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Recommendation of the Committee

The Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Curriculum Change recommends (by a vote of nine to three) that Salisbury University adopt a course-based curriculum delivery system.

This recommendation comes following ten months of study and deliberation concerning the course-based curriculum delivery system and investigation regarding how such a system might fit, both philosophically and logistically, at Salisbury University.  Since September, in particular, the Committee’s work has also included discussion of the course-based model with—and significant input from—SU faculty, via open meetings dedicated to the subject within the context of Faculty Senate (in September and December); a Faculty Development Day (in January) devoted to the course-based model; visits by Committee members to various School and Department meetings; written responses from Chairs to Committee-posed questions; and a wealth of other and less formal discussion between Committee members and faculty colleagues from virtually all disciplines across campus.    

What follows in the present document is:

· Brief Description of the Course-Based Curriculum Model (page 3)

· General Principles and Rationale for the Committee’s Recommendation (page 3)
· Potential Challenges Related to the Adoption of a Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System at Salisbury University (page 5)

· Operational Guidelines for Adoption of a Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System at Salisbury University (page 7)

· Transition to a Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System at Salisbury University (page 11)

· Appendices:  
A – An Estimate of the Percent Increase in Full-Time Equivalent 

Faculty Positions Needed for the Transformed Curriculum (page 13)  

B – Charge of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on 


Curriculum Change (page 14)

The Committee recognizes that the decision to adopt a course-based curriculum delivery system at Salisbury University is a most significant one.  In fact, it is so significant that this decision cannot be thoroughly justified by the information and discussion of benefits and challenges presented in this document.  Ultimately this decision will require a shared judgment on the part of Salisbury University faculty that we can and should trust our faculty and administration to engage in the good-faith collaboration and negotiation that will be necessary to work out all the details associated with the transition period and subsequent implementation of the course-based curriculum delivery system.  Without such trust, no curriculum reform, however well justified, is likely to succeed; but in an atmosphere of trust, the challenges of this curriculum change can be met, to the benefit of students and faculty alike.     

Description of the Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System

A course-based curriculum delivery system does not count credit hours, but courses.  For most majors, students must take 32 courses in order to graduate with a Bachelor’s degree.   Thus, the typical semester load for students is four courses, as opposed to the five that most students take in the current SU system. The course-based curriculum has flexibility in allowing partial credit courses (for instance, a program could choose to have X number of partial courses equal one full course).  It also has flexibility with regard to the number of contact hours that may be associated with courses.

General Principles and Rationale for the Committee’s Recommendation 

General Principles

The following General Principles have guided the Committee’s work and serve as the basis of its recommendation:  

· To fulfill its mission, Salisbury University must have a strong, engaged, lively academic/learning community for students and faculty, both within and across student and faculty boundaries.  
· Students will best develop the knowledge, skills and core values that Salisbury University seeks to foster through active and thorough engagement in the subject matter within their courses.  
· In order to be fully engaged academically, students should spend significant time involved in course work:  an average of 12 hours per course per week, in and out of class. 

· To be effective teachers, faculty should have a teaching load (in terms of courses and numbers of students) that enables them to focus deeply on both the courses they teach and the students with whom they work. 

· As teacher-scholars, faculty members need the opportunity to engage in scholarly work—from the development of ideas to actual research and writing—within the context of their regular workload.

Rationale and Potential Benefits  

The Committee recommends the Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System on the basis on the following rationale and benefits offered by this system:  
· The change in expectations that comes with the proposed model will benefit students who desire an excellent education.  The course-based model demands that students be fully engaged; it does not require more intelligent students.  Although this model reduces the number of courses a student takes each semester, it also demands that students take responsibility for their own learning, and thus helps them become independent learners.  

· The proposed model benefits students by facilitating greater depth and/or breadth of learning.  Courses in this model do not simply cover more information than those in our current system, but may reorganize the information to provide greater connectivity between ideas and explore the concepts involved in new ways, all to promote identified learning outcomes.      
· Students will have more time to focus and concentrate on each course, allowing:

· better preparation for classroom activities and discussions

· more thoughtful work on assignments

· more time to engage in critical thinking 

· more personal exploration of each discipline

· The redistribution of teaching time and the reduction in the total number of students served by a faculty member each semester will enable faculty to enhance teaching and other work, including:
· interacting with students on a one-to-one basis, thus increasing the student-centered nature of the SU academic community

· developing curricular materials and implementing new pedagogical methods

· exploring new directions in their discipline

· engaging in interdisciplinary activities

· devoting themselves to scholarly activities

· A Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System promises a number of less immediate benefits for Salisbury University:
· The transformed academic environment would make Salisbury University much better able to compete in the faculty market.

