 
UCC Manual 
leading to 
confusion or 
lack of clear 
expectations 
of the 
proposers.

Revise UCC Manual and 
bring it up-to-date.

Summer 
2015

Fall 2016



UCC Plan – 2015-2017

Problems Proposed 
solution

Affected 
stakeholders

Start 
date

Desired 
completion 
date

#4. Outdated 
proposal 
submission 
process. 
Sometimes 
proposal “sits” in 
an office without 
action and the 
initiator is not 
aware of where 
the hold-up is.

Create a workflow 
for curriculum 
proposal 
submission for all 
curricular 
changes. This 
new process will 
improve efficiency 
and expedite 
proposal review.

UCC members 
and Senate 
Administrative 
assistant

Summer 
2016

Fall 2016



UCC Action Plan – 2015-2017

Problems Proposed 
solution:

Affected 
stakeholders

Start 
date

Desired 
completion 
date

#5. Incomplete 
proposals. 
Required forms 
are not completed 
leading to delay in 
approval process 
and inefficient use 
of members’ time.

Create a workflow 
that will ensure that 
all required forms 
are complete before 
the proposal can be 
submitted thus 
speeding up 
approval process 
once the proposals 
are submitted. The 
process will also 
provide a tracking 
system and 
increase efficiency 
of curriculum 
submission and 

UCC members 
and Senate 
Administrative 
assistant

Summer 
2016

Fall 2016



• Aligning  UCC Manual and Academic Affairs Website
• Completing the UCC Portlet for 

– proposal review
– making developing proposals password protected!

• Implement Fasttrack Form
• Implement combined Forms E and F
• Form D: Program Guidelines
• MyDegree Checksheet
• UCC policy update

What’s New?



An Overview of the Curriculum Development 
Process, 

Initiating and Managing a Curriculum 
Proposal

FALL 2016 WORKSHOP 

Thursday, August 25, 2016, 10 a.m. to noon, SWN 304



• Proposal Deadlines
• How do you Initiate a Curriculum Proposal?
• Forms
• Timelines
• How do you Manage a Curriculum Proposal?

FALL 2016 WORKSHOP 





Additional Information on the UCC 
Process

http://www.ferris.edu/htmls/administration/acade
micaffairs/vpoffice/senate/univcurrcomm/

http://www.ferris.edu/htmls/administration/academicaffairs/vpoffice/senate/univcurrcomm/
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GUIDELINES 

Determining Qualified Faculty through HLC's 
Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed Practices 
Guidelines for Institutions and Peer Reviewers 

These guidelines were updated October 1, 2015, due to 
the adoption of a policy revision to Assumed Practice 
B.2. by H LC's Board of Trustees on June 26, 2015. This 
revision clarified H LC's longstanding expectations 
regarding the qualifications of faculty and the 
importance of faculty members having appropriate 
expertise in the subjects they teach. 

Introduction 
The following information provides guidance to institutions 
and peer reviewers in determining and evaluating minimal 
facul ty qualifications at institutions accredited by the 
Higher Learning Commission (HLC). These guidelines 
serve to amplify the Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed 
Practices chat speak to the importance of institutions 
employing qualified faculty for the varied and essential roles 
faculty members perform. HLC's requirements related to 

qualified faculty seek to ensure that students have access to 
faculty members who are experrs in the subject matter they 
teach and who can communicate knowledge in that subject 
to their students. A qualified faculty member helps position 
students for success not only in a particular class, but in 
their academic programs and their careers after they have 
completed their program. 

The following guidelines apply to all faculty members 
whose primary responsibility is teaching, including part-
time, adjunct, dual credit, temporary and/or non-tenure-
track faculty. Although some institutions place a heavy 
reliance on adjunct facul ty, or give graduate teaching 

HLC Guidelines 
Published: October 2015 © Higher Learning Commission 

assistants the responsibility for instruction in many course 
sections, an institution committed to effective teaching 
and learning will be able to demonstrate consistent 
procedures and careful consideration of qualifications for all 
instructional faculty. 

Background on H LC's Qualified 
Faculty Requirements 
During 2010-2011 , HLC began developing new Criteria 
for Accred itation and Assumed Practices. Together, the 
Cri teria for Accreditation and the Assumed Practices, both 
of which became effective in January 2013, define rhe 
quality standards that all member institutions must satisfy 
to achieve and maintain HLC accreditation. 

In June 2015, HLC revised Assumed Practice B.2. to 
elevate academic quality by ensuring that faculty members 
who deliver college content are appropriately qualified to 

do so and to clarify HLC's expectations. Also, the revisions 
to Assumed Practice B.2. reflected longstanding HLC 
expectations that had appeared in various written forms 
in previous years. Through th is revision process, HLC 
supports its mission of assuring and advancing the quality 
of higher learning. 

When HLC's Board ofTrustees approved the revisions 
to Assumed Practice B.2. in June 2015, it also extended 
the date of compliance to September l , 2017, to allow 
institutions time to work through the details of the revised 
requirement. With these guidelines, HLC seeks to convey 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison. 
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both its expectations and timeline for compliance, along 
with strategies for institutional success in the best interest 
of key stakeholders, including students, parents, employers 
and other institutions of higher education. 

