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GENERAL MEETING
ARTS & SCIENCES FACULTY
Tuesday, November 18, 1997

12:30 - 1:45p.m.
GALLOWAY ROOM

I.

Call to Order/Announcements

II.

Approval of Minutes of Arts & Sciences Faculty Meeting of October 21, 1997
(distributed)

III.

Old Business

A

TIAA/CREF Retirement - Ken Harker (10 minutes)

B.

Task Force Report on Credit, Calendar, and Curriculum
(see attachment)

C.

Diversity and Cultural Affairs Recommendations-Professor Houston

IV.

New Business

V.

Adjournment

Cookies and Refreshments Provided

Next Meeting: General Faculty
Thursday, December 11, 1997
12:30 - 1:45 p.m., Galloway Room

i
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APPROVED Minutes from Nov 18 A & S Faculty Meeting
Mon, 15 Dec 1997 12:01:38 -0500
Donald Davison <DDavison@Rollins.Edu>
Rollins College
Donald.Davison@Rollins.Edu

Minutes of the November 18,1997 meeting of the Faculty of the A&S
APPROVED
To: Members of the A&S Faculty and Administrators
From: H. Kypraios, Vice President and Secretary
Date: December 7, 1997
Subject: Minutes of the Faculty of the A&S Meeting, November 18,1997
Call to Order
The November 18, 1997 meeting of the A&S Faculty was called to order by
D. Davison at 12:42 PM. Those in attendance were J. Addelston, B. Allen,
M. Anderson, M. Bekkedal,
P. Bernal, G. Biery-Hamilton, J. Bloodworth, E. Blossey,
W. Boles, R. Bornstein, S. Briggs , B. Buckley, S. Carnahan , J.
Carrington, B. Carson, R. Carson, J. Child, L. Cody,
E. Cohen, T. Cook, D. Davison, J. Davison, N. Decker,
C. Edmondson, L. Eng-Wilmot, R. Foglesong, J. Fulton,
E. Gregory, D. Griffin, S. Hewit, J. Houston, G. Howell ,
P. Jarnigan, J. Jones, S. Kleman, D. Kurtz, H. Kypraios,
T . Lairson, P. Lancaster, J. Lane, C. Lauer, R. Lemon,
B. Levis , L. Lines, K. Manny , E. McClellan, M. McLaren,
R. Mesavage , J. Nassif , S. Neilson, A. Nordstrom, T. Papay, P. Pequeno,
J. Prescott, J. Provost, B. Ramsey, K. Reich, C. Rock, E. Royce , S.
Rubarth, J. Schmalstig, A.C. Skelley, J. Small, R. Smither, T . Softic ,
R. Steen, R. Stephenson, M. Stewart , K. Taylor, B. Walker, B. West, G.
Williams,
W. Zhang
I. Announcements
D.Davison reminded the faculty that the next me eting of the A&S Faculty
would be on December 11, 1997.
II. Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the October 21, 1997 meeting of the A&S Faculty were
approved as distributed.
III. Old Business
A) TIAA CREF
At the last meeting of the Faculty E. Cohen had requested information on
the timeliness of the College's contributions to the retirement
accounts. K. Harker reported on this issue. According to Federal Law,
the college has until the 15th of the month following the pay month to
deposit contributions to the individual retirement accounts. It does
better than that. The process is to cut the checks to TIAA CREF and
Fidelity at the same time as the payroll in run. We do the same thing
with payroll taxes, as it is costlier to do otherwise. He reviewed the
June, July, August, and September accounts and found that: the June
contributions were credited by July 1, the July contributions were
credited on August 6th , the August contributions were credited September
1, and the September contributions were credited on September 30th. From
this information, he concluded that we are being timely and that we do
not have a systematic problem with regard to that process. Most of this
money goes to stock funds. The effect of when these contributions are
recorded is depended on how the market is doing that day.
E. Cohen noted that his question was on when these contributions were
received and credited by TIAA CREF. In the first quarter of this year,
they reported only two premiums. His assumption was that the third
premium was recorded after they ran the quarterly report. So, he was
interested in what happened during that quarter.
K. Harker responded that he hadn't looked at that quarter but that he
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K. Harker responded that he hadn't looked at that quarter but that he
would.
B) Report of the Task Force on Calendar and Curriculum
D. Davison reviewed the purpose and composition of the Task Force. The
purpose was to prepare an implementation plan for course load reduction
as voted by the faculty during the October 7, meeting. The composition
included D. Griffen from Natural Sciences, C. Lauer from Social
Sciences, E. Cohen from Humanities, and J. Nassif from the Expressive
Arts Division. After several meetings over the course of three weeks,
the Task Force has produced a general framework, which was attached to
the agenda. He asked D. Kurtz to present its recommendations.
D. Kurtz noted that this document should look familiar, since it came
out of the various Divisional meetings and Departmental discussions. The
task force tried to combine these recommendations in a reasonable way
and the Executive Committee made some slight changes. He wanted to
emphasize some of the major points and then open up the issues for a
general discussion. One point that might require some explanation is
under point 2.3, accountability, structure, and course objective, it
states that faculty should state in their syllabi the goals and
objectives of the course and the methods used to evaluate the students
and to asses the effectiveness of the course itself. This is an
expectation that the faculty communicate to the students how the faculty
will assess the effectiveness of the course. This could be through
student evaluations or other instruments.
Another point concerns graduation requirements. Presently, our
graduation requirements are 35 course units, 35 courses , three Winter
Terms and one course that doesn't meet major or general education
requirements. We also require that a student take 18 courses outside
their major and that the number credit units in one Department may not
exceed 50% of the students total units. The Task Force, in attempting to
simplify these requirements, proposed that students will be required to
take four units as electives outside their major (which is more than the
one course we have now), 35 units be required for graduation (the
distinction between course units and courses will no longer be valid),
and at least 18 units must be completed outside the major . It is
important to note that this is a framework to guide decisions, so that
if the faculty were to adopt this report, it would serve as a framework
for Professional Standards and Academic Affairs to try and workout the
operation of this system. Also, under this framework, the teaching load
for faculty would be six courses per year starting next year.
D. Kurtz moved that the faculty accept this report from the Task Force.
J. Nassif, as a point of information, noted that under Graduation
requirements 1 .1 , students would be required to take 4 course units as
electives outside their major and general education requirements.
D. Kurtz responded that this would have to be included to satisfy SAC's
requirements.
The motion was seconded.
R. Mesavage noted that under section II, Defining the Mini-Terms point
1, there is a typographical error.
D. Kurtz indicated that ll/11/99-11/18/99 was a typographical error and
that it should read 0l/11/99-01/18/99. This would apply to the
residential component of the January Term and that the May Term would
not have a residential component
E. Gregory expressed a concern about Graduation Requirements under
Section III, 2.1, concerning the 18 course units completed outside the
major. Does this mean outside the major or the major department?
D. Kurtz responded that the reference is to the major as it would appear
in the student's graduation audit.
E. Gregory suggested that this be changed from the "major" to the "major
department". The reason is that when one has an interdisciplinary major ,
such as Biology which requires significant course work from two other
departments, it is extremely difficult to graduate with our current
requirements. The Biology Department has looked at other departments
across the nation, those that we aspire to be like, those that we are
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like, and even those that are below us, and all of them require the same
number of courses that we require. If our students do 35 units, 18 units
will not be outside the major if they do what is required in the major.
The problem is that so many courses require labs, which count for 1 . 5
units. At present, Biology students graduate with at least 40 courses,
and this proposal does nothing to change that. For science students this
is a very difficult thing.
D. Kurtz admitted that this is not an easy issue. If one where to go to
major departments, what does one do with Area Studies.
C. Lauer noted that this is just our current rule .
E. Gregory responded that she was aware of that and that this rule
penalizes the science students and that the solution that comes back to
the science and mathematics has been to reduce the number of courses
required. Regardless of how we count our credits, we have to look
comparable to our peers and by having this rule our students will not
have the same work load as the rest of the students on campus .