· Adoption of the model would help create a less rushed and more focused and engaged scholarly/intellectual atmosphere and academic community on the Salisbury University campus—for both students and faculty alike—than we are able to have within the current system. 
· Because a course-based curriculum delivery system has the potential to improve student retention and graduation rates and thus improve efficiency and effectiveness, it would distinguish Salisbury University within the University System of Maryland.  This might garner us both greater attention and increased funding from the State.  

· By putting ourselves in the company of other institutions that currently use the course-based model, Salisbury University may attract students who might otherwise choose to attend those institutions.  
· Over time, the course-based model can be expected to result in better-educated, better-prepared Salisbury University graduates.  

Potential Challenges Related to the Adoption of a Course-Based 


Curriculum Delivery System at Salisbury University

The change to a course-based curriculum at SU raises several concerns among faculty members and administrators, and would present a number of logistical challenges.  Many of the concerns and challenges would have to be addressed through the various processes of shared governance on campus, so the committee does not feel it is appropriate to make specific proposals regarding how they should be addressed.  Still, we recognize that there are various options for addressing the challenges presented by the change to a course-based model, which can be considered by faculty members and administrators at the appropriate time if the model were to be adopted.  

Fundamentally, the committee believes that the concerns or challenges listed below, which are largely a summary of those identified by department chairs in their responses to the course-based model, are valid considerations, but that they do not present insurmountable obstacles to the adoption of the new curriculum model at SU.  With creativity and collaboration, the faculty could resolve to implement processes to coherently address all of these issues.  We believe, therefore, that the decision should turn on what is best for student learning, and for the future of Salisbury University as an academic environment.  We list the following concerns and challenges as a way of documenting them so they can be taken up in future deliberations should the curriculum change move forward. 

Concerns that will be addressed through new processes of faculty and student 


development

· Articulating the tenets of a campus culture that emphasizes full engagement in classes so that these can be introduced to students and faculty as they are oriented to Salisbury University.

· Finding specific ways to help transform student and faculty culture so that faculty serve more as mentors to help students develop the ability to become independent learners.  
· Developing new orientation programs for both students and faculty that familiarize them with the curriculum model used at SU, including the expectations for full engagement in classes.

· Providing ongoing faculty development opportunities to maintain the updating, refinement, deepening and other course enhancement expected with a course-based curriculum model.

Challenges that must be addressed through campus negotiation, restructuring of 


curricula, and revised program operation

· Transfer Students

· Establishing processes by which transfer student transcripts can be assessed readily and equated with Salisbury University’s curriculum.

· Maintaining the attraction of Salisbury University as a destination for transfer students from the point of view of accepted credits, time to degree completion and support for transition to SU’s curricula.

· Faculty Teaching Load

· Modifying compensation for faculty administrators (e.g., department chairs, graduate directors) within the altered workload expectations.

· Adjusting faculty workload to be equitable across schools and programs, taking into consideration differences in demands and expectations such as labs, graduate teaching, supervision of student research and clinical experiences.

· Converting workload expectations of contractual full-time faculty, including service and scholarship/professional development, within a typical 3/3 teaching load.

· Ensuring that faculty workload accounts for the increased importance of advising in the course-based system.  

· Course Offerings 

· Developing processes for curriculum change that are expedient, yet maintain the intent of the course-based curriculum model.

· Establishing a rotation of courses that maintains the variety of program offerings (majors, minors, tracks) that students find attractive and serves SU’s overall mission.

· Revising general education in a manner that coordinates with major and minor requirements to provide for timely program completion, typically within four years.

· Transforming Courses

· Redistributing course outcomes into fewer courses to maintain overall curricular standards, especially with respect to compliance with accreditation standards and requirements of professional graduate programs, without making the courses exceedingly difficult for students or faculty.

· Identifying ways to modify courses that qualitatively enhance student experience.

· Maintaining a reasonable range of outcomes within a given course so that it is still within faculty expertise.

· Resources

· Procuring the financial resources required for additional faculty lines, professional development, student advisement and other adjustments to curriculum and administration.

· Allocating additional faculty lines equitably among departments and programs.

· Apportioning resources to faculty development to support continued course transformations, enhancements and revisions in keeping with internal and external mandates and expectations.