Relevant Criteria and Assumed 
Practices 
Criterion Three speaks to faculty qualifications, specifically 
Core Component 3.C, subcomponents 3.C. l ., 3.C.2., and 
3.C.4. Assumed Practice B.2.a. and B.2.b. are central to this 
topic and are presented below in revised form in accordance 
with the effective date of September 1, 2017. 

Criterion Three. Teaching and Learning: 
Quality, Resources, and Support 

The institution provides h igh quality education, wherever 
and however its offerings are delivered. 

Core Component 3.C. The institution has the faculty 
and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and 
student services. 

3.C. l. The institution has sufficient numbers and 
continuity of faculty members to carry out both the 
classroom and the non-classroom roles of faculty, 
including oversight of the curriculum and expectations 
for student performance; establishment of academic 
credentials for instructional staff; involvement in 
assessment of student learning. 

3.C.2. All instructors are appropriately qualified, 
including those in dual credit, contractual, and 
consorrial programs. 

3.C.4. The institution has processes and resources for 
assuring that instructors are current in their disciplines 
and adept in their teaching roles; it supports their 
professional development. 

Assumed Practice B. Teaching and Learning: 
Quality, Resources, and Support 

[Revised as written for the September 1, 2017 effective date.} 

B.2. Faculty Roles and Qualifications 

a. Qualified faculty members are identified primarily by 
credentials, but other factors, includ ing but not limited 
to equivalent experience, may be considered by the 

H LC Guidel ines 
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institution in determining whether a faculty member 
is qualified. Instructors (excluding for this requirement 
teaching assistants enrolled in a graduate program 
and supervised by faculty) possess an academic degree 
relevant to what they are teaching and at least one level 
above the level at which they reach, except in programs 
for terminal degrees or when equivalent experience 
is established. In terminal degree programs, facul ty 
members possess the same level of degree. When faculty 
members are employed based on equivalent experience, 
the institution defines a minimum threshold of 
experience and an evaluation process that is used in 
the appointment process. Faculty teaching general 
education courses, or other non-occupational courses, 
hold a master's degree or higher in the discipline or 
subfield. If a faculty member holds a master's degree 
or higher in a discipline or subfield other than that in 
which he or she is teaching, that faculty member should 
have completed a minimum of 18 graduate credit hours 
in the discipline or subfield in which they teach. 

b. Instructors reaching in graduate programs should hold 
the terminal degree determined by the discipline and 
have a record of research, scholarship or achievement 
appropriate for the graduate program. 

The Importance of Qualified Faculty 
Within a specific d iscipline or field of srudy in a collegiate 
environment, "the faculty and staff needed for effective, 
high-quality programs and student services," as stated in 
Core Component 3.C., refers to a faculty member's ability 
to understand and convey the essentials of the discipline 
that a student should master at various course and program 
levels. Beyond mere coverage of course material, qualified 
faculty should be able to engage professionally with 
colleagues in determining the learning objectives for all 
graduates of a program, as well as possess and demonstrate 
the full scope of knowledge, skills and d ispositions 
appropriate to the credential awarded. More broadly, 
qualified faculty should know the learning objectives of the 
institution for all of its students. H LC expects that through 
the higher education curricula and learning contexts that 
faculty develop, the exercise of intellectual inquiry and the 
acquisition, application, and integration of broad learning 
and skills are integral to its educational programs. Qualified 
faculty should also be aware of whether and how much 
students learn through the ongoing collection and analysis 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff l iaison. 
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of appropriace daca, because an inscicucion should be able 
co demonscrace ics commicmenc co educational achievemenc 
and improvemenc chrough ongoing assessmenc of scudenc 
learning. Jc is imporcanc co noce char none of chese abilicies 
are incended co subscicuce for concenc expercise or reseed 
experience. 

Note: See HLC's Criteria 3 and 4 (specifically 3. B. and 4. B.) 
for more information on expectations regarding teaching and 
learning. 

Quality Assurance Expectations in 
Determining Minimally Qualified 
Faculty 
HLC expeccs char credencials will be che primary 
mechanism used by inscicucions co ascercain minimal 
faculcy qualificacions. Yee HLC recognizes char experience 
may be considered in decermining faculcy qualificacions, as 
overviewed on page four. 

Using Credentials as a Basis for Determining 
Minimally Qualified Faculty 

Faculcy credencials generally refer co the degrees faculcy have 
earned char escablish cheir credibilicy as scholars and cheir 
compecence in che classroom. Common expeccacions for 
faculcy credencials wichin che higher educacion communicy 
include che following. 

• Faculcy reaching in higher educacion inscicucions 
should have com pieced a program of scudy in che 
discipline or subfield in which chey reach, and/or for 
which chey develop curricula, with coursework ac lease 

CD What is an Academic Subfield? 
An academic subfield refers to components of the discipline in 
w hich the instruction is delivered. The focus, in this instance, 
is on the courses being taught and the appropriateness of 
faculty qualifications w ith reference to such courses. The 
underlying issue is whether a degree in the field or a focus in the 
specialization held by a faculty member appropriately matches, 
in accordance with the conventions of the academic field, the 
courses the faculty member would teach. 