c.

Rock, following up on E . Gregory's point , thought we should be
discussing the nature of a Liberal Arts education. He thinks that
Biology needs to explain its requirements for that major further. Just
because other Biology departments do it doesn't necessarily justify it.
The implication is that our students won't qualify for graduate or
medical schools unless we require this number of courses in Biology. If
this issue is driven by pedagogical issues , then he could understand the
problem . If it is driven by the graduate school issue , then there may be
alternatives. For example, the Economics Department has identified
certain courses in mathematics that students interested in graduate
programs in economics should take. We advise those students into those
courses and it seems to be working .
As a second point of information, do the units credited to students
mirror the units credited to faculty?
D. Kurtz responded that this was the presumption .
R. Mesavage noted that the original purpose of the Winter Term was for
the offering of experimental courses and for special student
experiences. Under this proposal it doesn't seem that there is room for
that. Will these types of courses no longer be offered?
D. Kurtz responded that the plan was to have a variety of things happen
during the Winter Term. This is somewhat shorter now, so they won't
count for a full credit unit, but this does not necessarily change the
nature of the courses offered.
R. Mesavage thought that the wording in the proposal made it sound that
the experiences need be practical. She suggested that the word
experimental be included in the statement.
J . Small followed up on what E. Gregory was saying. As the Biology Web
page indicates, most of our students go on to professional programs and
graduate schools. We are preparing students for that kind of career.
When compared to other programs across the country we have the same
level of e xpectations. If the requirement was changed to major
department, given the significant portion of chemistry and physics
courses that biology majors need to take, or to 16 course units outside
the major then it would be more reasonable for biology majors. This is a
serious problem that makes it very difficult for our majors to graduate.
C. Rock asked do all biology students have to be at the point wher e the y
can apply to a graduate program? Or can there be a program where those
that want to go on to graduate school can elect to take supplemental
courses.
E. Gregory responded that the courses required for Medical School,
Dental school, and/or graduate school are in addition to the courses
required for the major . We only require one term of physics. All those
programs require two . We require three terms of Chemistry . All those
programs require at least four . Also, weakening the biology, chemistry,
and physics majors, which are strong pulls for prospective students,
would weaken our recruitment of students that are interested in the
science majors. A weakening of these requirements would be an absolute
mistake and would be reflected in a drop in admissions.
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B. Levis noted that we are a Liberal Arts school and not a training
school . We need to be aware that our mission is to educate our students
broadly. Every one of our departments has students going to graduate
school . We prepare those students who want to go to graduate schools by
having them take additional courses. Asking students to take four
courses outside of their major is not asking too much.

s.

Briggs noted that the point that E. Gregory is making is against the
current policy and that we shouldn't be confusing this with our future
policy. The points raised are important and should be discussed in a
future forum.

s . Carnahan asked, how many courses does a biology major now need?
The reply was 16. Most of the other majors require 12.
J. Schmalstig noted that this issue is related to the change in Winter
Term . The Natural Science students were taking some of their electives
during winter term. At least three of these courses will no longer be
available .
S. Briggs thought that it should not matter when the electives are
taken.
J. Davison noted that the International Relations Major cut the required
number of courses from 16 to 15. Nonetheless, for students that don ' t
start at the 201 level in foreign language, they will need 17. Then
there are the hidden prerequisites so that a normal student may need 18
courses. Now, especially given the large number of transfer students
from the Community Colleges, the catalogue description has been changed
to inform students that they may need more than two years to graduate .
N. Decker , returning to the issue of the Mini Term, wondered whether the
Mini Term could be associated with the spring term and therefore from
May into June.
D. Kurtz responded that the Mini Term was applicable for the May to June
period, but that it would not have a residential component to it.
E. Gregory as a point of clarification asked what the consequences of
voting to accept the report would be . With regard to the 18 unit
requirement that she was having difficulty with, are we endorsing or
adopting this criterion, or are we endorsing the general criteria.
D. Kurtz's interpretation was that if the faculty accepted this report,
then Professional Standards and Academic Affairs would attempt to come
up with the necessary regulations to implement this .
D. Davison added that in the Task Force discussions there was a variety
of divisional and departmental needs e xpressed. So a framework was
devised that would be similar to the one used in faculty evaluations.
College wide general principles were established , but these could be
defined in various ways.
E . Gregory asked how the graduation requirements would be written in the
catalogue.
D. Kurtz responded that Academic Affairs would have to come up with the
wording , based on this recommendation, which would then be forwarded to
the Executive Committee and then to the faculty.
K. Taylor suggested that we consider the following as a resolution to

the problem of the 18 - course unit requirement. If the spirit of
requiring that at least one half of the courses taken be for the purpose
of developing breadth among our students, then if majors require
students to take courses outside their departments (as biology and
international relations do), they are fulfilling the spirit of the
resolution. This concern could be fixed if we defined the (18-course
requirement) as outside the department.
J . Nassif asked if the timetable for the publication of the catalogue
could be reviewed. We only have one more faculty meeting before most of
the faculty is gone b e fore the end of the year.
D. Kurtz responded that Academic Affairs would meet this Friday to
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discuss these issues, but that he doubted that this, in its final
version, could get through the governmental mechanism before the
December 11 meeting . Some of these issues will require more discussion.

c.