· Allotting resources for additional revisions required to assess courses and programs relative to accreditation standards.

Operational Guidelines for Adoption of a Course-Based Curriculum 


Delivery System at Salisbury University

The following operational guidelines provide basic parameters for the application of the course-based model to SU reality.

Curriculum:
· Number of courses needed to graduate and student course load
Students enrolled in programs and majors that currently require 120 credit hours will be required to complete 32 courses, taking on average, four per semester to graduate in four years. Students taking three courses a semester will be considered full-time. Students will need permission to take five courses in a given semester.  This model also allows for the development of partial courses, i.e., a ½ course unit.

· Division of courses regarding Gen Ed, Majors, Electives

As a general guideline, the 32 courses required for graduation will be distributed roughly along the lines of 1/3 for Gen Ed, 1/3 for a student’s major, and another 1/3 for electives, minor, and/or a second major.
· General Education

As recommended by the Middle-States Evaluation Team, the General Education curriculum of SU will need to be reexamined so that it is aligned with our General Education learning outcomes.  This must happen regardless of whether SU makes the transition to a course-based curriculum, and it is a project that is outside the scope of this committee’s charge.  We can say, however, that the final version of General Education under a course-based model must incorporate enough flexibility to allow all programs and majors that currently can be completed in 120 credit hours to achieve the objectives of both the major and general education within the 32-course limit. 
· Size of Majors 
Majors will include between 9 and 12 courses. Efforts will be made to accomplish the objectives of the major within 10 courses (not counting other Departments’ courses that are required by the major).  Some majors in professional programs, however, may need to exceed the 12-course maximum prescribed here.

· Size of Minors 
A minor will require four to five courses, including those that overlap with the major or general education.

· “Double-dipping” 
“Double-dipping” between Gen Ed and a student’s major/minor will be both permitted, without limit, and encouraged (see “Advising”).  “Triple-dipping” will be permitted as well. 

· Withdrawal policy
Because withdrawal from a course will have serious repercussions on finishing a degree on time and/or on student workload, the current University policy regarding withdrawal deadlines will need to be reviewed.

· Curriculum reform for both individual courses and programs
The course-based system will require a full examination of the curriculum of all programs, based on each program’s learning outcomes.  Each course will have to be examined and most likely redesigned in the context of this new curriculum model.  

Faculty:

· Course load for faculty
Faculty, both tenure-track and full-time contractual, will teach fewer courses and/or sections.  Each school (and in some cases, disciplines therein) will decide how the teaching load will be reallocated; however, faculty who now teach 4/4 will teach 3/3.  For faculty currently teaching something other than a 4/4 load (due to accreditation requirements, labs, studios, clinicals, etc.), their work load will need to be adjusted, but must be equitable to those of faculty moving from a 4/4 to a 3/3 load (for example, the Perdue School may go from a 3/3 to a 3/2 teaching load).  Faculty will have the option to spend less total time per week in the classroom than under the current system and, instead, focus their energies on the enhancement of their (fewer) courses/sections and mentoring of their (fewer) students.

· Expectations regarding Teaching, Scholarship and Service
A change to the course-based system and its reallocated teaching load will not alter current expectations for faculty workload (65-77% teaching, 15-25%  research/scholarship, and 5-15%  service, as outlined in the Faculty Handbook).
· Staffing
No tenure-track personnel will be lost in the change to the course-based model. Avoiding reassignment of tenure-track faculty will also be a priority.  In addition, efforts will be made to retain all current full-time contractual faculty.  It is difficult, if not impossible, to accurately predict the number of new faculty positions that will be required to implement the transformed curriculum.  To do so would require knowledge of how various programs and General Education will be transformed.   Calculations simply based on the assumption that the typical student would take 4 courses instead of 5, and that faculty would teach 3 courses instead of 4, yield an increase in faculty positions of about 6.7%, as shown in Appendix A.  (In Fall 2005, there were 391 full-time equivalent faculty positions, so the calculation predicts about 26 additional full-time equivalent faculty positions will be required to support the course-based system.)  This type of calculation fails to take into account, however, that implementation of the transformed curriculum will demand that every aspect of the curriculum be reexamined and restructured, and thus such calculations are highly oversimplified at this point because they assume that everything remains the same as under the current system except the number of courses taken/taught each semester (which will not be the case) and that all students, under the new system, will be taking the exact same total number of courses to complete their programs (which will also not be the case in selected programs that may require more than 32 total courses).  Moreover, the calculation assumes that both enrollment and average class size will remain the same and that SU is optimally staffed now.
 