Examples: 
In political science, the subfields include American politics, 
comparative politics, international relations, and so forth. The 
most basic introductory course is in the subfield of American 
politics, often called Introduction to American Politics, 

HLC Guidelines 
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one level above char of che courses being caughc or 
developed. Successful complecion of a coherenc degree 
in a specific field enhances an inscruccor's depth of 
subjecc maccer knowledge. 

• Faculcy teaching in undergraduace programs should 
hold a degree at lease one level above char of che 
program in which chey are reaching. Those faculcy 
members reaching general educacion courses, or ocher 
non-occupacional courses (i.e. , courses not designed 
co prepare people direccly for a career), hold a master's 
degree or higher in the discipline or subfield. If a 
faculcy member holds a master's d egree or higher in 
a discipline or subfield other than char in which he 
or she is reaching, char faculcy member should have 
compleced a minimum of 18 graduace credic hours in 
the discipline or subfield in which chey reach. 

• Faculcy teaching in career and cechnical educacion 
college-level cercificace and occupacional associace's degree 
programs should hold a bachelor's degree in the field 
and/or a combination of educacion, training and reseed 
experience. (Note: See Tested Experience seccion on page 
four.) 

• Faculcy reaching in graduace programs should hold 
the terminal degree decermined by the discipline and 
have a record of research, scholarship or achievemenc 
appropriace for che graduace program. 

• Faculcy guiding doctoral educacion should have a 
record of scholarship and preparation co reach at che 
doccoral level. Research and scholarship should be 
appropriate to the program and degree offered. 

American National Government or American Politics. The 
instructor teaching this course would be expected to meet the 
qualifications for American politics. 

In history, the t wo main subfields at the introductory level 
include American history and world civilization, again titled 
variously. The expectation is that the faculty will be qualified 
appropriately depending on whether the courses they teach are 
in American history or world civilization. 

In business, the subfields include management, marketing, 
accounting, and finance. The introductory courses are often within 
these subfields, such as Principles of Accounting (frequently I and 
11), Principles of Marketing, and such. The faculty teaching these 
courses should have relevant qualifications in these areas. 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison. 
Page 3 
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Using Tested Experience as a Basis 
for Determining Minimally Qualified 
Faculty 
Assumed Practice B.2 allows an institution to determine 
that a faculty member is qualified based on experience 
that the institu tion determines is equivalent to the degree 
it would otherwise require for a faculty position. This 
experience should be tested experience in that it includes a 
breadth and depth of experience outside of the classroom 
in real-world situations relevant to the discipline in which 
the faculty member would be teaching. An institution 
that intends to use tested experience as a basis for hiring 
facul ty must have a well-defined policy and procedure for 
determining when such experience is sufficient to determine 
chat the faculty member has the expertise necessary to teach 
students in that discipline. 

The value of using tested experience to determine min imal 
facul ty qualifications, as referenced in Assumed Practice 
B.2.a., depends upon the relevance of the experience both 
to the degree level and to the specific content of the courses 
for which the faculty member is responsible. In their 
policies on rested experience as a basis for hiring faculty 
members, institu tions are encouraged to develop faculty 
h iring qual ifications that outline a minimum threshold of 
experience and a system of evaluation which could include 
the skill sets, types of certifications or additional credentials, 
and experiences that would meet tested experience 
requirements for specific disciplines and programs. These 
sta ted qualifications would ensure consistency in hiring 
and provide transparency in hiring and human resources 
policies. The faculty hiring q ualifications related to rested 
experience should be reviewed and approved through the 
faculty governance process at the institution. 

Determining Minimally Qualified 
Faculty in the Context of Dual Credit 
The subject of dual credit was the focus ofHLC's national 
study completed in 2012. This research entailed the analysis 

CD What is Dual Credit? 
Dual credit refers to courses taught to high school students 
at the high school for which the students receive both high 
school credit and college credit. These courses or programs are 
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of dual credit activities across 48 states and revealed the 
dramatic expansion of dual credit offerings. Citing research 
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics, 
HLC's study reported that by 2010-201 1 dual credit 
enrollments had reached 2.04 million students from 1.16 
million in 2002-2003, an increase of 75 percent. Even 
though the study was a descriptive analysis of dual credit 
and therefore by design did not advocate a position, it did 
report on both the benefits and the drawbacks of dual credit 
programs and prompted the accrediting agency to address 
some critical concerns. Inadequate instructor qualification 
was listed among the principal concerns. (See Dual Credit for 
Institutions and Peer Reviewers for additional information.) 