Lauer returning to the issue of the 18 course units required outside
the "major", thought that the way it is stated is more clear-cut than to
change it to outside the "department". She had less of a problem for a
party of one to change to 16 as a reasonable compromise .
C. Lauer proposed this as an amendment. Under section III, 2.1 , instead
of reading at least 18 RU completed outside the major , it should read at
least 16 RU completed outside the major .
This amendment was seconded.
The amendment was passed.
s. Briggs noted that , although this seems reasonable and that he is
sensitive to this concern, there may be some serious implications in
this vote and that Academic Affairs need to consider those implications.
B. Carson asked if D. Kurtz could go over the Report sections.
D. Kurtz proceeded to do this.
D. Child asked about the justification for the 3 hours of academic work
required outside the class for each hour in the classroom.
C. Lauer responded that our disciples require students to do different
things. Some require that the emphasis of learning be in the classroom
with standard out of class preparation, while others require a greater
emphasis in out of class preparation. As a handle that is practical and
implementable we arrived at this guideline. It should be noted that this
does not mean that someone can assign 25 books to read and be done with
it. As stated under the accountability criteria, faculty will need to
assess the students in their out-of-class academic experiences. Also,
observing the time required for preparation in student evaluations
could also be a way for faculty to evaluate the effectiveness of the
course.
D. Child was skeptical as to how this would work out. He noted that a
school like Stetson increased the student contact hours when it got rid
of its Winter Term.
E. Gregory in a follow-up to D. Childs noted that at one time there had
been some discussion on making 100-200 level courses meet 4 days a week.
Did the Task force discuss this?
C. Lauer indicated that although the science division was enthusiastic
about this idea the other divisions were not. The Task Force tried to
construct something that reflected what the faculty wanted and the
majority of the faculty did not want that.
E. Blossey noted that a national study indicated that students spend a
total of 9 hours on average studying per week(not 9 hours per course,
but 9 hours in total). He wondered whether our students even do that.
J. Jones noted that we need to hold students accountable for this work
and that if they are not doing it, they should not pass.
K. Manny agreed with J. Jones. She does assign homework that she grades
every night. She thought that her assignments would take three hours to
complete , but was shocked to discover that one of her students completed
it in 15 minutes. It may not be realistic to expect a student taking
four courses to study three hours for every hour in class.
G. Williams asked that we make a distinction between what is presented
here as guidelines and the questions of what is reasonable and realistic
(hours of academic effort by students per week). We are not going to be
able to solve the issue of what is reasonable by voting for or against
this report. What is realistic or reasonable is a very serious issue
that deserves a collegial conversation . He would like to push students
towards a 40-hour per week effort, any more would be unrealistic. A
discussion on this issue could help us do something different from what
we are doing now.
K. Manny asked if someone could clarify what is meant in point 2.3,
under accountability , "assess the effectiveness of the course itself"
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other than student evaluations, which may be valuable but perhaps not
the best way to assess a course.
D. Kurtz responded that this would depend on the objectives of the
course and whether the objectives were met. This could include course
evaluations and an assessment of student performance.
E. Cohen added that although we tend to resist this at Rollins, a
standardized examination could help in assessment of the course.
Under section II, Defining Mini-Terms, point 1.1, R. Mesavage suggested
that "an experimental" component be added to the phrase "On- campus
experiences ... " as a friendly amendment.
D. Griffen replied that his view of the discussion on this point was
that these on-campus courses which would last for one week would be
non- credit with some courses that have partial credit. An e xperimental
idea might be developed in one week and might work, but that a (major)
experimental idea would be tied to a regular semester course and would
take time to develop. He was concerned that the new Mini-Term would be
interpreted as a squeezed down version of the old Winter Term. This was
not his view.
J. Nassif added that the word experience was to imply experiment. In
other words experiences which follow a regular semester course could
also be e xperimental. So there is no ruling out of experimental.
A question was raised as to whether we mean experimental or
experiential. Experiential was interpreted as something like service
learning, while experimental implied something new.
S. Briggs added that the new Mini-Term will be defined by what we do.
Faculty as well as staff from student affairs and the students
the mselves could define what his weeklong experience could be. He could
imagine some short classes, master works, etc. There would be a proposal
for this kind of course, which would go to the appropriate committee for
approval. This is something for which we will ne e d to discuss and work
out.

C . Lauer added that she interpreted e xperiential as something important
but different from what occurs in a regular class. She agreed that this
is something that we need to continue talking about.
The amendment was seconded.
The amendment was to add "On campus experiences which have an
experimental orientation" to point 1.1.
The amendment failed on a 21 to 17 vote.
J. Small asked how we could give one credit for a one-week course.
D. Kurtz replied that we wouldn't. One credit could be earned for those
trips that have a substantial preparation component or are substantially
longer.
N. Decker added that the time constraints would b e different for the
Mini-Term during the May to June period.
There were no more questions.
D. Davison, noted that the one amendment in the document was the change
under section III, Graduation Requirements, point 2.1, "35 Rollins units
and at least 16 RU must be completed outside the major.
The faculty voted to accept the Task Force Report, unanimously.
C) Diversity and Cultural Affairs Recommendations
D. Davison noted that that we are running out of time, but that this was
a very important issue. He asked J. Houston to present the Student Life
Committee's (SLC) recommendations.
J. Houston reported that during the last faculty meeting last spring,
the Cultural Action Committee of the Student Government Association
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presented a number of concerns and proposals about diversity at Rollins.
Although we were to take up this issue at the start of the academic
year, other pressing issues have not allowed us to do so until now.
There have been some attempts to implement this proposal, namely the
Johnson Institute's workshops, but we need to do more. During the last
few months the SLC has been looking at various ways to address the
diversity concern issues as well as the broader concerns about community
building. Diversity is embedded in the broader issue of community. What
follows represents SLC ' s current thinking and a proposed course of
action.
There are four basic points. The first point is the diversity concerns
addressed last spring have not gone away. The second point is that
student and faculty surveys both indicate a strong need for community
building. Student and faculty moral is reported as being very low.
Community spirit and institutional pride are issues that are coming up
as being significantly lower than our peer group of colleges. Some of
the disturbing findings that SLC is looking at come from the College
Student Experience Questionnaire given last spring. For example, 38% of
Rollins students surveyed experienced prejudice and discrimination at
Rollins. In addition 64% of the students experienced sexual harassment
or unwanted sexual contact.
These are warning signs that can't be ignored. The third point is that
workshops (as a medium for discussion) are usually not well attended.
Actually, poorly attended workshops may do more harm than good on an
issue like this. The forth point is the proposal that SLC is making,
that is, that we designate a campus wide community building day. The SLC
sees this as the most promising way to develop community and to
demonstrate our desire to deal effectively with diversity issues. That
day would include a keynote speaker , workshops, structured discussion,
and survey feedback sessions where information can be shared. All
faculty would be expected to attend and student participation would be
mandatory. This is a general framework for a community day that would
occur sometime in the middle of the spring semester. It would have to be
a collaborative effort among all the groups on campus. Faculty
participation would be critical to the success of this event. But before
we can proceed any further, we need to assess the level of faculty
support for this idea. We realize that canceling a day of classes is not
going to be popular, but the SLC believes that this is the best course
of action. There was no doubt that Rollins has the resources to make
this kind of experience worth while.
J. Houston asked for comments and reaction.
J. Davison questioned how, and whether, we could get all students to
attend this.
J. Houston responded that the basic model would be based on the summit.
How to get the vast majority of students to attend without being
Draconian is a question that still needs to be resolved. Although there
is no plan at hand right now, there are some opportunities for this.
A. Nordstrom suggested that Fox day could be designated for this
purpose. Several voices seconded this idea.
J. Provost noted that this is a great idea, but cautioned that, having
worked with this issue in the graduate (Education) program, this is a
systematic problem. This problem needs to be dealt with in both
instructional and residential experiences and in a continuous way.
J. Houston responded that SLC envisioned the community building day as a
way to jump-start an ongoing conversation on these issues.
J. Jones, returning to the point made by J. Davison, noted that there is
a real problem in getting the students to come. She wondered if this
could be presented as another Fox day, a day not announced in advance
but where they would be held accountable . This way, by not knowing about
this in advance, they would still do their work and be around.
J. Houston responded that SLC did think about this but found the
logistics too difficult.
Barbara Carson noted that a few weeks ago she would have thought that
canceling classes would be a bad idea. However , given the recent writing
published in an Elizabeth Hall bathroom and the pain it caused women on
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campus, she would really like to see the faculty be a part of this.
students need to know that we are upset by events like this. She thought
that one way to get students to come could be by giving them tickets
(credit) that could count for class attendance.
D. Griffen agreed with Barbara Carson. If we support this idea we need
to set up a system that rewards or penalizes those that come or don't
come.