· Advising 
With “only” 32 courses over a student career, the careful selection of specific courses a student takes will become even more important than under the current system.  Students and faculty advisors will have to pay close attention to course selection and career goals.
· Teaching evaluations during the early stages
The change from the current system to the course-based system will be a challenge for both faculty and students.  Care should be given to separating the “shock effect” of the curriculum change from evaluation of teaching.  Faculty seeking tenure or promotion must not suffer in their progress toward those goals because of this curriculum change. 
Administrative:

· Enrollment in classes
Classroom enrollment limits will not increase as a result of the new model, and, in some cases, current limits will need to be reduced to achieve the academic goals of this change.  

· Contact hours
Individual departments will determine the contact time for courses.  The type of course that now meets three hours a week may still meet three hours a week under the new system. The transformed experience will come via the additional time available for both students and faculty to focus on and prepare for course work. The flexibility of the course-based model does, however, offer the potential of adding more contact time than currently allotted to courses.
· Transition resources 
Financial resources must be available to cover the cost of transition to the course-based system.   For example, faculty who carry the bulk of the load associated with the curriculum change in their particular departments or programs will be provided reassigned time and/or stipends for summer work, as deemed appropriate.

· Transfer issues 
A faculty-based committee will be formed to oversee transfer policy.  For example, this policy may specify that a three credit hour course from another institution would meet certain SU course requirements, but be counted as a ¾ course credit.  Students coming to SU from an institution with an articulation agreement with SU will have a set number of courses accepted (say, up to 16 of the 32 courses needed to graduate from SU), according to the limits of the agreements.  In order to make the shift to a course-based system, all transfer students will take a “Transfer Student Seminar” that is similar to what is currently done for Freshmen Orientation.  This arrangement will become part of articulation agreements with other institutions.
· Financial support for the course-based system vs. other campus needs and commitments 
Implementation of the course-based system, and the financial commitment it will require, cannot compromise other campus needs and commitments, such as equity adjustments to faculty and staff salaries and long-term efforts to raise faculty and staff salaries across the board.  
· The role of a new, enhanced library in the course-based system 
The course-based system, and the more vibrant learning community this system is intended to establish, requires at its center a new library.  That facility would offer resources needed for course enhancement, stronger student engagement, and more opportunities for undergraduate research.  Thus, if the university commits to this curriculum change, the construction of the planned new library must not be pushed back in favor of other capital improvements on campus.  

· Target date 
The target date for implementation of the course-based system will be Fall 2009.

Transition to a Course-Based Curriculum Delivery System at Salisbury


University

Faculty Issues 

Teaching faculty 

· Schools analyze program needs for new faculty positions and submit prioritized lists to the Provost.

Curriculum 

· A template for proposing a transformed course must be developed by October 2006. 

· Proposals for transformed courses must include a detailed explanation of how the course has been enhanced and an assessment plan for the course.  The plan must include procedures for assessing the effectiveness of the enhancement.  

· Procedures that allow proposed transformed courses to be approved or returned within 60 days will be developed. 

· A General Education structure for the course-based curriculum will be approved by April 2007.
· Transformed General Education courses must be submitted for approval by October 2007.

Existing programs (majors, minors, concentrations, etc.)

· Departments will redesign all programs by May 2008 so that promotional materials may be produced in time for prospective students who would enter in Fall 2009.

· Approval of the use of specific enhanced courses to satisfy existing majors, minors, and concentrations will be delegated to School curriculum committees.

Reassigned Time for faculty in administrative positions; e.g. Chairs, Graduate Program 


Directors, etc.

· Establish criteria for awarding reassigned time to faculty by December 2007.

· Look for tasks that might be better executed by staff.

Student Issues

Admissions 

· Publicize the new course-based model and any changes in criteria for admission.

· Create new recruitment materials and distribute.

· Train admissions counselors in the new curriculum delivery model.

· Familiarize admissions counselors with transfer policies.

Academic Policies

· Establish transfer policies that allow students to use work at other institutions to satisfy degree requirements at SU.

· Develop procedures for awarding block credit for some programs.

· Allow incoming traditional courses to satisfy requirements, but not receive the full four credits. 

· Rewrite existing policies to conform to the new course-based model by May 2008, e.g. graduation requirements, grading, course withdrawal policy, probation, etc.