Against the backdrop of rapid expansion of dual credit 
programs and growing concerns over minimal faculty 
qualifications for reaching dual credit courses, HLC 
determined that institutions that award college credit by 
means of dual credit arrangements must assure the quality 
and integrity of such programs and their comparability to 
the same programs offered on the institution's main campus 
or at the institution's other locations. These expectations 
extend to minimally quali fied dual credit faculty, as stated 
in Criterion Three (3 .A., 3 .C.2.) and Criterion Four 
(4.A.4.). Assumed Practice B.2. is also applicable and 
subject ro review in relation to dual credit offerings. 

The institu tion must assure that the faculty members 
teaching dual credit courses hold the same minimal 
qualifications as the faculty teaching on its own campus. 
This requirement is not intended to discount or in any 
way diminish the experience that the high school teacher 
brings into a dual credit classroom. Yet it is critical that the 
content of the dual credit course match the complexity and 
scholarly rigor of the same course delivered to the student 
population on the college campus. With millions of high 
school students now earning college credit through dual 
credit programs, the advancement of higher education 
and the value of student learning rely extensively on 
the adequacy of faculty preparation and demonstrated 
qualifications among dual credit instructors. 

offered under a variety of names; HLC's Criteria on "dual credit" 
apply to all of them as they involve the accredited institution's 
responsibil ity for the quality of its offerings. 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison. 
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H LC's Review of Faculty Qualifications 
Related to the Revised Assumed 
Practice 
Beginning on September 1, 201 7, the revised Assumed 
Practice B.2. , in addition to the Criteria and Core 
Components, will be used to inform peer reviewers' 
interpretation of HLC's expectations around faculty 
qualifications. Prior to September l, 2017, the Assumed 
Practice dealing with minimal faculty qualifications 
as currently in effect will apply to all institutions. Peer 
reviewers will not be referencing the revised Assumed 
Practice in any written report prepared for HLC or using 
the revised version of the Assumed Practice to evaluate 
the extent of any institution's compliance with HLC's 
requirements in this area until the effective date of the 
revised policy. As a result, no institution will be subject to 
consequences arising from concerns related to the extent of 
its compliance with the revised Assumed Practice prior to 
rhe effective dare of September 1, 2017. 

The following section highlights routine and specific 
circumstances under which the revised Assumed Practice, 
once effective, will influence the review of an institu tion. 
These descriptors are intentionally brief. 

Routine Circumstances 

Institutions hosting comprehensive evaluations 
Institutions in good standing hosting routine 
comprehensive evaluations, whether on the Standard, 
AQIP or Open Pathway, need nor write specifically ro 
the Assumed Practices as a general rule. However, all 
institu tions preparing for a comprehensive evaluation must 
write specifically to Core Component 3.C. Peer review 
reams conducting comprehensive evaluations may randomly 
select a sample of facul ty members and request to see their 
personnel records (i.e., curriculum vitae and transcripts) in 
conjunction with the list of courses to which said faculty 
members are assigned. Peer reviewers may also legitimately 
probe what process the insriturion uses to determine that 
its faculty members are appropriately credentialed to teach 
the courses to which they are assigned. Likewise, reviewers 
may evaluate the institution's policies and procedures for 
determining qualified faculty, particularly when equivalent 
experience is used as the measure of qualification. 

HLC Guidelines 
Published: October 2015 © Higher Learning Commission 

Institutions subject to interim monitoring or on 
Notice related to Core Component 3.C. 
As of September 1, 2017, those institu tions identified as 
at-risk of non-compliance with Core Component 3.C. 
(i .e., placed on N otice) and those institutions subject to 
interim monitoring related to Core Component 3 .C. 
should take the revised Assumed Practice on faculty 
qualifications into account in thei r Notice or Interim 
report (as appl icable). This means that the revised Assumed 
Practice should inform the institu tion's interpretation 
of sufficiency of facul ty for purposes of wri ting to Core 
Component 3 .C. and for determining whether faculty 
members are "appropriately qualified." 

Although institutions on Notice or subject to monitoring 
on the basis of Core Component 3 .C. must write explicitly 
to that Core Component prior to September l , 2017, 
institutions on Notice or subject to interim monitoring on 
that basis need nor write explicitly to the revised Assumed 
Practice unless explicitly called upon to do so by an action 
letter issued by the Board or the Institutional Actions 
Council, as applicable. Peer review processes for evaluating 
faculty qualifications will mirror those described in rhe 
preceding section. 

Institutions that receive complaints related to 
faculty 
After September 1, 20 17, HLC may inquire about 
conformity with the revised Assumed Practice if a 
complaint is received about the credentials of an 
institution's faculty members. Following HLC's complaint 
protocol, this inquiry may take place even though the 
institution has not yet hosted a comprehensive evaluation 
after the revised Assumed Practice became effective. In 
conjunction with that review, HLC may ask to review 
the institution's policy on faculty qual ificatio ns and the 
credentials of speci fic faculty members, as well as the 
courses they teach. The outcome of that complaint review 
may be a determination by HLC that the institution is not 
in conformity with the revised Assumed Practice, in which 
case HLC will follow the protocol explained on page six. 