c.

Rock agreed with the comments already made including being worried
about this being a one shot affair. He suggested that a semester long
speaker series, especially one that could be integrated with the
classroom might help continuing the discussion. He also suggested that
in the longer term, something could be built into the RCC program.

K. Manny noted that the SLC envisioned this day as the culminating point
of a diversity week, with several workshops before and after that event.
S. Briggs noted that it may not be possible to get all the students to
attend. However, he thought that student leadership could play a major
role in this. Organizations like Fraternities, Sororities, and athletic
organizations could encourage a good turnout.
D. Davison noted that the SLC did not have all the details worked out,
but they are asking for the faculty's sense as to whether this is a
reasonable and a desirable way for them to proceed.
The faculty endorsed (Unanimously) SLC's proposal.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:53 PM.
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Minutes of the November 18 , 1997 meeting of the Faculty of the A&S
(Unapproved )
To: Members of the A&S Faculty and Administrators
From: H. Kypraios, Vice President and Secretary
Date: December 7, 1997
Sub j ect: Minu tes of the Faculty of the A&S Meeting, November 18,1997
Call to Order
The November 18, 1997 meeting of the A&S Faculty was called to order by
D. Davison at 12:42 PM. Those in attendance were J. Addelston, B. Allen,
M. Anderson, M. Bekkedal ,
P. Bernal, G. Biery-Hamilton, J. Bloodworth , E. Blossey,
W. Boles, R. Bornstein, S. Briggs , B. Buckley, S. Carnahan, J.
Carrington, B. Carson, R. Carson, J. Child, L. Cody,
E. Cohen , T. Cook, D. Davison, J. Davison, N. Decker,
C. Edmondson, L. Eng-Wilmot , R. Foglesong , J. Fulton,
E. Gregory, D. Griffin, S. Hewit , J. Houston , G. Howell ,
P. Jarnigan, J. Jones, S. Kleman , D. Ku rtz , H. Kypraios,
T. Lairson , P. Lancaster , J. Lane , C . Lauer, R. Lemon,
B. Levis , L. Lines, K. Manny, E. McClellan, M. McLaren ,
R. Mesavage, J. Nassif, S. Neilson, A. Nordstrom, T. Papay, P. Pequeno,
J. Prescott, J. Provost, B. Ramsey, K. Reich, C. Rock, E. Royce, S.
Rubarth , J. Schmalstig , A.C. Skelley, J. Small, R. Smither , T. Softic ,
R. Steen , R. Stephenson , M. Stewart , K. Taylor , B. Walker , B. West, G.
Williams,
W. Zhang
I. Annou ncements
D.Davison reminded the faculty that the next meeting of the A&S Facul ty
would be on December 11, 1997.
II. Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the October 21, 1997 meeting of the A&S Faculty were
approved as distributed.
III. Old Business
A) TIAA CREF
At the last meeting of the Faculty E . Cohen had requested information on
the ti meliness of the College's contributions to the retirement
accounts. K. Harker reported on this issue. According to Federal Law,
the college has until the 15th of the month following the pay month to
deposit contribu tions to the individual retirement accounts. It does
better than that. The process is to cut the checks to TIAA CREF and
Fidelity at the same time as the payroll in run. We do the same thing
with payroll taxes , as it is costlier to do otherwise. He reviewed the
J u ne , J u ly, Au gust , and September accou nts and found that: the J u ne
contributions were credited by July 1 , the July contribu tions were
credited on August 6th, the August contributions were credited September
1, and the September contributions were credited on September 30th. From
this information, he concluded that we are being timely and that we do
not have a systematic problem with regard to that process. Most of this
money goes to stock funds. The effect of when these contributions are
recorded is depended on how the market is doing that day.
E. Cohen noted that his question was on when these contributions were
received and credited by TIAA CREF. In the first quarter of this year,
they reported only two premiums. His assumption was that the third
premium was recorded after they ran the quarterly report. So, he was
interested in what happened during that quarter.
K. Harker responded that he hadn ' t looked at that quarter but that he
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K. Harker responded that he hadn't looked at that quarter but that he
would.
B) Report of the Task Force on Calendar and Curriculum
D. Davison reviewed the purpose and composition of the Task Force. The
purpose was to prepare an implementation plan for course load reduction
as voted by the faculty during the October 7, meeting . The composition
included D. Griffen from Natural Sciences, C . Lauer from Social
Sciences, E. Cohen from Humanities, and J. Nassif from the Expressive
Arts Division. After several meetings over the course of three weeks,
the Task Force has produced a general framework, which was attached to
the agenda. He asked D. Kurtz to present its recommendations .
D. Kurtz noted that this document should look familiar, since it came
out of the various Divisional meetings and Departmental discussions. The
task force tried to combine these recommendations in a reasonable way
and the Ex ecutive Committee made some slight changes. He wanted to
emphasize some of the major points and then open up the issues for a
general discussion . One point that might require some explanation is
under point 2.3, accountability, structure, and course objective, it
states that faculty should state in their syllabi the goals and
objectives of the course and the methods used to evaluate the students
and to asses the effectiveness of the course itself. This is an
expectation that the faculty communicate to the students how the faculty
will assess the effectiveness of the course. This could be through
student evaluations or other instruments .
Another point concerns graduation requirements . Presently, our
graduation requirements are 35 course units, 35 courses, three Winter
Terms and one course that doesn't meet major or general education
requirements. We also require that a student take 18 courses outside
their major and that the number credit units in one Department may not
exceed 50 % of the students total units. The Task Force, in attempting to
simplify these requirements, proposed that students will be required to
take four units as electives outside their major (which is more than the
one course we have now), 35 units be required for graduation (the
distinction between course units and courses will no longer be valid),
and at least 18 units must be completed outside the major. It is
important to note that this is a framework to guide de c isions, so that
if the faculty were to adopt this report, it would serve as a framework
for Professional Standards and Academic Affairs to try and workout the
operation of this system. Also, under this framework, the teaching load
for faculty would be si x courses per year starting next year.
D. Kurtz moved that the faculty accept this report from the Task Force.
J. Nassif, as a point of information, noted that under Graduation
requirements 1 . 1, students would be required to take 4 course units as
electives outside their major and general education requirements.
D. Kurtz responded that this would have to be included to satisfy SAC's
requirements.
The motion was seconded.
R. Mesavage noted that under section II, Defining the Mini - Terms point
1, there is a typographical error.
D. Kurtz indicated that 11/11/99- 11/18/99 was a typographical error and
that it should read 01/11/99-01/18/99. This would apply to the
residential component of the January Term and that the May Term would
not have a residential component
E. Gregory e xpressed a concern about Graduation Requirements under
Section III, 2.1, concerning the 18 course units completed outside the
major. Does this mean outside the major or the major department?
D. Kurtz responded that the reference is to the major as it would appear
in the student's graduation audit.
E. Gregory suggested that this be changed from the "major" to the "major
department". The reason is that when one has an interdisciplinary major,