Student Affairs 

· Design services for incoming students that support independent student learning.

· Develop experiences for transfer students e.g. orientation, study skills, community building, etc.

· Include SGA representatives in the development of new procedures, policies and programs.

Administrative Issues

· Adjust PeopleSoft to meet new needs of course based curriculum.

· Develop new advising materials by May 2008.

· Develop new PeopleSoft degree audit system by May 2008.

· Provide advising training sessions in the Fall of 2008 and Spring of 2009.

· Include training of faculty advisors to help students admitted in the old system complete their degree requirements on time.

· A master course schedule must be developed.

· Acquire funding to support the transition and new delivery system.

· Recruit new faculty.

· Recruit staff for student services.

· Ensure that deadlines are met.

Transition Timeline Summary

Spring 2007 

· The new General Education structure is approved. (This needs to be established before each individual program can complete the redesign of the curriculum.)  

· The outcomes that tie each course to be included in General Education with the General Learning Goals need to be identified.  The assessments to evaluate these outcomes need to be detailed and the data feedback mechanisms determined as the new General Education is established. 

· All forms required for approval of new curriculum will be developed.

October 2007

· All courses for General Education will be submitted for approval.

January 2008

· General Education courses will be approved.

May 2008

· Submission of the entire program’s curriculum for each academic program (as one package) to the School Curriculum Committee for approval.

Fall 2008 

· Recruitment materials are ready for admissions to begin recruiting the freshman class for fall 2009.  

December 2008

· Master schedule for course times and room assignments, scheduling needs to be distributed to Department Chairs.

· Advising system needs to be ready with materials and support to process current students for enrollment in Fall 2009.

Fall 2009 

· Full implementation of the course-based model for incoming freshmen.

Appendices

Appendix A

An Estimate of the Percent Increase in Full-Time Equivalent Faculty Positions Needed 

for the Transformed Curriculum

Definitions:

FTES:           

Full time equivalent students
FTEF_Current:      
Full time equivalent faculty positions supporting current model
FTEF_New        
Full time equivalent faculty positions supporting new model
Avg_Class_Size:    
Average class size

In the SU’s current curriculum model, the number of courses taken by a student is 5, and the number of courses taught by a faculty member is 4.   So,

   FTEF_Current  = FTES/Avg_Class_Size * 5 / 4.  

In the transformed model, the number of courses taken by a student is 4 and the number taught by a faculty member is 3.  So, 

   FTEF_New= FTES/Avg_Class_Size* 4 /3

Thus, the percent increase in full time equivalent faculty is:

100* (FTEF_New – FTEF_Current)/FTEF_Current = 100*(4/3 - 5/4)/(5/4) = 6.7%;

Appendix B

Charge of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Curriculum Change
Goals and Tasks

1. The central charge of the Committee is to develop general principles and operational guidelines for a course-based curriculum model at Salisbury University focused on enhancement of the intellectual development of our students.

2. With this in place, the Committee will proceed to show how these principles and guidelines will affect four academic programs, one program from each of the four schools of the University.

The Committee will coordinate this effort with the deans of each of the schools.  The Committee may usefully draw upon the report of the previous Senate Ad Hoc Committee and the program operating at the College of New Jersey.

3. This articulation of an altered curriculum must also include an analysis of how a course-based model would affect our general education program.  

In this effort, the Committee will coordinate its deliberations with the University Curriculum Committee as well as the Long Range Academic Planning Committee, delegating to those committees particular tasks relevant to this issue when necessary.

4. Finally, the Committee must also explore and explain the transition phase that would be involved in such an effort.

Timeline, Dialogue and Decision Making Process

1. Over the course of the summer and early fall of 2005, the Committee will prepare a description of a possible changed curriculum.

2. With that in hand, the Committee will then host at least two public hearings or campus dialogues during the course of the fall and spring semesters to explain and translate this model as it would apply to this university, its faculty, staff, and students.  

This process could include cooperating with the Faculty Development Committee to use the faculty workshop held in January 2006 as an additional opportunity to explain the model.

3. Parallel discussions within the administrative structure of the University at the dean’s level and the department level are likely to proceed as well.  

The Committee would assist with these discussions as requested.

4. By mid-semester of Spring 2006, the Committee would then present a detailed written report to the Faculty Senate with a recommendation regarding the advisability of fully implementing a course-based model on this campus.
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