Special Circumstances 

The following types of institutions are always expected 
to write explicitly to the Assumed Practice on Faculty 
Qualifications (whether as stated currently or as revised when 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff l iaison. 
Page s 
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effecrive). lnsrirurions seeking accredirarion or on a Show-
Cause order always wrire explicitly co all A:.sumed Pracrices. 

• lnsrirurions under Special Monicoring relared co 
Faculry Qualificarions. 

• lnsrirurions our of compliance wirh Core Component 
3.C. 

• lnsrirurions seeking accredirarion. 

• lnsrirurions on a Show-Cause Order. 

Institutions Not in Conformity with the Revised 
Assumed Practice after September 1, 2017 

Should an insrirurion be found nor co be in conformiry 
wirh rhe revised A:.sumed Pracrice B.2. afrer Seprember l , 
201 7, HLC will require rhe insrirurion co file an inrerim 
reporr no more rhan rhree monrhs afrer final HLC acrion. 
The interim reporr shall describe the insri rurion's plan co 
recrify rhe issue. Depending upon the exrenr and narure 
of rhe deficiency, the reporr will either demonstrare char 
rhe situation has been recrified, o r it will indicare how rhe 
situation wi ll be rectified within a period of no more rhan 
two years. The latter case will require additional follow-
up in the form of an on-si te evaluation co confirm the 
issue has been fully remedied and rhe instirurion is in full 
compliance. An institurion derermined by HLC to be 
acting in good faith co meer the revised A:.sumed Pracrice 
after September 1, 2017, will not be at risk oflosing its 
accredirarion solely relared co irs conformity with A:.sumed 
Pracrice B.2. 

Limitations on the Application of H LC 
Requirements Related to Qualified 
Faculty 
It is imporrant that institutions review these limitations 
carefully in implementing HLC's requiremenrs related co 
qualified faculry: 

• HLC requirements related to qualified faculry, 
including recent revisions co A:.sumed Pracrice B.2., 
are in no way a mandate from HLC to rerminare or no 
longer renew contracts with current faculry members. 
HLC fully expects char insrirurions will work with 
current faculry who are otherwise performing well to 
ensure char they meer HLC's requirements, including 
its recenrly revised A:.sumed Practice. HLC also expecrs 
char instirutions will honor existing contracts with 

HLC Guidelines 
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individual facul ry or collective bargaining units until 
such time as insrirurions have had an opporrunity 
under the contracr co renegoriate provisions that 
relate co faculry credentials if such revisions to the 
contract are necessary for the insriturion co meet HLC's 
requirements. HLC recognizes chat in many cases 
such renegoriation or revision may not be able to take 
place until the contracr expires or at the contract's next 
renewal date. 

• A:. a pare of irs ongoing evaluarion of faculty, 
institurions may determine that there need co be 
changes in faculry hiring requirements pursuant to best 
(and emerging) practices in higher education relared to 
faculty (not necessarily related co HLC's requirements) 
and co new or existing insritutional policies in this 
regard. Institutions may also determine that certain 
faculry members have not performed well according 
co the expectations of the institution related co 
faculry performance and should not be retained. Such 
decisions are within rhe insriturion's purview. They 
should not be handled differently than they would 
have been in the past, prior to the promulgarion of the 
revised A:.sumed Pracrice B.2. Under no circumstances 
should institutions use HLC's requirements, including 
the revised A:.sumed Practice B.2., as a pretext to 
eliminate faculry members who have not performed 
well or do not meet institutional hiring requirements 
for faculry members and would otherwise have not 
been retained for these reasons. 

• A:. stated throughout this document, the 
implementation date for the revised A:.sumed Practice 
B.2. is September 1, 2017. No instirution will be held 
accounrable for compliance with the revised A:.sumed 
Practice in any HLC evaluation prior to chat dare. 
Institutions are free to set a more aggressive timetable 
for compliance with this revised requirement, bur muse 
make clear to the institutional communiry that the more 
aggressive timetable is their timetable, not that of HLC. 

• These requiremenrs, including recenr changes to 
Assumed Practice B.2., in no way apply co staff 
members at accredited institutions; they apply to 
faculty only. To understand HLC's requirements 
related co staff members, institutions should review 
subcomponent 3.C.6, that states "staff members 
providing student support services, such as tutoring, 
financial aid advising, academic advising, and co-

Quest ions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison. 
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curricular activities, are appropriately qualified, trained, 
and supported in their professional development." 
HLC has no further requirements identifying what the 
appropriate qualifications are for staff members; rather, 
it is up co each accredited institution co determine what 
appropriate qualifications are for such personnel. 

Summary 
A fundamental factor in quality assurance, the central 
tenet of HLC's mission, is having appropriately qualified 
faculty for the instructional and ocher roles faculty 
perform. Ir is critical chat faculty possess suitable 

HLC Guidelines 
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credentials with currency in their respective d isciplines 
for the courses or programs in which they reach for the 
sake of students, so that they are exposed to pertinent 
knowledge and skills not only while in college bur also 
for their success later in life; for the parents who invest 
a great deal in them; for other institutions of higher 
education where those students may transfer; and for 
the society in general. In these guidelines, HLC has set 
forth minimal expectations for rhe faculry ar accredited 
institutions in order to comply with the relevant Criteria 
for Accreditation and Assumed Practices. 