such as Biology which requires significant course work from two other
departments, it is e x tremely difficult to graduate with our curre nt
requirements. The Biology Department has looked at other departments
across the nation, those that we aspire to be like, those that we are
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like, and even those that are below us, and all of them require the same
number of courses that we require. If our students do 35 units, 18 units
will not be outside the major if they do what is required in the major.
The problem is that so many courses require labs, which count for 1.5
units. At present, Biology students graduate with at least 40 courses,
and this proposal does nothing to change that. For science students this
is a very difficult thing .
D. Kurtz admitted that this is not an easy issue. If one where to go to
major departments, what does one do with Area Studies.
C. Lauer noted that this is just our current rule.
E. Gregory responded that she was aware of that and that this rule
penalizes the science students and that the solution that comes back to
the science and mathematics has been to reduce the number of courses
required. Regardless of how we count our credits, we have to look
comparable to our peers and by having this rule our students will not
have the same work load as the rest of the students on campus.
C. Rock, following up on E. Gregory's point, thought we should be
discussing the nature of a Liberal Arts education. He thinks that
Biology needs to explain its requirements for that major further . Just
because other Biology departments do it doesn't necessarily justify it.
The implication is that our students won't qualify for graduate or
medical schools unless we require this number of courses in Biology . If
this issue is driven by pedagogical issues, then he could understand the
problem. If it is driven by the graduate school issue, then there may be
alternatives. For e x ample, the Economics Department has identified
certain courses in mathematics that students interested in graduate
programs in economics should take. We advise those students into tho s e
courses and it seems to be working.
As a second point of information, do the units credited to students
mirror the units credited to faculty?
D. Kurtz responded that this was the presumption.
R. Mesavage noted that the original purpose of the Winter Term was for
the offering of experimental courses and for special student
experiences. Under this proposal it doesn't seem that there is room fo r
that. Will these types of courses no longer be offered?
D. Kurtz responded that the plan was to have a variety of things happe n
during the Winter Term. This is somewhat shorter now, so they won't
count for a full credit unit, but this does not necessarily change the
nature of the courses offered.
R. Mesavage thought that the wording in the proposal made it sound that
the e xperiences need be practical. She suggested that the word
experimental be included in the statement.
J. Small followed up on what E. Gregory was saying. As the Biology Web
page indicates, most of our students go on to professional programs and
graduate schools. We are preparing students for that kind of career.
When compared to other programs across the country we have the same
level of e xpectations. If the requirement was changed to major
department, given the significant portion of c hemistry and physics
courses that biology majors need to take, or to 16 course units outside
the major then it would be more reasonable for biology majors. This is a
serious problem that makes it very difficult for our majors to graduat e .
C. Rock asked do all biology students have to be at the point wher e they
can apply to a graduate program? Or can there be a program where those
that want to go on to graduate school can elect to take supplemental
courses.
E. Gregory responded that the courses required for Medical School,
Dental school, and/or graduate school are in addition to the courses
required for the major . We only require one term of physics . All thos e
programs require two. We require three terms of Chemistry. All those
programs require at least four . Also, weakening the biology, che mist r y,
and physics majors, which are strong pulls for prospective students,
would weaken our recruitment of students that are interested in the
s cience majors . A weakening of these requirements would be an absolute
mistake and would be reflected in a drop in admissions.
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B. Levis noted that we are a Liberal Arts school and not a training
school. We need to be aware that our mission is to educate our students
broadly. Every one of our departments has students going to graduate
school. We prepare those students who want to go to graduate schools by
having them take additional courses. Asking students to take four
courses outside of their major is not asking too much.

s.

Briggs noted that the point that E. Gregory is making is against the
current policy and that we shouldn't be confusing this with our future
policy. The points raised are important and should be discussed in a
future forum.

s. Carnahan asked, how many courses does a biology major now need?
The reply was 16. Most of the other majors require 12.
J. Schmalstig noted that this issue is related to the change in Winter
Term. The Natural Science students were taking some of their electives
during winter term. At least three of these courses will no longer be
available.
s. Briggs thought that it should not matter when the electives are
taken.
J. Davison noted that the International Relations Major cut the required
number of courses from 16 to 15. Nonetheless , for students that don't
start at the 201 level in foreign language, they will need 17. Then
there are the hidden prerequisites so that a normal student may need 18
courses. Now , especially given the large number of transfer students
from the Community Colleges , the catalogue description has been changed
to inform students that they may need more than two years to graduate.
N. Decker , re~urning to the issue of the Mini Term, wondered whether the
Mini Term could be associated with the spring term and therefore from
May into June.
D. Kurtz responded that the Mini Term was applicable for the May to June
period, b u t that it would not have a residential component to it.
E. Gregory as a point of clarification asked what the consequences of
voting to accept the report would be. With regard to the 18 unit
requirement that she was having difficulty with , are we endorsing or
adopting this criterion, or are we endorsing the general criteria.
D. Kurtz's interpretation was that if the faculty accepted this report ,
then Professional Standards and Academic Affairs would attempt to come
up with the necessary regulations to implement this.
D. Davison added that in the Task Force discussions there was a variety
of divisional and departmental needs expressed. So a framework was
devised that wou ld be similar to the one used in faculty evaluations.
College wide general principles were established, but these could be
defined in various ways.
E. Gregory asked how the gradu ation requirements would be written in the
catalogue.
D. Kurtz responded that Academic Affairs would have to come up with the
wording, based on this recommendation, which would then be forwarded to
the Executive Committee and then to the faculty.
K. Taylor suggested that we consider the following as a resolution to
the problem of the 18-course unit requirement. If the spirit of
requiring that at least one half of the courses taken be for the purpose
of developing breadth among our students, then if majors require
students to take courses outside their departments (as biology and
international relations do ) , they are fulfilling the spirit of the
resolution. This concern could be fixed if we defined the (18-course
requirement ) as outside the department.
J. Nassif asked if the timetable for the publication of the catalogue
could be reviewed. We only have one more faculty meeting before most of
the faculty is gone before the end of the year.