Questions? Accreditation Liaison Officers should contact their staff liaison. 
Page 7 



Academic Program Review Council 
Academic Senate 

2015/2016 

1. The Academic Program Review Council met twice weekly during Fall Semester from 
September to November 2015. 
2. During the fall, APRC reviewed eleven program self-study reports, four programs submitted 
accreditation updates, and two programs produced a follow-up summary. Recommendations were 
made to and passed by the Academic Senate at a meeting on February 2, 2016. 
3. During the spring, the APRC Chair worked with individual Program Review Panels which 
were in the process of preparing reports for the fall of 2016. In addition, the Chair worked on 
improvements to the Guide for Participants and conducted site visits with programs 
undergoing review for the 2016/2017 cycle. 
4. Programs under review in the 2015/2016 cycle began their work in August 2014. The 
rough drafts of their reports were due June 2015. The final reports were due in August 2015. 

2015/2016 Membership: 

Cindy Seel, Health Professions 
Arm Breitenwischer, FLITE Librarian 
Gary Todd, Engineering Technology 
Matt Wagenheim (Chair), At Large 
Nick Kuiper, Education and Human Services 
Beth Zimmer - Arts and Sciences 
Retention and Student Success - Vacant 
Optometry - Vacant 
Pharmacy - Vacant 
At Large - Vacant 
Robbie Teahen - Ex Officio Liaison to the Provost's Office 

May 2, 2016 



Final Report 
Professional Development Committee 

Academic Year 2015-2016 

The professional development committee (PDC) met and reviewed grant proposals on 3 
separate occasions to coincide with the funding cycles during the 2015-2106 year. The committee 
received 20 proposals in total during the 3 cycles (September 2015; November 2015; March 2016) and 
funded 15 of those. The total amount awarded was $54,440.74. 

Applications submitted, funding rates and overall funding dollars were particularly successful 
this year. I have to thank all the committee members for their work and as always encourage them to 
announce grant opportunities and deadlines at department and college wide meetings. Additionally, 
the policy of committee members aiding applicants with questions or dilemmas that arise in the grant 
submission process seems to encourage applicants through grant submission. 

Goals for the future would include an effort to make the Professional Development Committee 
website more available and easier to use as a resource for future applicants. More examples of 
approved grant proposals should be posted to the website. 

Respectfully submitted 

Gregg Potter 
2015-2016 PDC Committee Chair 



Final Report 
Professional Development Committee 

Academic Year 2014-2015 

The professional development committee (PDC) met and reviewed grant proposals on 3 
separate occasions to coincide with the funding cycles during the 2014-2105 year. The committee 
received only 4 proposals in total during the 3 cycles (Sept 2014; December 2014; April 2015) and 
funded 3 of those. The total amount awarded was $8087.82. 

An effort is underway to make the Professional Development Committee website more available 
and easier to use as a resource for future applicants. More examples of approved grant proposals will 
be posted. 

Considerable discussion among the committee members revolved around the current lack of 
grant applications that are being submitted to the committee. Members are encouraged to announce 
grant opportunities and deadlines at department and college wide meeting. Additionally, it is expected 
that committee members will aide applicants with questions or dilemmas that arise in the grant 
submission process. 

Respectfully submitted 

Gregg Potter 
2014-2015 PDC Committee Chair 



Faculty Research Committee 

Chair: Nicholas Kuiper 

2015-2016 Final Report 

The committee met regularly throughout the year. The first set of business was discussing guidelines and 
changes that were necessary. In addition to the Fall and Spring proposal submissions, the committee 
voted to open another proposal period in April. 

Seven committee members also participated in selecting Student Research Fellowships for the 2016 
Summer semester. 

In Fall, the committee reviewed six Faculty Research Grant proposals and recommended three proposal 
for full funding. In Spring, the committee reviewed nine proposals and recommended four proposal for 
funding. During the 2015-2016 academic year, the Faculty Research Committee approved funding of 
$34,891 for research. 

The committee also met and reviewed the Student Research Fellowship applications. 

The committee looks forward to reconvening in the fall. 



Academic Senate Retreat
Master Plan - Major Project Update

August 23, 2016



3 

l4 

FIVE-YEAR MASTER PLAN GOALS 

PROJECTS- BUILDINGS 
Academic 

1. SwanAnnex 
Priority 1 

2. Virtual Leaming Center 
Priority 2 

3. Katke PGM Leaming Cenler 
Priority3 

4. Pharmacy Building Improvements 
PIW>rity 4 

Residenlial 

5· West Campus Apartments Expansion 
PrK>nty 1 

6. Southeast Campus Studenl Housing 
Redmlopmenl 
Priority 2 

Athletic or Recreation 
7 · Ewigleben Sports Complex Partial 

Renovation and Addition 
Priority 1 

8. Top Taggart Field General Improvements, 
New Locker Room Building 
Priority 2 

Other Projects 
9. Southwest Commons (West Side Cafe) 

Rep.urposing 
PrK>nty 1 

10. =~uilding Renovation or Demolition 

11. Wekome Center 
Priority 3 

LEGEND 
• Existing Buildings 

• New Buildings or Addklons 

i 

L.·-··-··-··-··-··-... - ... - .... 
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FIVE-YEAR MASTER PLAN GOALS 

PROJECTS - SITE 
Stn.>ets orCrosiwalks 

1. Cedar Street Extension 
Priorityl 

2. Pedestrian Sidewalk (North Campus Dnve partial closure) 
Priority 2 

3. State Street Crossing lmprowments 
Priority 3 

Parking 
4. Student Recreation CenterParl<ing Expansioo 

Priorityl 

s. Parking lot 28 D'iYeway 
Priority 2 

Pedestrian 
6. Pedestrian Sidewalk 

Priority 1 

7. Pedestrian link Improvements (pnmary plaza, bndge 01 
tunnel northeaSl ommme Center for Student Services) 
Priority 2 

Althetic or Reaeation 
8. Intramural Softball and Sports Fields Relocation 

Priorityl 

9. Soccer Field Relocation (possibly synthetic surface) 
Priority2 

Signage or Branding 

10. GatewaySigns 
Priority 1 

11. Campus Branding Site Elements 
Priority 2 

12. Major Electronic Sign (northweSl corner Perry Street and 
State Street) 
Priority3 

LEGEND 
• Existing Buildings 

• New Buildings or Addklons 

• New Major Pedestrian Paths and Plazas 

• New Campus Site Branding Elements 

I 

0 0 0 
0 (] 

0 

L _________________________ _ 

37 



4 LONG-TERM MASTER PLAN GOALS 

PROJECTS- BUILDINGS 
Academic 

1. AutomotM!Centerlmprovernents 
Priority 1 

2. Swan Building (S Story) Renovations 
Priority 2 

3. JohnsonHallReplacement 
Priority 3 

4. Futull! Building Sites 
Priority 4 

Residential 
s. Southeast Campus Student Housing 

Redmlopment 
Priority 1 

Athletic or Recreation 
6. Student Recreation Center 

Improvements 
Priorityl 

LEGEND 
• Existing Buildings 

• New Buildings or Additions 

• Possible Building Sites 

I 
' ! r ---------------·-----·--------' 
I ' I 
i . . 
L _________________________ _ N r 
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Housing Master 
Plan Ideas
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Questions?



ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE INITIATIVES 
AND TRACDAT CHANGES

ROBERTA C. TEAHEN, PH.D.  ASSOCIATE PROVOST
AUGUST 2016



Quick Assessment Highlights

• What is assessment?
• How does assessment differ from 

grading?
• What are some common concerns?
• Whose work is this?
• How can I use TracDat efficiently?

The Role of a     
engagement,  

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=0ahUKEwiq66_drdXOAhVE5GMKHRb8DlcQFggqMAI&url=http://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article%3D1051%26context%3Dlibfacpresentation&usg=AFQjCNG8LoC16aKpgLdgUaD7jfgg2SR4Pw&sig2=1t3nLpWF0He8eBgBpwDfrA&bvm=bv.129759880,d.dmo


What is Assessment?
1. The systematic collection, review, and use of 
information about educational programs undertaken for 
the purpose of improving student learning and 
development. (Palomba & Banta, 1999)
2. An ongoing process aimed at understanding and 
improving student learning. It involves making our 
expectations explicit and public; setting appropriate 
criteria and standards for learning quality; systematically 
gathering, analyzing, and interpreting evidence to 
determine how well performance matches those 
expectations and standards; and using the resulting 
information to document, explain, and improve 
performance. (Angelo, 1995)



Purpose of Assessment

Simply: To advance the quality of student 
learning through careful elaboration of intended 
learning, meaningful measures of students’ 
learning achievements, and systematic 
collection of data that informs instructional and 
other improvements – at the level of courses, 
programs, colleges, and institutions.  
Assessment involves going beyond the 
evaluation of individual student performance 
(Teahen, 2008).



Academic Affairs Assessment 
Committee (AACC) Plans for 15-17

1. Develop deep institutional expertise in learning 
assessment.

2. Promote innovation that enhances student 
learning.

3. Assure substantive review of assessment in the 
Academic Program Review process

4. Clarify and evaluate expectations for faculty 
assessment engagement

5. Use data to improve outcomes
6. Communicate successes



How Does Assessment Differ 
From Grading?

• Grades reflect the individual students’ 
performances on all components included in 
grades (that often include class participation, 
attendance, quizzes, etc.).  Individual evaluations.

• Assessment is evaluation of the overall course 
achievement in producing the target learning 
outcomes for all students, including looking at 
whether particular groups of students do less 
well than others. Aggregate evaluations.