D. Kurtz responded that Academic Affairs would meet this Friday to
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discuss these issues, but that he doubted that this, in its final
version, could get through the governmental mechanism before the
December 11 meeting. Some of these issues will require more discussion.

c.

Lauer returning to the issue of the 18 course units required outside
the "major", thought that the way it is stated is more clear-cut than to
change it to outside the "department". She had less of a problem for a
party of one to change to 16 as a reasonable compromise.
C. Lauer proposed this as an amendment. Under section III, 2.1, instead
of reading at least 18 RU completed outside the major, it should read at
least 16 RU completed outside the major.
This amendment was seconded.
The amendment was passed.
S. Briggs noted that, although this seems reasonable and that he is
sensitive to this concern, there may be some serious implications in
this vote and that Academic Affairs need to consider those implications.
B. Carson asked if D. Kurtz could go over the Report sections.
D. Kurtz proceeded to do this.
D. Child asked about the justification for the 3 hours of academic work
required outside the class for each hour in the classroom.
C. Lauer responded that our disciples require students to do different
things. Some require that the emphasis of learning be in the classroom
with standard out of class preparation, while others require a greater
emphasis in out of class preparation. As a handle that is practical and
implementable we arrived at this guideline. It should be noted that this
does not mean that someone can assign 25 books to read and be done with
it. As stated under the accountability criteria, faculty will need to
assess the students in their out-of-class academic experiences. Also,
observing the time required for preparation in student evaluations
could also be a way for faculty to evaluate the effectiveness of the
course.
D. Child was skeptical as to how this would work out. He noted that a
school like Stetson increased the student contact hours when it got rid
of its Winter Term.
E. Gregory in a follow-up to D. Childs noted that at one time there had
been some discussion on making 100-200 level courses meet 4 days a week.
Did the Task force discuss this?
C. Lauer indicated that although the science division was enthusiastic
about this idea the other divisions were not. The Task Force tried to
construct something that reflected what the faculty wanted and the
majority of the faculty did not want that.
E. Blossey noted that a national study indicated that students spend a
total of 9 hours on average studying per week(not 9 hours per course,
but 9 hours in total). He wondered whether our students even do that.
J. Jones noted that we need to hold students accountable for this work
and that if they are not doing it, they should not pass.
K. Manny agreed with J. Jones. She does assign homework that she grades
every night. She thought that her assignments would take three hours to
complete, but was shocked to discover that one of her students completed
it in 15 minutes. It may not be realistic to expect a student taking
four courses to study three hours for every hour in class.
G. Williams asked that we make a distinction between what is presented
here as guidelines and the questions of what is reasonable and realistic
(hours of academic effort by students per week). We are not going to be
able to solve the issue of what is reasonable by voting for or against
this report. What is realistic or reasonable is a very serious issue
that deserves a collegial conversation. He would like to push students
towards a 40-hour per week effort, any more would be unrealistic. A
discussion on this issue could help us do something different from what
we are doing now.
K. Manny asked if someone could clarify what is meant in point 2.3,
under accountability, "assess the effectiveness of the course itself"
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other than student evaluations, which may be valuable but perhaps not
the best way to assess a course.
D. Kurtz responded that this would depend on the objectives of the
course and whether the objectives were met. This could include course
evaluations and an assessment of student performance.
E. Cohen added that although we tend to resist this at Rollins, a
standardized examination could help in assessment of the course.
Under section II, Defining Mini - Terms, point 1.1, R. Mesavage suggested
that "an experimental" component be added to the phrase "On-campus
experiences ... " as a friendly amendment.
D. Griffen replied that his view of the discussion on this point was
that these on-campus courses which would last for one week would be
non-credit with some courses that have partial credit . An experimental
idea might be developed in one week and might work, but that a (major)
experimental idea would be tied to a regular semester course and would
take time to develop . He was concerned that the new Mini-Term would be
interpreted as a squeezed down version of the old Winter Term. This was
not his view .
J. Nassif added that the word experience was to imply experiment . In
other words experiences which follow a regular semester course could
also be experimental. So there is no ruling out of experimental.
A question was raised as to whether we mean experimental or
experiential. Experiential was interpreted as something like service
learning, while experimental implied something new .

s.

Briggs added that the new Mini-Term will be defined by what we do.
Faculty as well as staff from student affairs and the students
themselves could define what his weeklong experience could be. He could
imagine some short classes, master works, etc. There would be a proposal
for this kind of course, which would go to the appropriate committee for
approval. This is something for which we will need to discuss and work
out .