A Case Problem: Course Outcomes

• Communicate effectively in writing and orally with 
key stakeholder groups

• Utilize computerized spreadsheet applications for 
estimating

• Manage a quality construction project from start to 
completion while maintaining budget, schedule, and 
safety requirements

• Apply professional and ethical standards of behavior 
in dealing with all stakeholders in the construction 
process



Your Possible Course

Student's Name* Assignment 1
(10 pts)

Group Project 1
(10 pts)

Test 1
(20 pts)

Assignment 2
(10 pts)

Group Project 2
(10 pts)

Test 2
(20 pts)

Final Exam
(20 pts)

Total Points 
(0/100 pts)

Final 
Grade

Adams, Katie 10 7 20 7 8 18 20 90 A-
Brown, Susie 3 5 13 9 3 20 18 71 C-
Cramer, Lucy 8 10 8 7 8 10 16 67 D+
Doe, Daniel 6 8 18 6 7 16 20 81 B-
Harris, Mary 10 5 20 4 10 15 14 78 C+
Martin, James 5 4 10 8 5 8 15 55 F
Robins, Sarah 8 10 20 10 9 18 20 95 A
Smith, John 6 8 16 7 10 17 17 81 B-
White, Robert 8 9 9 4 8 18 12 68 D+
Young, David 7 0 20 10 5 16 18 76 C



The Question

Working with others at your table, and utilizing 
the outcomes for the course and the grade 
book, tell me:
“What can you tell me with confidence, based 
upon your evidence, about how well the 
students in the course this semester achieved 
outcome 4?  What problem areas did you 
identify?



Whose responsibility?
“As anyone who is employed by a college knows, the real 
energy for program implementation comes from faculty 
members. They need to take part in planning and 
developing an assessment program, because they will 
certainly be the implementation team.
The success of the program will depend on having a 
faculty-led team composed mostly of faculty from across 
disciplines who plan the program, develop tools for and 
implement it, and use the data obtained. Otherwise, a 
college merely has an assessment program in theory, not 
in practice.”

Source AAUP https://www.aaup.org/article/establishing-
culture-assessment#.V7sc0PkrJpg (2009)

https://www.aaup.org/article/establishing-culture-assessment%23.V7sc0PkrJpg


Common Concerns

Concern: Assessment takes too much time
Response:  The best assessment is integrated into 
instruction, so no extra assignments are required.  
The bulk of assessment work is conducted 
systematically through good faculty practice.  The 
only added step is producing a succinct summary of 
the findings on select outcomes on a periodic basis –
such as every 3 years.  Estimated time requirement:  
20 minutes of think time and 5 minutes of reporting 
time per outcome.



Common Concerns

Concern:  Assessment is an add-on
Response:  Every curricular design model 
incorporates assessment as integral to the 
teaching/learning process.  

On the ff page is one of many examples:



Wiggins and McTighe 2005
“There are three stages to the process:
• Stage 1: Identify learning intentions - what is the key knowledge 

and understanding you hope your students will have at the end of 
the teaching sequence?

• Stage 2: Evidence of learning - how will you know what the 
students know and understand? What questions and tasks will 
provide evidence of that learning, and also provide information 
about those students whose learning is not yet complete? What are 
the criteria for success?

• Stage 3: Developing learning activities - what instructional activities 
will enable as many students as possible to complete the questions 
and tasks successfully?”
– http://www.workingoutwhatworks.com/en-

GB/Magazine/2015/2/Assessment_and_curriculum_planning



Whose work?
• Faculty experts in the disciplines determine learning 

outcomes
• Faculty determine the appropriate 

measurements/assessments for each outcome
• Faculty determine the standards to be used in determining 

achievement of the outcomes by  students individually and in 
the aggregate

• Faculty determine what to do with the findings
• Faculty report summary results to TracDat to enable 

Administration to produce evidence for use for future 
improvements and future faculty and leaders and of having 
met accountability expectations.

Note:  All of these are integral to good instructional planning.



How to enter results

1. Select 
your prefix 
courses 
from the 
dropdown 
menu.



2.  Select 
Results from 
the Navigation 
Menu



3. Select the 
course for 
which you 
want to 
enter 
results.



4.  Select the 
outcome and 
assessment 
method you 
plan to report 
on.



5. Enter 
responses in 
dialogue box.
Most are 
dropdown 
choices.  
Results 
should be 2-
4 sentences.



Option 2 - Request to Enter Results

• In this option, someone must prompt the e-
mail requesting results input.

• Dates must be clearly established in plan so 
they know when to request.

• This could be an appropriate role for 
coordinators, particularly when requesting 
input from adjunct faculty.

• Advantage:  Reminder arrives in your e-mail







Dialogue box 
opens and 
you enter 
results.  This 
eliminates 
need for 
logging in and 
selecting 
proper 
outcome and 
assessment 
method.



Flags – a New Feature

• Ferris establishes “flags”
• At present, they are set as follows:

– Every course and program must have outcomes
• (HLC requirement since 1985)

– Every outcome must have at least one assessment 
method

– Every outcome must have at least one result reported

• Future:  Will flag if no results within a three-year 
period.



The Dashboard



Questions, if time. . .

• Otherwise, call or e-mail me!
• Or invite me to meet with your department!
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