c. Lauer added that she interpreted experiential as something important
but different from what occurs in a regular class. She agreed that this
is something that we need to continue talking about.
The amendment was seconded.
The amendment was to add "On campus experiences which have an
experimental orientation" to point 1.1.
The amendment failed on a 21 to 17 vote .
J. Small asked how we could give one credit for a one-week course .
D. Kurtz replied that we wouldn't. One credit could be earned for those
trips that have a substantial preparation component or are substantially
longer.
N. Decker added that the time constraints would be different for the
Mini-Term during the May to June period.
There were no more questions.
D. Davison, noted that the one amendment in the document was the change
under section III, Graduation Requirements, point 2.1, "35 Rollins units
and at least 16 RU must be completed outside the major.
The faculty voted to accept the Task Force Report, unanimously.
C) Diversity and Cultural Affairs Recommendations
D. Davison noted that that we are running out of time, but that this was
a very important issue. He asked J. Houston to present the Student Life
Committee's (SLC) recommendations.
J. Houston reported that during the last faculty meeting last spring,
the cultural Action Committee of the Student Government Association
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presented a number of concerns and proposals about diversity at Rollins.
Although we were to take up this issue at the start of the academic
year, other pressing issues have not allowed us to do so until now.
There have been some attempts to implement this proposal, namely the
Johnson Institute's workshops, but we need to do more. During the last
few months the SLC has been looking at various ways to address the
diversity concern issues as well as the broader concerns about community
building. Diversity is embedded in the broader issue of community. What
follows represents SLC's current thinking and a proposed course of
action.
There are four basic points. The first point is the diversity concerns
addressed last spring have not gone away. The second point is that
student and faculty surveys both indicate a strong need for community
building. Student and faculty moral is reported as being very low.
Community spirit and institutional pride are issues that are coming up
as being significantly lower than our peer group of colleges. Some of
the disturbing findings that SLC is looking at come from the College
Student Experience Questionnaire given last spring. For example, 38% of
Rollins students surveyed experienced prejudice and discrimination at
Rollins. In addition 64% of the students experienced sexual harassment
or unwanted sexual contact.
These are warning signs that can't be ignored. The third point is that
workshops (as a medium for discussion) are usually not well attended.
Actually, poorly attended workshops may do more harm than good on an
issue like this. The forth point is the proposal that SLC is making,
that is, that we designate a campus wide community building day. The SLC
sees this as the most promising way to develop community and to
demonstrate our desire to deal effectively with diversity issues. That
day would include a keynote speaker, workshops, structured discussion,
and survey feedback sessions where information can be shared. All
faculty would be expected to attend and student participation would be
mandatory. This is a general framework for a community day that would
occur sometime in the middle of the spring semester. It would have to be
a collaborative effort among all the groups on campus. Faculty
participation would be critical to the success of this event. But before
we can proceed any further, we need to assess the level of faculty
support for this idea. We realize that canceling a day of classes is not
going to be popular, but the SLC believes that this is the best course
of action. There was no doubt that Rollins has the resources to make
this kind of experience worth while.
J. Houston asked for comments and reaction.
J. Davison questioned how, and whether, we could get all students to
attend this.
J. Houston responded that the basic model would be based on the summit.
How to get the vast majority of students to attend without being
Draconian is a question that still needs to be resolved. Although there
is no plan at hand right now, there are some opportunities for this.
A. Nordstrom suggested that Fox day could be designated for this
purpose. Several voices seconded this idea.
J. Provost noted that this is a great idea, but cautioned that, having
worked with this issue in the graduate (Education) program, this is a
systematic problem. This problem needs to be dealt with in both
instructional and residential experiences and in a continuous way.
J. Houston responded that SLC envisioned the community building day as a
way to jump-start an ongoing conversation on these issues.
J. Jones, returning to the point made by J. Davison, noted that there is
a real problem in getting the students to come. She wondered if this
could be presented as another Fox day, a day not announced in advance
but where they would be held accountable. This way, by not knowing about
this in advance, they would still do their work and be around.
J. Houston responded that SLC did think about this but found the
logistics too difficult.
Barbara Carson noted that a few weeks ago she would have thought that
canceling classes would be a bad idea. However, given the recent writing
published in an Elizabeth Hall bathroom and the pain it caused women on
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campus, she would really like to see the faculty be a part of this.
Students need to know that we are upset by events like this. She thought
that one way to get students to come could be by giving them tickets
(credit) that could count for class attendance.
D. Griffen agreed with Barbara Carson. If we support this idea we need
to set up a system that rewards or penalizes those that come or don't
come.

c.

Rock agreed with the comments already made including being worried
about this being a one shot affair. He suggested that a semester long
speaker series, especially one that could be integrated with the
classroom might help continuing the discussion. He also suggested that
in the longer term, something could be built into the RCC program.

K. Manny noted that the SLC envisioned this day as the culminating point
of a diversity week, with several workshops before and after that event.
S. Briggs noted that it may not be possible to get all the students to
attend. However, he thought that student leadership could play a major
role in this. Organizations like Fraternities, Sororities, and athletic
organizations could encourage a good turnout.
D. Davison noted that the SLC did not have all the details worked out,
but they are asking for the faculty's sense as to whether this is a
reasonable and a desirable way for them to proceed.
The faculty endorsed (Unanimously) SLC's proposal.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:53 PM.
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All Arts and Sciences Faculty
Don Davison, President of the Faculty
December 10, 1997
Task Force Criteria

Please find attached the final version of the "Framework for Credit, Curriculum,
and Calendar," as amended at the November 18 General Faculty meeting.
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. Reporffroin Special Task Force on Implementation
Framework for Credit, Curriculum, and Calendar
(As Amended at the November 18, 1997 A & S Faculty Meeting)

Introduction:
The following is a general framework to guide decisions regarding the valuation of
courses. It is intended to offer general criteria which are flexible so they can be
operationalized and implemented by diverse departments in different substantive areas,
but still commit ourselves to certain common standards for the valuation of courses set at
1 credit unit (hereafter called Rollins Units--RU).

General Framework:

I.

Defining Course Valuation
General Criteria

Possible Operationalization

1. Time and Work required of students.

1.1 Measured as a combination of
contact time and work required outside
of class.
1.2 A nonnal 1 RU course averages 10-12
hours of work per week, with a
minimum of 150 minutes in class per
week. The 10-12 hours can be allocated
in various ways, for example: (a) 1 RU
course= 150 mins per/wk contact time
plus 3 hrs of work outside class per 50
mins in class, or (b) 1 RU=200 mins
contact time per/wk plus 2 hrs of work
per class outside of the classroom.
1.3 Nonnally, lower-level courses
encourage skills development

2. Accountability, Structure, and
Course Objectives

2.1 Use appropriate methods to hold
students accountable for their work
(i.e., quizzes, homework, presentations,
attendance, tests, etc.).
2.2 The syllabus is imperative to provide
direction, scheduling assignments,
exercises, readings, etc.
2.3 Faculty should state in their syllabi
the goals and objectives of the course,

.
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and the methods used to evaluate the
performance of the students and to
assess the effectiveness of the course
itself. ' \
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3. A~sibility of faculty to students

II.

.

.

Defining the Mini-Terms
1. Residential Experiences
(January session only)
(Session runs from O1/11/99-01/18/99)

Ill

.

3.1 Office hours distnbuted over several
days per week. ·
3.2 Faculty should be on campus 4 days/wk

1.1 On-campus experiences which have a
career orientation (e.g.,computer
literacy, technology workshops).
1.2 Master works classes
1.3 Experiences which lead into or
follow a regular semester course.
1.4 Independent studies/honors projects
1.5 Service learning

2. Non-residential experiences

2.1 International/domestic trips (including
service learning); could require travel
during winter holiday.
2.2 Normally linked to a regular semester
course.

3. Credit

3.1 Credit may range from .25 - 1 RU
depending on the amount of work,
length of trips, meetings before or after
the trips.

Graduation Requirements
1. Breadth requirement

1.1 Students are required to take 4 RU
as electives outside of their major

2. Graduation requirement

2.1 35 Rollins units and at least 16 RU
must be completed outside the major
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2. Non-residential experiences

2.1 International/domestic trips (including
service learning); could require travel
during winter holiday.
2.2 Normally linked to a regular semester
course.

3. Credit

3.1 Credit may range from .25 - 1 RU
depending on the amount of work,
length of trips, meetings before or after
the trips.

Graduation Requirements
1. Breadth requirement

1.1 Students are required to take 4 RU
as electives outside of their major

2. Graduation requirement

2.1 35 Rollins units and at least 18 RU
must be completed outside the major

Minutes of the November 11, 1997 meeting of the A&S
Executive Committee

UNAPPROVED
To: Members of the A&S Faculty and Administration
From: H. Kypraios, Vice President and Secretary
Date: November 13, 1997
Subject: Minutes of the A&S Executive Committee Meeting, November 11, 1997

Call to Order
The November 11, 1997 meeting of the A&S Executive Committee was called to order by D.
Davison at 12:37 PM. Those in attendance were
S. Briggs, R. Bornstein, C. Edmondson, J. Houston, D. Kurtz, H. Kypraios, and J. Schmalstig.
1. Approval of Minutes
The minutes of the October 28, 1997 Executive Committee Meeting were approved.
2. Announcements
D . Davison announced that he was in the process of revising the schedule of Executive
Committee meeting dates for the remainder of the academic year to meet more often.

Old Business
1. Framework from Special Task Force Report on Calendar, Curriculum, and Credit.
D . Kurtz presented a summary of the Framework. It was his recollection that the time and
work required from students for an RU course would average 12 hours per week, three hours
( 50 minutes) of class and three hours of work out of class for every hour in class. His
concern was that under our present system the catalogue states that a standard course is
defined as 9 to 12 hours per week of student academic time, which is more than that stated
under the new Framework (10 hours). Since what was a 3.33 credit course will now be a four
credit course, shouldn't we state something more than 10 hours?
(Three 50 minute class periods = 150 minutes + 450 of academic time outside the classroom =
600 minutes per class which is 10 hours per week)
S. Briggs suggested that the Framework section 1, 1.2, could say 10 to 12 hours.
D. Kurtz concurred.
D . Kurtz continued by noting that, under section 1, 2.2, if we are to hold students
accountable for their work outside of class we need to have syllabi reflect how faculty will
assess that work. Also, as mentioned by C. Edmondson and S. Briggs, the syllabi should
state something about how the faculty will assess the effectiveness of their own courses (like
course evaluations or other instruments that assess how or whether the course has met its
objective(s)). This was part of S. Briggs original proposal, and it has the feature of moving
us towards compliance with the SAC' s accreditation process. This could start faculty

thinking about this issue. It also means that we should look again at the course evaluation
forms .
S. Briggs suggested changing section 1, 2.3 to state this explicitly, so that an evaluation of
the course will mean more than evaluating the students.
D. Davison suggested that the Johnson Center could sponsor a series of conversations during
the spring semester on accountability and assessment that could help faculty understand this.
It is not that straightforward when one considers all the factors that would go into this.
S. Briggs noted that any assessment has to be taken in context with the course' s goals and
therefore should be in the syllabus.
C. Edmondson suggested the following wording for section 1, 2.3 . Faculty should state in

their syllabi the goals and objectives of the courses and the methods used to evaluate and
assess the performance of the students and the effectiveness of the course.
D. Kurtz continued with section 3, accessibility of faculty to students.
In summation, although not stated anywhere, the normal faculty teaching load of the faculty
will be six RU courses per year. This would be a good opportunity to rewrite the Handbook
on the teaching load section.

H. Kypraios asked whether someone could teach 4 preparations and have them add up to the
6 RU rule. The answer was yes.
D . Kurtz continued the summation by considering the mini terms. He noted that since service
learning could occur whether one is on a trip or not, it should be included under the
residential experiences. He asked whether the residential experience would be available
during the May term.
S. Briggs replied that the residential experience would occur only during the January term .
With regard to section 3, Graduation Requirements, the graduation requirement will stay at
35 units while we do away with the course requirement. Right now students are required to
take one course outside their major or general education requirements. That would change to
four. Furthermore, students have to take at least 18 RU's outside their major.
D. Kurtz noted that the faculty should realize, as the introduction to the Framework states,
that this is just a framework which, if the faculty adopts, the AAC would use as direction
when rewriting the Handbook and Catalogue. This would then be submitted to the Executive
Committee and then the general faculty.

H. Kypraios asked whether this process would be completed by the end of the Term. The
reply was that hopefully it would be presented at the December general faculty meeting.
D. Kurtz suggested that S. Briggs's proposal involves some other points. For example, how
are we to decide whether this is working?

D. Davison noted that the Task Force will need to meet at least one more time to consider
four items. There are several other Curricular issues that the Task Force has still to resolve.
S. Briggs indicated that these items were: defining the general education requirements,
defining the objectives of majors and minors, defining and refining the advising process, and
defining the career emphasis.
Action: The Executive Committee voted to forward the Task Force Recommendation to the
General Faculty Meeting.
b) Diversity Recommendation

J. Houston noted that last time he presented an action-oriented response to diversity issues.
This was to take the form of a series of workshops, colloquia, and structured discussions that
would allow for community building and strategies to be developed for students, faculty,
and staff so that we could arrive at a better understanding of diversity and to better handle
these issues. Members of the Student Life Committee (SLC) liked this approach but also
expressed some concern about the workshops. The target audience may not show up. Ifwe
have workshops that are poorly attended, with the same people showing up, then this will
only confirm that Rollins has no real interest in this issue. This may make the problem worse
than before, reinforcing a vicious cycle. The SLC, therefore, felt that some form of
mandatory community-building day would be appropriate for the College community. The
purpose of this would not be to just talk about diversity but to focus on the broader issue of
community. The concerns about diversity are part of the bigger problem of community. This
could follow the model of the summit with classes being canceled.
H. Kypraios asked if this one-shot experience would hurt the series of events being
proposed.

J. Houston replied by noting that this event would be the launching of the series of
conversations.
D.Davison asked whether the students would show up for a summit.

J. Houston replied that there were some things that we could do to ensure a good turnout.
J. Houston asked the Executive Committee if this item could be put on the agenda at the next
faculty meeting in order to get a sense of the faculty .
Action: The Executive Committee voted to forward this issue to the November 18 general
faculty meeting
c) Vice President Edmondson - Administration
C. Edmondson suggested that K. Harper could be available at the next faculty meeting to
address any questions about TIAA-CREF and benefits.

Action: The Executive Committee voted to extend an invitation to
K. Harper to speak on these issues at the November faculty meeting.
C. Edmondson asked the Executive Committee to reconsider the scheduling of faculty
meetings now that the Senate has been suspended for the remainder of the academic year.
There is college business for which the faculty need not vote on, but whose collective
wisdom would be appreciated. This college has a tradition of faculty having a significant say
in what it is doing. Without the Senate, with colloquia not well attended, and with too few
faculty meetings dealing with too many other issues, the faculty would loose their chance to
participate on many important issues. He suggested that more meetings be scheduled.
Time ran out.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:59 PM.

